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¥odels fsr the Deldvery of 3cihwl District Evalmstica: ~

* Service or Lecomtebilizs? . -

° ‘ -

Fuzzy thizoki=g wmderiies mzay of the orgzaizational schiemas .

- - - ——— — -

® - . s . 3 - . o
Zor evaimatior in pudlic schools wodzy—Iuzzy thizking 2bomt the

surposes of evaluation axd the mleriving shilosophies T govert
surroses.  Tae wery hool district srpenizes o Sc evaluathen

2N
and its philoscphies of administration and eduvcatrionzl change. PR

- ’ .
Zvaluators thexselves should e keenly z:tumed to these local- .
ideas, either directing their work to the existing

purposes %nd phifosophies or working tc change them. .

Tne Austin ISD Oifice of Zesearch and Twalustion vag creared three
. N

seers ago in 2 district vhere the 3oard 2nd public wepe clemoring

. .

~

N Py

S T T T T T

| TR OV

for"accbzm:ability. in reexemining cur actions over the past - -

. .4 °

three years as we have .struggled to 4astirurtionalize this new mitc,

<

we believe %e have been guilty of <he fuzzy thinking alluded to zbove.

. We tried to serve up 2 'servigce” unit vhem the dish our paying clients
e ~ s , )
swere orderipg was an "accountability” ome. 1Ia fét, we found that .

we vere unclear three jyears 2go about wro our real clients were snd -
. - . ~ .
< Py - ’

h'ence :-'e;e misaddressing much of our work and reporting. Mt;rpover,
wp think ve “vere deltding ourselves with some rpmzntic notions 2bout
+,- huzaa behavior change that the data sizply w411 not suppott.

* Y-

. ? .
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the lzst three vears, w2 aave r2ig ouy Two dichotomous mulels

-
-
——

”

of Yevaluzatioz ¥or azcouazenilitv” zud "evaluation a2s a service Imciiop.
i

»

— s -
Mo fegr TirsT FTEEEITE EOWE TonlEDTS ToET ‘:J:E"'..,i: Toe TWI mIele.S
- - . Ed
S e ¥ o . ebp eagm meAg s cpce meAeE Zee
TI TE ZeslTlIEC, TEET LY LEWE LT The . IVT mlELE. LoeEE mMolels zT¢E

~ure form in 2oy schbaol Zistrist. A thitd model, 2 compromise I these Ty
.

poriraved. . t .
~y -r.:- - b
. , CONCERPTU AL TRAMEWORK B
—
— e Fmy Teenyyme Leem .o 2
o€ Laie007 I0OT avVa.lec’T s
A . . ) . .

C-4ear #s.z crucial tern. Clieats-mav be ome of two tv¥pes:

[
o
o

v ‘ ° *
- e e ewmidgnt-purchaser or cilent-regipient T1 dis!aguis‘nin@ feztuze derween

K4 ) [ 4

- - -
.

’
these two tvpes o clients is that the lient-pu;ch%ser has direct power

*

- . - . - ) ' ‘
to purchase waile the client-recipient may receive goods or servigas conly
¢ ¢ L e

* -

if he influences those who ha%e purchase-power to procure the services for
him. ° Using this definicion, the cliemt—purchaser will be ihe administration

* L
)

(superintendent, board,.znd public) while the client-recipieat will te thg

-

[
school ptrsompel who might use the evaluation service for their purpojes.

g ‘ : ;
Evaluatioa Purpose ' -
. - - N "‘1
. we define the purpose of ewvaluation as the use or potential use to

which evaluation may be addresseé. Our office identifies the ultizate -

purpose of evaluation as the izprovement of student learning outcozes.

- LY

e
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. All clients, whegther payizg or msizmg, will agree toeorerically wicth this

Sefinition, Intergedizte purposes, hovever, may 0T e so clear. Waile
-~
. . - - - L3
1t is trume thzt the public, school Soard, e=d superintecdent mav vell
pave political evaluatiocn purposes iz mizd, the schgel districe srafs

L] ‘. . - . -
-

mey ce evea more “politicalls” motivated, because they have at stzke the

Despizé tne prodiems zsseccizted with def:inin

- f

LA (N \
(4]
24
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-

) . zzd the potenmtial purpuses for evzluvaticn with borh kinds of client

iy ] . . N

. - . . ‘
‘Thzoughout the history of man, two conflirtiag viess .of human nasture

) haye operated. Ia cme view, b is viewed as. innarely good. As such,
. * A Y
. = «

L1
e will chogse to behave ragionally and kindly toward his fellow $an,

(%

-~ - -

unless sociery (viewed as an evil corrupter) infl ’

-
lgences him to behave ]
<

) -
wtongfullvw, In the alternative view, man is seen as born witn origina’

sin.” ‘=ere, man is viewed as requirifg exordism of evil tnrough oaptism,

4 A ]

. training, or other coantinued vigﬁ:am:e. !’org moedern philoso?hers may
\/ .

- phrase this as imnate selz’—centerednes's. In education the basically

- ? . .
good vision of man is expressed in the philogophies of Rpusseau and

4

|

T such contexporary romanticists as Holt, RKehl, and Illich. The evil view

L4

of men is exezplified in the "world view" of Kewton (Mink)-and wmore

.récentiy the "fundzoental school” aad "basic skills" citizem groups.

o ' ] . ' 3 | 1
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. £lthongh the relatiomship may appe2r obligue, these philoscphical
- »

.
.

dichoromics cza Se seen underlivinz the rws models of evaluation es

.

*{

zccoumtabilicy, or service.

conmzzbilicy Model '

&

. e

The clieats for evaluzticn here

are Tly
the Top level edmimistrators, Sozrd, 2nd thus indirectls the Srozder

.incerested ia cost informztion. Kot oaly will they be interested in

total program costs, but if there were achievemeat gains they will wish

.
—

. te koow ar whar relatéve costs thev vere gafned. They will Zeed emough
- . ;
- - - - L -
vritten backup dara To be sure oI ine evaluation unit s competence, ut

%111 z0t wish to hezr this data in detail. If there is amy process

)
3

-~

forgation of direct importauce to outcomes, such. 25 2 major failure in

-~

b

the implementation of the program, they may be interested in knowiog this.

1 ¢ -
- . - - . - z -
But they will not weat to hear about the fine points of fne process
[ . ,

luat ’

evaluation. gy

‘ The philosophy underlying this model is that people act in response ,
to directfons from an authority and usually must be exteranally motivated

to change their performaace. Coatrary to zuck 0of the recent human

. resources and systews analysis theorizing, this model postulates.that in
«

the cozplex world of human behavior, sicple feedback on the state of the
P
systes will not be sufficieat to change behavior. The imzmediate buman

costh'for\;hangé are frequently s6 great that external intervention and

. ) A |
3 orders from zbovesare necessary.

v T .
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Organizaticnally, the essentials that mmst be observed if the

- - .
orogram accomtrebility model is elected is that the evaluvaticn should be.
2a izdependent orgaaizaticnal wmit reporting 2t e very high level -of the

‘!.. .
- hderarchy. This is Zecessar¥, vecause credibiliry is the most crucial

congbdit:: an evaluator hzs in rthis eavirommen:. The evalmitor's clients

will act have time o read his massive techaicel reports nor understemd

2is fize statistics, but zher must somebow be assured of his competence

-
’

segztive informetion. Thus; iz the diagrer of this model iz

Figure 1 the evaluation umit ¢ hierarchica 1% zbove the program wmit.

L
e toral grsten

g.

This positicn of the wmit will zlsc be crucial, because
L 4

1ikels tc become the natural ememy (overt or covert) of

1
i)
|
[
rt
.

*
INSERT FIGLRE 1

p S

1f this accountability model of evalvation were strictly implemedted

s L . . . .
2né integrivy. Moreocver, ther musT Dave conf{dence that his work will 5ot be

-

is

?

it would be the least expeasive form of evaluation. in monetery terms. $1ace

commynicaticn and coordinmation with program or school stz2ff and process
evaluation tend to be the most time consuming and hence most -expensive

elements of evaluation, the reduction in importance of the dovaward flow

of informatien in this model caa reduce evaluation costs. .
] ' .

\

N .

will be the most. "e}f;ensi;ve."- Staff reséatment over the evaluvator (as

auditor) will gradually lead to distrust. This distrust in tura ¥ill

interfere with data access and/or data relizbilicy.

.
- . .
. » .

[} —— -

2. Service Vodel . ‘ e

The client in this case is the client-receiver. (usuaily the prograr

”
.

“gtaff), and evaluation aSsu—es a service rc\le to that staff. In the

4 ., .
. -

°* In terms of staff support, bowever, .the approach strictly implemented
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.
service model's purest form, the evaluatioh stahf might proviee to the
staff only‘technical assistance such as statistical amalyses or data
. -

processing: The evaluation staff night even report~to the program staff

administratively. This organizational arrangement is jllustrated in

Figure 2. The two-way directionaljty of information:flow in this model

as opposed to the previous diagram is thesmost important feature. .

’

i
INSERT FIGURE, 2

This model has its philosophical roots in the old rousseauian view

of human nature: - it is believed that man will opt for "good" under his
own motivation——in this case, educational improvement. The underlying
postulate is that people are always motivated,to perform at their

I 4 t

maximum level; evaluation serves' only to ‘provide accurate information

about the state of the progran or dystem. It is implied that no extermal

motivation or threat is needed tp provide change.

‘The evaluation staff following this model would be quickly_attuned'

to in-course program changes and could pick-up on p;ocess_differences as

they occur. Ideally, evaluation services would be requested at appropriate

.

" times, and the data would be immediately .used by the program staff.

Several weaknesses are imnediately obvious in this model. Most

,

importantly, negative information is likely to be filtered out before

Ju—— '

\
reaching major decision-makers. This may lead to the reterition of bad or

weak programs. By the same token, the evaluationgdesign may be ‘at the

AR Y

L 4 - N
mercy of the program staff. The clients may not request or approve
appropriate evaluation resources, which will then lean to inaccurate or

invalid data or‘its interpretation. The program staff is algso unlikely

(3

to place a h/gh priority on the long-term pay-offs of evaluation ~°

- compared to immediate budget needs' of the program. Hence, the allocation

10

7 . o o :

*
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. of sufficient resources to evaluation to provide adequate process and

.outcome evaluation will be unlikely. Inadequate evaluations can t lead

to evaluation feceiving even lower resource priority, and the downward *

- spiral continues Perhaps the most serious problem for this model for

public school evaluators is that—the information client here is not the

money-paying client who must eventually support the unit with tax dollars:

-

_THESE TWO MODELS AND REALITY (A THIRD MODEL) e

Extensive literature on evaluation theory has appeared addressing
such questipns as the function and purposes of evaluation (Stufflebeam,

-et al., 1970, Provus, 1971, Stake, 1967) and the methgdology of

7/

evaluation (Popham, 1974, Borich, 1974, Anderson et. al., 1975). Many of

“these earlier works have tangentially dealt with the internal organization

o evaluation units, but none have really made explicit the altermate

~
aorganizational ways in which evaluation services might be delivered within

\

& local school district.‘
- .

We believe these models of evaluation aavservice and as accountability
may have more practical implications for the organizational realities faced

by public sehool evaluation staffs than other extant theoretical Work}

(X ]

Regardless of how well or how thoroughly evaluations are conducted the

translat%on of those evaluations into program actions is often more dependent

»

upen the organizational role which evaluation plays than ‘upon the study

itself. -We have seen numerous evaluations dropped into the great chasm of

public school bureaucracy never to be heard from again because the evaluators

lacked the organizational voice to have them heard.

.The resolution of the competing concepts of human nature and behavior

’

change ‘which are implicit in the dichotOmous models described above are not
. 94_ ,‘, " R

likely to be totally resolved anywhere and certainly not in the political

- 12 s

AY
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context 4n weich public school evalnation cccurs todey. Time, oze is

valikely to see zoy ,school district evaluation vait orgenizatiod that

matches the models described. Iadeed, most mnits will try to achiesve’a

woTking blend of the two models just as we have over cur three years of

operation. . ) . Sy
in 5% 197375 school vear ©ur unit began umder an.ESEA Title 171

grant to ;:rc"ide 2 m:;de"' evzluation cababi‘:itv J4n our disrrict. 2ag&ia
with fuzzy :.nink.:xg predominznt in crur first 1‘ work, we hoped to

-
1

a"b-eve sccountasiliity through pre 'idhg informatriocn as 2. service O

e . - \ .
4

sTogreme on the zchlievement of their oblectives. We ramked 19" iz the
-

t

-
-

irst vear, reportiang t2 a firecter wno

g

Q

O

o
A
2.
[}

1

"

(¥
Dl
(%8
1y
“

[\W]
)
0
=]
2
(a4
o
113
rt
[

reported to 2o assistant superintendent who reported to a2 superintendent.

-
-

‘Fortunately, we were established orgaaizationally imdependent

Y

A
from the programs we evaluated, in direct opposition to some local

. i
progran staffs on how well they had done with their objectives. ¥e &d
* &

manage to get a schodl board review of those reports, but failed to secure
: ’ P’

any ¥ind of staff or administrative commitment to program change. Kot

surprisingly, little program change occurred. The next year's funding

! - -~ ; s _ ;
from the digtrict far evaluatior was &bout ting semg—20 substantial change.

.

. By whatever yardsticks we could use to measure the effect of our
-~ ' .

evaluagions on district p:;og.ams that year, we had to rate our uait as
. N

a failure. At least, however, we were beginning to recognize what we

should be doing. . . 3

The 9econd year, we began to take a look at .our own work and -
]
to analyze our operation and our reports Thanks also to some fortumate

"

organizational chan‘ges that occurred, we reported that second year to a
’ .
{ ’ , N : ‘o .
10 ‘ -
v

-

=

>dministrative thinking. *At the end of that year we comrunicared to t
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- x 2 P . - P *
- - _gggiv'es- is;zd dep ;:, superintendent charged vith overall responsiai-ify

) L. . . 2
b for instrmcrion aaﬁ 2erelopment. We "decided that the pure "service” .
| . . ‘ A
o . .' undei,-:é? se, : and opted for a move towsrd the .
- 7
! .
] . » -
t .- 2ccomtabilicy Ped meaat we emchasized oot ¢
i 4
l * .
- shiectives but reporis. 4o exzmple is igdicated ia
[ . . . . . ‘e ¢
t figure 3, - - —_——
EL ’ INSEZT FTIGLRE 3 . . A
| . -
i (e forger our research i7 znd mavmeV conclusicns zmd opted for firm,
| ~ ; iy . .
t - best-Tadica >urse recommesdztions. Moreove?, we begas to talk face o -

[

[ face to SozrTé members and o) administrarors zmi tc recognize that reporis
: : . "L
[ weTe .eSSs 3WpoTTEnt thEn our personzl aveilatiliry vher decisioms were
- : ,
[ zhout to occur. - :
;’ -
- ia this ocur third vear, we have directly reported to the st vperintecdent .

. and recognize oance again the greater impact of evaluation findings on

action vhen input %5 given directly to the top administrative levels, ‘“we

L4

R . -y .
beléeve rhat our move towaif an zccountability model hes demcassra:eé\\\\\

‘ greatrer payoii for cnang.ng educational programs. Our curreat model of o

'

operation might be described as in Figure 4. . . '

£~

T IRSERT ?’GE?E

. * ¢ DNonetheless, we cannot say that a pure accountability model is

evaluztion uait . that hopes, to” conti inpe zdnctioning has ¢o yield.encugh

- b =

service to keep its datz chamnels open.

-

Tous, we think we have come up with a blend of the “Accounta-

.

~

fcorvice” we can reader. We do ot beliéve tha

.

biliry-Service ¥odel” in wvhich we acknowledge g\ijrue role of the

‘?!!;ic of evaluation .
data zlone will bying about change in people or in -
/ : &
‘ -
9 - 14 ‘ v
ERIC - - .

E

.

!

vizble either. _"Sbrvice,f'after all, buys access to information, 2nd any
E

| -

i
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« . IGE as implementation proceeds?

2. 1Is additional resource help needed for the IGE implementation?

3. Do particular staff members oy units need 2dditional tzgiaing
or assistzace in the implementation of tbe IGE progrem? !

4. Are thege cerzain types of students who may need to be given

2 . e hd . . . -
. ;
-, L. Syecemlete? Decisfor Questicns .
. % L
- . A%cwers to these gquest 5% Tyustees azd
R the” Szperinténient in “o the coatinuazie
. of 'the program. = * .
& . 7. . 1. snould che togrvifdyeGuibed Ziucaticy (IGZ) Program be
T . ) ‘ continned at 3 level, expended, or-dictogrioued?
. 2 2. Snonld the IGET moiemenzed ozly in sghools with ,
‘ student Zrgzps A= indestifizble characteriszics”
"t 3. ire'zddicivzal ioours aiviszble if the ZJecisizze oo the

] firer z=d secomt guestions are positive”

. ©® .. ire there zay particular charazteristics of IGE or iadividuasizec
imstruction whose implementatist should be eccomrzged in AIST
elementary schocls’

- 2. Progrg@-level Decisicr Duesiiosns .
tmowvers o the following cuestizas will assist those charged wirth
imlementing the progrem in thelr decision makicg.
= o
i. Should additicazl trfainimp Se ;*c’:" ied”
Z. 1f 2dditiomazl training is required, chould it te of 2 particuler
type’?
- * . . . A
." C. Schrol 2nd Classroom level Ouestions . : ‘
f »
: , :‘-.nsve*s o ;ae qubstions below will 2ssist those charged with making
decicions at the school and classroon level, e.g., U’inf—"-?ais aad -
L - teachers.
. .

1% -Should adaptetions or chénges be madf in the model processes pi’

[ ] .

particular atteation in the IGEZ classroom? -

Figare 3: AN ZZAMPLE OF 4 DECISION GUESTION TABLE

. Tigure 3: :
-~ 3
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Both teachers reportedly learned from this trade-off. One remzrked that
sbe had not realized a certain group of students never participated in
ner class until she sat at the back and watched them being taught by
someone else.

The interns also reported benefits from observing. Under normal cir-
cunstances, interns rarely have the opportunity to see anyone teach a
class other than their mastetr teacter. As one intern put it, "By seeing
other interns you get to see yourself with regard to your peer grovp—it
is reassuring to know that you are not the only one making mistakes.”

All participants 1iked the exposure to cther methods of instruction
and reaching styles. Teachers rarely have a chance to observe one another
teaching—particularly if they are in self-contained classrooms. But even
the teachers in the opez-space school said that under usual conditions,
:héy were too busy to observe their teammate adequately. Collegial eval-
vation gave them the chance not only to observe but to forus their obser-—
vation using specific criteria.

The quality ot feedback exchanged in the conferences was largely
dependent - _ e guality of observations. The best observers were those
guided by a fe~ specific criteria that were appropriate to the particular
activity they observed. They learned more from their observations and

were *r° . i.lc - _ffer their partner concrete and useful information.

Conferences

Conferences require the ability to give constructive criticism with-
out damaging egos or destroying long-term relationships. As our collegial
evaluation program specifies, teachers in the pilot test exchanged feed-
back on three occasicns: after each of the observation periods and at
the wrap-up conference. In addition, they rated their strengths or
weaknesses for each of the shared criteria on the self-evaluation form,
which is similar to the observation form, making it easy to compare the
two evaluations. 1In every case, participants were harder on themselves

than their colleagues were.
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The interns were much more willing than the elementarxy teachers to
give low ratings to their colleagues and to give critical feedback on the
observatior form. 1Interns, by definiticn, are "people learning the skills
of teaching,” while certificated teachers (theoretically at l=ast) already
possess these skills. From this perspective, it is not surprising that
interns were more comfortable offering written criticism than the elemen-
tary school teachers. During the conferznces, however, teachers exchanged
criticisn and did more than pat one another on the back. Although they
were reluctant to write down their negative comments, they were usually .
quite candid in their conferences.

An important purpose of the conferences is to deveiop specific strategies
for improvement. Since the elementary school teachers worked together in
the same classroom area, many of them identified problems that could be
worked on cooperatively. For example, one pair agreed that the noise level
in their area was occasionally too high and they discussed how, as members
of a team, they could create a quieter learning atmosphere. Because these
teachers worked together, they were motivated to help each other—to give
feedback that would improve not only their individual teaching performance
but the overall atmosphere of their classroom.

One teacher pointed out that a major difference between criticism during
collegial evaluation and evaluations by an administrator was “the way crit—
icism was phrased.” We were continually impressed by the tact and diplomacy
exhibited in the conferences. Criticisms were frequently presented as
suggestions for alternaiive techniques. In one teacher's words, "Instead
of having someore say, 'you should do this’, a colleague was more likely
‘to say, 'something that worked well for me was this technique.'" This
approach not only was less threatening but was perceived as more legitimate.
If the technique worked for a colleague, it was worth a try.

The interns’ conferences emphasized diagnosis rather than specific
recommendations. They spent more time and effort analyzing teaching strengths
and weaknesses than the elementary school teachers did. Perhaps because
of their relative inexperiencs, they did not have as many concrete suggest—
ions to offer one another and instead de-nted some time at each conference

to brainstorming alternative teaching strategies.
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Collegial evaluation provided positive reinforcement as well as con-
structive criticism. Suggestions for improvement were balanced with praise
for effective teaching. Praise seemed to fill a very great need. As one
teacher said, "When your colleague praises you, it means t£~ much." Praise
inproves teaching by reinforcing successful practices, thus encouraging
their frequent use. 1In schooi, teachers rarely receive praise from thei:
colleagues because they are not obscrved or evaluated by then. Though the
value of positive reinforcement in motivating pupils is universally recog-
nized, this practice has seldom been extended to teachers—in spite of
the fact that the importance of teachers’ job satisfaction and faculty
norale has long been recognized by teachers and administrators alike.

The feedback given in the conferences encompassed virtually every aspect

of classroom activity. Teachers learned not only about their own perform-

ance but about the overall'climate of their classroom. For example, one
intern noted, "There was a warm, cooperative atmosphere in this classroom.
it was created by allowing student work groups to sit togethker on pillews
on the floor and emphasizing the importance of group evaluation for the
task."” Another intern summarized his feeling for a class by telling his
partner, “People are noisy; that doesn’t bother me. They are talking,
getting excited, and having fun.” On a more critical note, an art intern
told his partner that clean-up period was "utter chaos" and suggested that
students be assigned responsibilities for cleaning up after themselves.
Teachers also reported learning more 2bout the behavior of particular
students. One observer said of a self-directed project, "The autonomous
kids go directly to work, but those who need a lot of teacher direction
and support are left out." During a classroom discussion session, another
observer noted, "While most students seem to be involved, a few appear to
be untouched by the discussion.” And during a lecture presentation another
observer said, "A couple of students did not understand; they needed ex-
tensive clarification.” These comments became catalysts for discussion in
the conference. The observed teacher wanted to know which students were
not autonomous, which were untouched by the discussion, and which needed

further clarification. The partners then discussed ways to overcome these

problems.
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Some of the observations focused on problems of classroon discipline.
Classroom control was more frequently discussed in confereaces by interns
than by teachers. Throughout the evaluation procesz; interns helped one
another identify which students were creating problems and what might be
done to improve classroom order. For example, one intern learned that
"a small group of boys in the back are goofing off." Following the con-
ference this small group was broken up and dispersed throughout the class—
room.

After specific discipline problems had been openly discussed in the
conferences, both interns and teachers often took steps to solve them.
Overlooking 2 particularly noisy student is difficult when a colleague has
idencified the problem through systematic evaluation and provided a just-
ification for action. For example, many interns reported a reluctance to
openly chastise their students. They feared that any display of authoritiy
would squash independence or creativity, or perhaps more important that it
would jeopardize their students' affection for them. But when a colleague
says that a certain student is testing the limits of tolerance (and what's
more, that the same student creates a similar problem in his or her own
classroom), a teacher feels more justified in trying to find sound teaching
techniques to bring that student into line.

Understandably, much of the feedback exchanged during conferences
focused on the teacher's behavior in the classroom. Some discussions were
directed at subject-matter presentation. Teachers gave each other useful
information about the quality of materials used in lessons, the appropriate—
ness of the language used in classroom pPresentations, the clarity of object—
ives and direction, and specific techniques for making their lessons more
interesting. These comments ranged from general observations, such as
"The material is going over the kids' heads,” to more specific one, such
as "Your explanation of chromatic half steps was a little complicated.”
Similarly, the suggestions for improvement ranged from general ones
concerning the teacher's overall performance, such as "“You should take at
least a half hour to present material you are now covering in ten minutes,"
to very specific ones, such as "Why not give each student a copy of the key-

board to follow along during your explanation of chromatic half steps?"”
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The conferences aiso provided a forum for discussing teacher-student
interaction, which was a matter of great concern to the participants,
judging by both the criteria they chose for observing and the feedback they
gave during conferences. A common observation was that 2 certain student
or group of students was ignored. Many teachers wanted feedback concerning
whether they used eve contact with everyone in their room, whether they
called on different pupils rather than continually selecting the same ones,
and whether they gave equal attention to students. One teacher learned
that though she was successful in finding occasions to talk with all of
her students individually about their art projects, most of her remarks
were negative. 1In the conference her partner suggested that "students should
get more reinforcement on the positive aspects of their work."” Teachers
continually praised one another for using positive reinforcement.l As one
said, "You gave lots of 'warm fuzzies' this morning and it meant a lot to
the kids."

‘ On a more procedural note, participants found that holding conferences
no more than two or three days after observations improved the quality of
feedback. Similarly, the observation form (where ratings and comments on
the colleague’s performance are written) was more useful if it was completed
immediately after observing. But most important, teachers reported that
the quality of their conferences ultimately depended on the willingness of

the partners to be reasonably honest with one another.

1‘I‘eachers rarely told one another to be more critical of their. studeats’
work or to develop higher expectations for their students, either individ-
ually or as a class. They seemed to believe that each student should
teceive 2 lot of teacher warmth and approval regardless of his academic
performance. We believe that this approach has serious flaws. Other
research shows that students develop greatly inflated opinions of their
academic skills in classrooms characterized by strong and uncritical
teacher approval. Overstressing warmth and praise may have negative con—
sequences, since it can lead students to have totally unwarranted beliefs
about their academic skills. G.C. Massey, M.V. Scott, and S.M. Dornbusch,
Racism without Racists: Institutional Racism in Urban Schools, Occasional

Paper No. 8 (Stanford, Ca: Stanford Center for Research and Development
in Teaching, 1973), pp.7-10. Reprinted from The Black Scholar, 7,. No.3
(November 1975), pp. 10-19.




-17~

Self-Axsessment and Student Questionnaire

Following the structure of our collegial evaluation program, several
of those who participated in the pilot test distributed the student
questionnaire to their classes and completed the self-assessment form as
part of the evaluation process. The teacher questionnaire contains items
parallel to the student questionnaire. These allo teachers to identify
simjlarities and differences in their perce*tions of themselves and their
students’ perceptions. ¥For example, the teacher responds o the question,
"How often do you encourage students to ask questions when they don’t
understand what's going on?" Students answer the similar question,

"When you don’t understand what's going on in this class, hew often are
you encouraged to ask questions?” Like the teacher, students use a five-
point scale which ranges (for this question) from “always"™ to "never."
After combining the student responses and computing a classroom average,
the teacher can discover the level of agreement between his self-
assessment and his students' assessment. Moreover, by looking at the dis-
tribution of responses, a teacher might find that some students "never"
feel encouraged to ask questions, even though most students "usually" do.
Both the classroom average and the distribution thus provide interesting
and useful kinds of information.

The contribution of these questionnaires to the evaluation process
was summarized by one teacher:

I believe that the student questionnaire was extremely
valuable in providing information that I myself or a third person
could not possibiy provide adequately or accurately. The specific
kinds of questions deal with those problems that cannot be readily
observed. They focus on those students' personal and academic needs
that are basic to learning.

One of the most striking results of the pilot test was the high level
of agreement between teachers and students as shown by responses on their
questionnaires. This similarity was not anticipated by the teachers.

One teacher remarked, "I was very surprised to find that my own percep-
tions agr;ed fourteen out of twenty-one times (over 6672) with the average
of the students. I think this proved that even though my class may -ot
be the greatest one in the world, my students and I certainly agree on

what it is."” Another teacher said, "The questionnaires indicate that I
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have a realistic understanding of my students$' feelings toward the class
and myself 2s a teacher.”

Despite the general agreement, there were several items on the
questionnaire that produced substantial disagreement between teachers
and their students. These findings raised new questions and prompted
teachers to investigate the underlying reasons for the discrepancy. For
example, one teacher was surprised to find that on the average her students
felt classwork was "usually"” too fast and difficult. Her first inter—
pretation was that she had overestimated her students' abilities. After
looking more closely at the distribution of responses, she saw that almost
as many students felt the work was "just right" as felt the work was

"much too difficult.” The second interpretation focused on the diversity

of student ability in the classroom. To improve her teaching, she began
to individualize instruction so that all of her students would be able to
do some things well.

General disagreement was produced between the intern teachers and
their high school students by another interesting question: How impor-
tant to you is having the teacher like you?" Secondary students rarely
reported that this was either “extremely" or "very" important. The
secondary interns seemed a little hurt and surprised by their students®
indifference. This finding generated a very fruitful discussion among
interns It led to admissions that they were probably pset by this stu-
dent report because they wanted so much to be liked by their own students.
They had just assumed that liking was reciprocal. They confided to one
another that wanting to be liked sometimes interfered with their better
judgment as teachers. This conclusion was incorporated into their over-
all plans for improvezent.

By comparison, elementary teachers were a little overwhelmed at their
students' rating of the?ghteacher's importance in their lives. Almost all
elerantary students said it was "extremely important" to be liked bv ~heir
teacher. Of course, these veteran teachers had suspected that th ° i
dents wanted their affection, but they had not known how strong or how
widespread this feeling was. Such unanimity in their students’ responses

made them sensitive to a number of related behaviors in the classroom.
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For example, after reviewing the questionnaire but prior to observation,
one teacher noted about another, "Those kids are always touching you, and
you never fail to respond."

In addition to insights gained from students’ responses on each item
of the questionnaire, teachers discovered that examining the responses
on several items at once sometimes revealed interesting patterns. For
exaxmple, one teacher discovered that her students reported being more
confused than she had suspected. They agreed that the teacher’s directions
were unclear and that they were seldom encouraged to ask questions. She

felt that their confusion might be alleviated if she took measures to

clarify her directions and encouraged them to ask questions whenever they
were confused.

Alithough anonymity was ensured on the student questionnaire, teachers
and interns spent a lot of time guessing which students had given certain
responses. The elementary teachers, who knew their students much better
than the interns, seemed confident of their ability to make these guesses.
When one student responded that he "never received good grades" even when
he did "good work,” the teacher said, "I know who that is, and he's right.
We've got to start giving him some rewards for his efforts.” The teacher
was confident that this was the same student who responded that the teacher
never let nim know when he was doing "good work."

The participants agreed that maintaining anonymity was important if
they wanted honest responses from students, but one lamented that "it
would be valuable to know a particular student whose answers were radically
different. It may be that this student is having difficult problems that
I have overlooked or that are not obvious to me, and I would want to give
him the special help that might be needed.”

In the pilot test, one of the interns did a fine job of developing
his own student questionnaire. He wanted to obtain specific information
about his skills as a choir director. He learned that his conducting was
"fairly easy to follow," but almost half of his students felt that he

"stayed on one piece of music too long.” Most of the choir liked the

music "0.K.," with just a few 1liking it "a lot" or "not much." Only two
students thought he looked 1ike a "madman" when conducting. These items
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provided an excellent supplement to the more general student questionnaire.
Student questionnaires provide teachers with information they cannot
obtain elsewhere. Only students can tell a teacher whether or not they
are interested ané comfortable in the classroom. The problems students
perceived were translated into specific criteria for the teacher’s col-
league to observe and were discussed in the conferences. The student
assessment was a very valuable input that tne teachers took into account
in assessing their strengths and weaknesses and¢ making plans for improve-

ment.

Self-Assessment on Selected Criteria

In addition to the teacher questionnaire, participants completed a
self-assessment form based on the criteria they had selected jointly with
their partners. After tazir teaching was observed, this self-assessment
could be compared with the observation form to help focus the conference
on areas for improvement. Overali, participants were usually much more
critical of themselves, both in ratings and in negative commeats, than
their colleagues were. They generally agreed w:.:h their partners’ ob-
servations on areas of weakness, and most spent their conference in swap-
ping ideas for improvement rather than in resolving disagreements.

A colleague's agreement was helpful in legitimatizing a teacher's
perception of her strengths and weaknesses. For example, one teacher
commented, "In discussion, I tend to rely on the same students who always

have the answers, and I do not phrase open—ended questions to include

everyone.” When her colleague noted that "two boys spoke often, a few
girls spoke occasionally, but no one else entered the discussion," her
self-assessment was confirmed. A good part of their first conference
focused on how she might increase student participation. In the second
observation her colleague noted that "the discussion included more students
and some who had not previously participated. You praised the newcomers-
Good."

In her self-assessment another teacher noted a need for "some improve-
ment” in lectures because she "relied too heavily on note cards.” During

the first observation her colleague identified the same area: 'The organiza-—

tion and sequence of the lesson is good, but you occasionally stopped to
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refer to notes.” At the second observation the problem was not as severe
and the colleague cbserved, "You relied on notes much less.”

0f course, not all of tte probiems were so easily remedied. In a
self-assessment ome teacher reportad the need "to project my roice.” Her
colleague noted, "Teachier's quiet voice tends to trail off" on the first
observation form. In the second observation period the colleague reported,
"Teacher's voice does not carry above sound of the slide projector.”
This is clearly a problam that needs to be addressed in that teacher's

irmprovement plan.

The Improvement Plan

Developing a plan for improvement is the most important step of the
collegial 2valuation process. But the quality of each teacher's plan
depends on how well the other steps have been carried cut. The plan for .
improvement is formulated in a final "wrap-up" conference between the two
partners. Efach teacher integrztes all the information he or she has re—
ceived from self-assessment, student questionnaires, and peex evaluation,
and presents his partner with a composite list of strengths and weaknesses.
Together the teachers decide on the specific strategies each will use to
improve their teaching performaance in areas of weakness. 1In addition,
they determine how they will evaluate the results of these strategies.
Finally, they identify any resources they will need to carry out their
improvement plan.

In our pilot test of collegial evaluation, the improvement plans
spanned the whole range of teaching activities: presentation of subject
matter, classroom contrcl, metivation, student interest and involvement,
positive reinforcement, and classroom organization and atmosphere. Th2
improvement plans were based on evaluations that shcwed a remarkable
amount of agreement between the teachers themselves, their colleagues,
and their students. In most cases a teaching weakness identified by one of
these sources was corroborated by tne others.

For example, one teacher listed as 2n evaluation criterion, "Do not
ignore any segment of the class concerning questions or needs—give attention

equally.” On the student questiornaire several students reported that
q > 4 q
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they were "seldom" or "never" encouraged to ask questions im class. On the
basis of classroom observation the teacher's partmer noted: "The less
capable students are not involved, especially those at the back.™ As
part of the plan for improvement, the teacher specified, "With the help of
my peer, I will first identify those students whom I have ignored. I
will make a point of talking to each of them every day. I'11 keep a chzik
list to make sure I spend some time with each of these chiléren.” Anothe:
teacher developed a plan to deal with a similar interaction problem in a
different way. To encourage the nonparticipators at the back, she decided
to rearrange tne class and move the pupils at the back into the first two
rows. She also said that she would "give those individuals who have mnot
been participating responsibility for explaining things to the class and
helping others with their work."

An intern chose as an ewvaluation criterion, "I present subject matter
at a level appropriate to student ability." He was perplexed when most
of his students reported on the questionnair. that they were confused by
his explanations. Then his peer commented, "You use a lot of terms which

go way over some of these kids' heads.” 1In his improvement plan this

intern listed a number of specific strategies to overccme the problem.
Amoné these were: "I will try to define clearly all new temms which 1

use in class and be more careful tc write these terms and their definitions
on the board. I'll use pretests to determine pupil knowledge in the sub-
ject area. For those who do well on these tests I will design self-
directed projects. This will leave me free to spend u1ore time with the
slow-achievers."

Some of the improvement plans called for rela%ively minor changes;
others envisioned a major reorganization of the classroom arnd substantial
changes in teacher behavior. Two of the elementary school teachers felt
that they both needed to maintain a quieter learning environment. Such
a concern is not atypical in open-space classrooms. After observing one
anotker, they discovered that the noisiest time of the day came when they
grouped their students by ability in math and language arts. The noise
came from the "low ability" youngsters, and it prevented them and others

from concentrating. As part of their improvement plan, the teachers
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decided that the next year they would experiment with more heterogeneous
groups.

Many of the identified weaknesses were not so difficult to remedy.

Ffor exampie, one art teacher, concernmed about giving appropriate positive
reiniorcement for good work, benefited from his colleague's observation that
he did not have any student work displayed in the classroom. He planned to
“reserve a large space in the art room, school iibrary, and hall display
cases for the exhibition of student work.” Another intern, whose problem
was that he never had time to finish his lesson, decided to save a few
minutes each period by letting studerts distribute and collect classroom
materials rather than doing it himself.

For each of the specific strategies, teachers were asked to determine
how they would assess their progress. Plans for assessment were as varied
as improvement strategies. Teachers planning to improve their preseatation
of subject matter often relied om student cognitive cutcome2s as a neasure
of their success. The teacher mentioned above, who planned to explain and
define new terms more carefully, listed as one indicator of progress the
nuzber of times students used the new terms in their essays.

Several teachers decided to use the student questionnaire as a post—
test device to assess their improvement. Comparing the student response
before and after the improvement plan was put into effect would help them
assess their progress in such areas as motivating students, evaluating then,
presenting mzterial clearly, individualizing subject matter, displaying
interest in students, and developing material appropriate to the students’
level.

Almost all of the teachers planned to use collegial observation and
conferences as a method of assessing their improvement. Many had already
set up times to begin another round of observaticns with their colleagues.
Others decided to change partners. The specific strategies for improvement
would suggest new criteria for the next round of observations. One of the
most gratifying results of the pilot test was that many of the participants
considered our collegial evaluation program so useful that they planned to
extend it throughout the school year. As one teacher said,

I need to have this kind of collegial evaluation on
a regular basis. If my colleague evaluated me
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throughout the year, she would have an under-
standing of the trends in my teaching and in a
particular class and the evaluation would be even
more helpful. She would be able to detect subtle
probler areas that I may not be aware of. I sould
do the same for her and also continue to learn a
lot by observing another teacher at work.

Conclusions

We began this discussion by criticizing traditional approaches to
teacher evaluation and advocating collegial evaluation as an alternative.
¥We summarized research revealing that teacher evaluation programs are all
weak in one or more steps of the evaluation process. According to teachers

and administrators we have interviewed, criteria for observation are usually

vague or unknown, observations are infrequeat, useful feedback is rare, and
plans for teacher improvement are almost nonexistent. The experiences of
teachers in the pilot test of our collegial evaluation program gave us some
evidence for assessing this approach and comparing it with more traditional
nethods of evaluating teachers.

Yost important, we learned that teachers can and will help each other
perform better on their jobs. We also learned that teachers will take
students’ assessments of their téaching seriously and use them in develop—
ing plans for improvement.

We found that the most difficult step of our program was selecting
criteria to serve as 2 basis for evaluation. But most teackers did select
some criteria that were specific, obserwable, and meaningful to them. We
also learned that thinking about their criteria helped teachers assess not
only where they might need to improve but what their goals as teachers were.

We emphasized that thc steps of the evaluation program are interdepend-
ent and that a weakness in any one of them would diminish the program's
usefulness. This was especially apparent in reviewing improvement plans.
If the criteria were specific, observable, and meaningful, if the observer
was attentive and carefully reported observations to his or her colleague,
and if the feedback exchanged was complete and honest, then the improve-
ment plan generated by the pair of teachers was a thoughtful and practical

blueprint for professional growth. The message is clear; teachers cannot
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participate in this program in a half-hearted manner. If they are to use
it as a means for improving their teaching, they must commit themselves to
doing a thorough and careful job at every step.

Does collegial evaluation work? W%e believe the answer is ves. Based
on our pilot test we have concluded that collegial evaluation is a useful
approach to teacher evaluation in schools. On the whole, teachers reacted
favorably to collegial evaluation, adapted the program to fit their unique

circumstances, and gained new ideas for improving their teaching.
&=
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