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- Lo _clan Lfor_ihoee_axex:y_quajit.ieseueg e ing
1mpossib1e You can hardly" open -a-periodical without eoming* S
(: across . the, statement that what our eivﬂ‘izetwn needs 'is moree,,:_,

_'drive;' or dynamism, or self-sacrifice, or 'creativity.' “In - .
S a sort .of ghastly simplicity weoremoxe,the,orgaozine demand.’ = "
S the function S we eeetrate and bid the qe1d4ngs be be frui! ffTﬂl; ;

o '*'”ij S ',? e C S Lew15 (194;, p 35)
gé%’“-" RecentTy the Edueat1oneT Reseereh Serv1ce (1978) pub11shed the
‘gff e rESU1t5 Qf a. SUFVEY Eﬁndu;ted to escerta1n the turrent pract1ees of -

.iﬁevaluating teacher pegtormance in ‘'school. systems throughout the Un1ted
'? States. One: eeet1on of the report deser1bed “the uses. made of the 7
 ':}‘eummet1ve eva1uat1on reports" (p. 179) aesed onsthe reeponses from 363 ’jMwu
. . ﬁschoo1 d1stricte, ERS 11sted tge Four most trequentﬂy ment1oned purposee
| *of teacher eva1uat1on ee 1) to he]p teachere 1mprove the1r teeehing
performance (349 reeponees) 2) to dec1de on renewed appo1ntment of
probat1onary teachere (328 responses) 3) to recommend probationery
teaehers for tenure or eont1nu1ng eontreet stetus (326 responses), and
4) to recommend d1sm1ssajfot unset1sfactory tenured, or eontinu1ng contraet:i‘
. teeehere 317 fesponses) We suggest thet the moet frequent1y 11eted ';*_:'
. purpose, i.e., he1p1ng teaehers Tmprove their teeeh1ng performance, is -
| fpndemente11y d1fferent trom the other three end more 1mporten£1y, that
N this purpoee is not e]ear]y eperat1ona11;ed 1n the eve1uat$§n proceeSes

5

.eurrent1y¢used in many 5ehoo]-d1etr1cts Our etance is der1ved from the o
!

,ree]1ty of. the teacher eveluat1on processee wh1ch focus much more heev11y

E

on organ1zat1one] me1ntenance then they do on 1mprov1ng teeeher e1assroom
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perfermanee.v Qur Justfﬁ1eet1en for thTS etenee JS der1ved frdm en g f

[P
I“.

Z“?ﬁ*e*amihatienheiﬁtegeheetexalﬁhtien_lnstngments. beth 14 terme Qf the jhiiﬂ
;1E0ntent 7tems en whieh teaehers are eesessed end on ' the precedure1 and A
’ ‘£7xstruetura1 prepert1es of the 1netruments Fe11ow1ng a repert of theee

",T7f1ndinge we,w111 d1eeuee one feeter wh1eh he1ps tefexp]ein why t 'cher

"Content Cheracter1et1es ef the Rat1ngﬂ5ea1e Instruments

; 1nstruments eurrent?y used 1n New Mex1eo sehoo1s._ Inetrumente were,

';the 1teme fn the ret1ng scale 1nstruments Feeused more heevi1y en'the e

o

¥ |/ s;r'zl.t‘

)

- ¢ R I L ?'

afeveluetabn DFOCESEES tend to emphas1ze orgen1zet1ona1 mainten;Péeifunetiehs B

rather theh 1mpreved teeeh1ng performance_ Lo T
\ o ‘ ) L 3 : -

| Neture of - fnstrumente Used 1n the Eva1uetien Preeess » '{ . o

The meJor reeeereh;fegﬁ Yee an ana1yeﬁe ef the teacher eva1uet1en

se11e1ted from all 88 d1etr1ets OF the 71 distrif%s respondfhg, 65

subm1tted rating eea1ee and 6 submitteq epen ended 1nsttuments Date frem ~

the fermer only w111 be reported in th1s seet1en of the etudy

Ah eer1y dee1s1on was to engage 1n a eentent ena1ye1s (Ho1st1, 1968)

Y

| ,ef the 1nstrUmehte CeneequentTy we F1rst scanned a humber of the mere

%

;[eemp]ex 1netrumente in erder to prev151ene11y 1dent1fy a eet ef categories ;;

ﬂ‘—'_q

bghand dee1s1en ru1es One euteome ‘of th1s proeese was the ebservet1on tpet

I

{1

{teaehers then upon teaeh1nii RefTeeted 1n the 1tems was whet appeered te

be a maqer eoneern fer the teeeher as a pereen a hrefeesiehaT% an

=+

? admlnistrater/maneger end a member ef the schee1 nrgenfzetieh | Hehee we

. =
devieed a tentet1ve eetegery eystem baeee upon r01ee end ro1e performence‘

[ : 3
P

'Seeeh@}‘the edequaey ef this cateqery eyetem Tnd ettEndant dee1s1on ruies
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a’ random samp1e of ten add1t1ana1

L
u1e conceptu,l1zat10ns weré*ﬁphéTﬂ‘aTthﬁugh****

netessah:;s - parent.
data on, the basis of ;F b set of cate 'r1e5 and dec1siun ru]es Wh1ﬁh/

emerged inksfage t@n

The resuﬁls of the fna1ys1s of the 65 rat1ng sca]e |

.nY -

e oy T Insert F1gure Tuaﬁﬁut here | s

/ : e *?’Ei‘f"F’iE"‘;
N 'Q'F{ ";*'f - G1ven Qhe manifésff;urpose Df‘teacher eva]uat1an one m1ght have

| L predIcted that the 1nstruct10nal rgsfégategary wuu1d accaunt for the:“”w';;nm
:;;5§  - 1__ maJDr1ty§gf 1teﬁé on: éhe eva1uat1an fﬁfas Howeverg the 1teTS in th1s
”*_ ";‘”?, category (e g.,f"édequate'preggzét1on of 1essan p1ans", "has work areés .
v _; ’k arranged For max1mum pup11 stimu1at1cn and accamp11shments H "cha]]enges
 1;' _  .L' students é; th1nk 1nqu1re and analyze"; used varied techniques 1n
R evalﬂatxan of student pragress ") accaunted fn? on1y 28.22% of the: 1tems
j in thé ﬁat1ng scale 1n5tryments Persnna1 character15t1cs of the. teacher
(e.,.; "enthus1ast1c?,‘“ ense of humar", "considerate", "punctu31"3

: A
ctua11y acccunted for a higher pércentage of items (30.03%). However,

L]

- as Tab]e i syggests, ‘all of the rat1ng sca1e 1nst§uments canta1nedLat

ka;Téasticﬁ2fthm related to the instructional role éétEQory;z“ ‘s

\
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in the-Rattng Séale 1n§truments

= -

D Number of g of ,77?7; " Number - ?;/@* MR
7 fEvaluation ' Districts . Distgicts . of » . % of\
‘Inptrument Categgries  Reportind Report1ng Items TtemsX*:

_"’Ins‘ir%uctmnait Roles ~ 65 ' "100.00 - '544_- a2\,

Personal .. . \ - 62, - 95.38 -7 579 . 30.03
_ghaﬁacterist1cs SN . - L o

% . social Roles’ O 93.85 1, 224 .62

Administéétur/Manager . 59. £ 90.77 ._", 289 13_95-.
Roles - T . ? . , N

v

|
" Organizational’ 55 F 84627 " 136 05|
o Membership-Roles : ] T L . v (
Professional ‘Roles 54- " 83.08 .- ‘]iz;g /\ 7.37_}*‘ /
Student Outcomes - 15 '23.08- éfs W 1,350
Other ™ o7 e 107 0 S8 @;'..41; | (

R

Total = ' | o 1928" 1DGDD

e D
e L#k

- ;‘;' ; - ; i A E. ' ;.

b Percentages based on N = 65 districks - T ST e

ﬁercentaggé based: on »- 1,928 iteps -+ ?;/\ A




e E"- R - " G - iivk. _— ' . ‘ L _??
R In additien to feeusing on’ the tea her rether then on the teaethg,

"*":»=ff—%fe-the—e¥e4ue%46n—inetrumente—requ%red the~eve1ueter te_teke—4nte—eeeeunr:xee,,s )
L l?»* and .pass’ Judgment ggﬁthe teacher's ent1re werk wer]d \;Itemsjgerteining

V f?te the teeeher 5 adm1n15treter/heneger ro1e, seeTe1 ro1e, prefeeeieneT

:,qpie end ergen1zet1ene1 membereh1p re]e eo]]eetiveTy eeepunted fbr

) .
'e1meet 40% gﬁ the tota1 number oF 1tems on the-¥et1ng eee]e 1n5trumente‘

I Lo

. Theugh the teacher s perfermahee of theee re]ee¥pey be theught neeeesary

£ o

to the smooth eperat1e of the school ergen1zetfbn these rejee ere | : _
ESEESent1a11y eupport1v to the pr1mery're1e of teeeh1ng A prrﬁf

LS -
deseript1on4ef’the typespof items 1nc1uded under eaeh-of theee four ro1e

- eetegcrﬂes fo]1ewe ] . . SN < s

» ' ﬁi - F1ret’ﬁe1mest ]4% Ofethé 1teme foeueed on whet e\chese te 1eﬁe1 the |

\;;»5'; T f__ﬁeaeher S edm1n1etrefor/T;neger reief' Iteme placed Tﬁﬁthie eategory SR
- ;eva1ueted teachers en\fﬁEhr ab111ty 1) te centre] studenteﬁhe .g.; "is o

. iEIEetO me1ntein d15e1p11ne", E)gﬁe ettend to thﬂfphye1ee1* housekeeping

end eesthetﬁe que11t1e§ ‘of the e1esereem env1rongent e. g ’ "keep; room »

¥ ﬂ}J.nv neat, attheet1ve) énd 1n§grde§?, end‘B) to pes erm edm1ﬂietret1ve dut1es,ez .

e;gie "keepe records eeeurete]y"‘end "calls fer eubst1tute en time".

¥ p
' 7 ': ; :f; Seeend the§§gf1a1 ro]e teachers were expeeted te perform in the
, r{i i %‘: s¢lioo? organization was the foeus éf e1mbet 1%% of the *fEms 1n the ret1ng
LIRS B ltee31e 1nstruhe3te "By eee131 role we‘refer to the teeeher S 1nterpeheene1
! e e'reTet1eneh1pe beth.w1th1n end w1tho t eheeT eﬂte , Sixty- -one eehee] ;7‘_“
ol - gig . dlepr1ete (93 85%) 1ne]udéd one or mere 1tems wh1eh referred ‘to the i
1 i. : Ai% ~§. teeeher s re1at1eneh1p w1th!‘ - the cemmunityh e.qg. ;?Emembe§5h1p in . %
e}:z ' f"f | eommun1ty greupg“. 2) ether sehhe] staff,e.qg., “Ereafe non-certified ot
:‘éi, . 1 /} o ﬁ( h _
! | .'é ’ . E
= ’ & ] G '
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¥

é— V_ V ?_ ké". \ ‘, a o “ ‘. ‘!! .'?:' E K "‘ ’ o
fo (. staff with respect and anderstanding",-S) studgnts, e.q. ,,"tEaChE?" oo

pup11 re1ationsh1p", and 40,@15¢r1ct personneTE e. g s "werks caoper_1 \\

i|:p‘

T 7 attve1y with ntheriéchoo1 or d1str1ct persanne1"
: ! S . ) #. ig. R
“ { ¥ ":, Th1rd 54 d1stricts (83. G&%) 1nc1udeddgn th Hir teacher éva1uat1an

e 1nstguments at %east one- item whi

Bl ?’ , profess1ana1 ro1e | By prgfess1’na1lro1e we refer 'to thase Wtems .

Fssomated with:* 1) the teac:her; s acadarguz preparat1qh and mastery of

T

th sdbjé;t matter cantent "e.04 "knows subaeat matﬁer and bouks be1ng

) o '; used" 3) the teacher 5 c%mn1tment tﬂ-profess1ona1 growth’ and deve1opment
- A - \ vl
~ /

th v €9, "1nterest in. se]f 1mpravement", and 3) 1té‘§ which Judged the eth1ca1

”' 5 ": standards of-the teacher e.9., “adherés to acdgptedféth1ca¥ and 50c1a1
| standards af the cénmun1ty and the prnfess1an . The 1tgm5 Jin the prafes—

;» . - sional role category const1tuteds$\374 oF the 1teﬁs 1n the rat1ng sca e
o . 5 ‘”7 o 'ng i;_. g\

1nstruments _gﬂg | .

Lo I R

N . F1na11y, the ltgms cateéerTaed under the teacher s brgan1zat1@na1

: S 7\
: - membership hD]E (N 136; 7 05%) 1nd1cated tﬁat teachers were expected to
) . ' LA fay
“exhibit attitudes and behav1ors in cgncert w1thﬁﬁﬁe needs and goaTs of
4 ,
the schao]-argan1zat1on -Itets under th1s rubric aSSEaﬁed the degree to

F

Mh1Ch the-teacher 1) was Hlaw- ab1d1ng", e.g.: “seeks to undérsténd and
-ab1de by a1A:§§hoo1 ru]es and regu]at1cns" E% comp]1ed w1th the suggestions

. of other prgfess1cna1s, e. gﬂ '"aczepts and. usesfcanstruct1Ve cr1t1c15m -

3) assumed\non teach1ng respons1b111t1e5, e. % "assumes a551gnments and™ v

L4

. v extra dg;1es willingly"; ‘and 4) exh1b;£ed and organ1zat10na1 perspeat1ve, .

e, g,,i"SEES §15/her respon51b111ty in re1at1an tc the total schooT program




; - e
_L_: , In sum, edhcd1 d1etr1cte eppeered tc p1ece a h1gh va1ue on whet.we .

_ [ neeptu&l%zedﬂedreeganizatiena1—ma1ntenence—reies———Almcetﬁ?@%—(39<99%-i’*;"
-‘;_;rrgg.v © “of the 1tems addressed such issues as thﬁ;teacher ) ab11€ty'tc meintain B
':E ‘ - <order and function. eff1c1ent1y, to ggt along. we11 w1dh others, to, e hﬂbit |

;'?, ﬁf-‘ "prdeSehone1" behav1dre 4nd to comply w1th the ruTee of, ehe organgzatidn

- Our major pcint is that while such rolee and rc1e behev1nrs mey We11 be - \\ .

‘ essenfid{ for orgen1zet1one1 medntenence they ere on1y tengentTa11y
o ~ . ! )
' : 're1ated to c]eesrqgm teach1ng

L4

The crgenieationa1 me1ntenance emphae1s was further accented 1n one?E
., EF b ] .
of .the perecne1 cherecter1st1ce sub- cetegoriee Thrdugh a more-f1ne—

gre1ned analys1e df the eub_category'"persona1 tre1ts,

w3 four grgupings o
?emerged 1) tre1ts re1eted to membership in. the drgenieetTDn, 2) _
'-%. -treits reTated to wcrk with studentsi - 3) treite re1eted to the. teek of

| teach1ng, and 4) traite re1ated to the teacher ae a§perscn Teb1e 2 »b Aoy
“‘4_ _ d1ep1aye the §98 items 1n=the eve1uet1cn 1nstruments referr1ng to theeed

grdupings. . |
\ Yoo B

' The dete frcm Table 2 1nd1cete that those treﬁte esscc1ated with .
'orgenizatione1 membereh1p (Grouping 1) ccmb1nedew1th thcse re]ated tc B
"the teacher as a person (Grcup1ng 4) account for 60. 06% of the perscnaT B

traits essessed by. the school districts. It is cf more then cesua1-

1nterest to ncte further that thcee tre1te mere c1dee1y esedc1eted w1th
' $ . i [ e s
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GO\ IR ; Tab]eé 7 o
o - Frequency of the Inclusion of Spécifichersqnai Traits
| o ~ Related to Organizattonal Membership, Students, the
S U _Task'of. Teaching and the Teacher as a Persgn-
SELT P S
' . ot Number of L
- . Times . - v -

- Reported - Personal Traits:
e . ;f’§P NI "';: ) ;_'1 o
~1.-Traits Related to - 3. Traits Related to '

~© Organizational - . . K Task of Teaching -

Membership ‘ . ' s »
Punctual/prompt 68 ,. _Enthusiastic = 43 .
. Cooperative 12 .Y Initiative =~ - -
" Dependable: o 12 . ) -~ ‘Resourceful -,
Accurate , 1 .. Leadership
Responsible ¥ .10 o Creative
Loyal -4 - © Original
. Adaptible . 4 . Innovative
Flexible 2 Dedicated

N Number of =
Times
" Reported

Personal Traits

l L
] T o
= — MN&* oo

Total . 123 -, Total.. ., 74
. 2. Traits Related to "~ 4. Traits Related to the
© Work with Students : -Teacher as a Person

i

[ - S x4 '
Intereste® in © 22 % Judgment,
Fair® 17 .. 'Sense of Humopr
- Patient - w, o VY : Self-controlled
~ Compassionate’ 10 - Tactful e
‘Positive Attitude . 7 = Poised
.~ . Toward , _ ) . ~Sincere -
Impartial - , ‘Emotionally Stable
Consriderdte Honest @
Tolerant - Exemplar
7 _ . Sympathetic Calm :
L. Constructive Self-confident
Pemocratic Mature ‘
‘Empathetic Friendly
"Humane " Discreet
Courteous’ Othera
+ Total .

e
. . | g
WD PO DI G L G N N O O Oh WD
[l

e e e b A T T R =

1o
(%2

) Total . &6
~2a y Lo i e , e aas s
~3Fach of"the following personal traits was reported by one school district:.
. " Alert, Perseverant, Patriotic, Open-Minded, Reasonable, Optimistic, Faces’
T ' Problems Honestly, Good>Mental Health, Positive Self-Concept. -

* . IR : ’ -
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’ﬁ':( = . 'the teaeher s instruetiane} re1e, i. e. ,*worb with students (Grguping 2)

S :'”~7, ai,

Aand the taek ef teaching (Greup:ng BL coneﬁitute en1y 39. 95% of ‘the. tnta1 4‘

'1~;‘Merebpart1eular1y, for exemp]e, referenEee to*punctuality (N —-58) exeeed i;';-}

;Eh - bya factor oF three references to 1ntereet 1n etudents (N = 22) : ; o
RO The 1nferences from data 11ke these. are c1ear Fiﬁst,z1t eﬁpears \*EJ 'é:

“that teacher eve]uetion 1nstruments ref1ect a primary concern For |
’Ggran1zet10nel maintenance ‘and a secondary concern for 1mprevement of
1nstruct10n The itens Jin the fnstruments eoncentrete heav11y on- qutSIde

of the c1assrdbm phenumena Second and re]ated to the first, orgenizet1dnel

&

- Y . ceneervetiSm and etab111ty rether then chenge eppear most h?gh1y va1ued S
‘ {Tra&ts such as punctuality, eooperatien, dependeb11ity, respon51b11ty, )
accuracy, 10yeTty and adaptab111ty (N 121) reflect the former, while '

“traits'such as creat1v1ty, 1nnetet1veness, cr1gina11ty, 1eader5h1p, resguree-

32) mirrar the 1ettef and are

e . v -

"fu1ness,:1n1t[at1ve and Fﬂex1h111ty;(N
eeseSSed fuch less frequent1y— - oo
. VIn drawing thesep1nferences we are net_suggesting thet more'itemsa
_ shou1d foeus on thea%eeeher s in- c1ass 1nstruetiené1 réTe and'fewer on’
' ‘what ‘we heve identified as the cheder Qrganizatiohe1;membership‘ro1e'
!’-Indeed the data gathered on current teeeher evaTuetion 1nstrument5 may be-'
highly pertinent to the ma1ntenanee functiens QF schnéT orgenizet1ons
particularly with refehence to mek1ng personne] decisions.’ ngever we-i
vcontend equa11y strung]y that ma1ntenance emphegiz1hg data cuhrent]y ssf

?_.‘ ’ ;r" ~ [
. obta1ned under the bncad rubr1c Qf teecher eva1uation ere 1erge1y 1hre1evant ‘*

1everage fer affect1ng chenge in teach1ng perFormance A *'a .E> f{é'

.
o

. R ) . s
; - " - 'zﬁ’ T * L
5 . ] . v
5 ) * L .
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,Supp1ementary Ana]ys1s S S ;g\\

-

S
\ ;‘!d, Foa . s, :
Ne comb1ﬁed the open endéd 1n5trumgnts w1th the rat1ng§sca1es (N:

n

71)

f: to acaamp11sh an ana1ys1s of the des1gn characater15f1cs of the éva1uat19n

1nstruments, ice., their procedura] réqu1rements and structural preperties.

b

; In ti1s supp1ementary ana1y51s ;we fcund Support1ng evidence for the - .

primacy of the organ1zat16na1 ma1ntenance funct1an of teacher eva]uat1on

- and, the correspgnding Suﬁard1nat1ﬂn of th? 1mpravement of 1nstruct1an

function. 'F1r5tr less .than a third of all the dacuments (23 of N d15tr1ct5,

32. 39%) 1nd1cated Spec1f1c conferending requ1FEments Df these, three (4 23%)'

required a pre- conference, 19 (26. 76%) requ1red a past-conference, and .one )

(1141%) requ:red both. The more typ1ca1 pattern was the -simple requ1rement '
that bcth the teacher and the evaluator sign the evaTuatian document Even

here however some discrepancy was noted: EVa1uator s1gnaturés were

spec1fledirequ1rements on 66 of the 71 documents (92.96%), while somewhat

'%ewer teacher signatures were so requiredﬁ(ég of 71; 90.14%). Furthermore,

it might be noted that only one distr?if’?éqﬁﬁred conferencing with tenured

\téachers following a classroom observation.

Second, with reference to the number of Gbservat1ons or c]assroom v1s1ts

on which the-eva]uat10ﬂ was to be based, data from only 11 of the 71 districts

(15.49%) suggested that more than one classroom visit was required. .Third,
it appeared that non-tenured teachers were the primary target of cbservation54~

Finally, of the 58 rating scale instruments which used evaluative designations

_such as "needs to improve," “Sa%jsfactéry," and so forth, only 24 (41.38%)

included designations more positive than "satisfactory," "acceptable," or

"average." ’ =

E



1

- Durbmajar point is that if indeed the purpose of teacher evaiuafion is to
improve instruction- then it does'ﬁzt seem unreasonable that conferences, both
pFEEiand poétqobserv%ticn:'shouid be routinely scheduled with all teacﬁers}

: obsérved; that multiple c?a%sréom observations should be required of the
evaluator; that all teachers, tenured and non-tenured alike, should bé *
;:E1nvc1ved reguiar1y in the process; and that scaling should be precise, B¥oad
range, and indicativ§:gf a concern for excei?encei These design character-
’isticé were fn scant evidence. Their omission communicates to teachers and
§> - gEva1uato;S alike more of a.concern for maintenance and meeting "minimum
standards" than 5y§tematica?1ylimproving instruction.

L]

I

\ = - Factors ‘Which Perpetuate the Organizational Maintenance

Function of Teacher Evaluation

How does one account for the "tragi-comedy" of the situation where school
H ¥ , N
; districts profess that the primary purpose of evaluation is to improve teaching

performancé whereas the tools and procedures through which they attempt to

A useful perspective is_providéd by Platt (19?3) and Culbert (1974) who
conceptualize troublesome problems in terms of "trap" comments. Platt defines
"social traps" in the following manner::

.The term refers to situations in society that contain traps formally
like a fish trap, where men or organizations or whole societies get
themselves started in some direction or some set of relationships
that later prove to be unpleasant or lethal and that they see no easy
way to back out oF or to avoid. (p. 641)

-

Culbert's notion of the ”organization trap" suggests that traps take the

form of assumptions people make about how the organization operates and
about how they operate within the organization. "We assume that what others

P
¢
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impTyfi; happening is in fact happening" (p. 12). gggﬁghermore,,Cu]bg}t

indicatés that these,assumptioqs "limit the extent to which we manage
our 6rganizationa? Tives-and subject us to excessive influence by thé
system" (p.20). - L ‘

We posit that similar "trap" componemtsnexist in.teacher evaluation.

We will approach éur discussion of these fraps from the perspective of

what Lortie (1975) has labelled “the hand of history" by démcnstrating'ﬁ

thatAgge evaluation instruments used ‘in the late 1970's ref1ett Emphéseé

similarito those emanating from the age 6f scientific managément. This

is initially consistent with Davis' (1964) conclusion of fifteen years

ago that "Methods of evaluating teacher competence currently used in public

school systems have evolved %rom practices of many yeérs agc“-(pg41):5‘
| Empirical support for ?his?étance was obtained Sy examining item

content; procedura?aQharactérisfics, scaling patterns, and the stated

purposes of teacher éva1uati§§linstrumenfs from the_tﬁrn of the century to
- _ “the present. More spegif%ca1?yg a comparison was made of four instruments=
drawﬁ from three points in time: the Age of Efficiency (two instruments),
the Age of Human ReT;tions (one instrument) and the present time (one
vinstruhent)i Additionally, comparative analyses were done on summary studies
completed during those three time %eviadsiv The rationale for instrument
selection follows. |

The first instrument, E1liott's "Provisional Plan for the Measure of

Mérit of Teachers," was DriginaT]y developed in 1910. A Tater.editign,

"not materially different from the first" (Boyce, 1915, p. 78),

appeared as an Append%x to the 14th Yearbook of the National Society for

/




 thd StudyﬁgivEducat1on in 1915, Boyce Further'indicetee‘thet El17ott's

"tentative scheme for meeeuring teaching efficiency” was "w1de1y used as
pattern" (p. 78). .
quce's-(1915) own instrument is our eecone exemplar of the.Age of |
"Efficiency. Appearing originally in the March 1915 1seues of the American

School Board Journal, it received further endorsement in the 1915 NSSE

Yearbook. Callahan (1962) observes that it was "warmly rece1ved . . . and
adopted in many school ejetemsP (p§71D§), while Davis (1964) netes'thet it.
was "so widely copied that it now appears commonplace" (p.4?). '

The third instrument was u£i1iged by the Oakland Public Schools in the
1930's. %favis and Cooper (1945) identify it as one QF“the “exempﬁes of
the betterlratiﬁg praeticee“:(pi46) since as 4 ﬁrobetionary tea#her g";
%nstrument-it cequvbe %ﬁstrumente] jn “protecting,the_echQOT fEOm the
[permanent] eppointment of unpromising teachers" (p.-67) Th’ Fihe1 instrue .
ment choeen for comparative ane1ys1e is one of the more pepu1 \r (ﬁ 11)
currently in use in New Mex1eo se@oe15. | | |

In making a comparative analysis it .became necessary to':tj1ize a
common set of :etegdries eﬁd decision rules.® Consequentlyj, we reeanefyzed_}‘
the. item content of the E1liott, Boyce, and Oakland instrupents using the

New Mexico format. The results are displayed in TebTeHBi
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Add1t1ona11y, Boyce, Reev1s and Ceoper and we had ane1yzed eete of
Ainstrumegte (Eoyee SD rating - schemee, 25 eategor1ee, 395 1tems, Reev15
- and Cooper 85 rat1ng eea?es, 7 eategor1e5, 1539 1tems Need and;Pehland
55 rating sea1ee,58 eetegor1es, 1928 items) . Therefore, weﬁa1d ; comper1sen
of the Summar1zed f1ndings AgBTH ‘we applied the New Mex1co eetegory
. system end dee1s1ehrry1ee te-the earlier dete. The reeu1te of thje comperaé‘
‘ 't%vé‘aéetysis arefhreeentee;En_TabTE 4. . o : ;% :‘ o

f - e k] = ¥
| . . { . 7 Do PR IR t PR
- _ 7‘ = : i - —:v ® ) '

The "hand 5% hnstory" is clearly. notTeeeble 1n the date presented 5
'in‘Tahles 3 and 4. First,. the 1mportance first aser1bed by E111ott to- the
;o i _.. asse%igent of pe?sene1 cherecter1st1ee hae persisted and has in fact risen
2 overall (Tab]e 4)V *ﬂn]x 1n the e1ng]e 1nstrument ene1yze§gby WDGd end

Pohlanhd is the percent QF Ttems assesslng pereona1 characteristics less than ’
eny other category (Teb]e 3) Ae expeeted— the primacy Df assessing
L Apersonne] characteristics reached 1te nadir in the Age of Humah Re]ations
(Tab1e 3)i4 TIts after efFects ere probeb?y what accounts Fcr “the high
~percentege‘f1gure today (Tabie 4) ' E h
That the importance of ESSESSTHQ th1s feetor hae ‘endured over the years
- may well be attributed to the aecribed eoc1a11zet1en function of eehoo1e
(Bidwell, 1965) the associated demand er exemplery adult role models
" (Lortie, 1975), and the h1stor1e dom1nance of en Ang]o -Saxon va]ue orienta- .
tion. Hence the persistence of such "persona1;ehareeterjetlcs“ as ee]f- |

Y

’eentret;ipromptheeei reliability, ihftietiveg and the Tike. : \
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Secand the relative emphas15 g1ven to the: 1nstruct1dna1 role of

S fhg teécﬁer (Table‘ﬂ) hag remained fair1y cansistent, showing but a
. . ,* N i
N slight percenfage dg;rease in the Age af Human Relations and S sl1ght

LN

_\ffwz per;entage increase teday Even in Table 3 where "the w1dest fluctuations
_ i% . ! :octur the var1at1?n5 within era- (E111att vs. ‘Boyce) are ‘not appre:iably
;Agfﬁ; e different,than the var:at1on5 between eras (Reavis and anper Vs, Weod and
,Pnhland) Further;, the stab111ty of" this factor 1§§ reflected‘\n the f
S ’ _,'nature of the items aésessed For exampl%; Boyce's- (1915) "Eff1c1ency

-Record“ ratéd teachers on i"Grasp of subjectematteri“ the Dakland 1nstru—

n@

Matter," and the New Méx1;o instrument most cémmenﬁy used rates teachers

F? ) \ "Khdws subgéct matEgﬂ;and books being used." r v

Y t The data are 'somewhat dess c1ear relat1vé ta the assessment of .
; - y :teacaﬁr administrat1vé/managerial competence. Table 3 1nd1cates a moderate’
','%fﬁ R F,l% emphasis on those a5p§?ts of the teacher's role in the 1910's, a decreaﬁgﬂ

=

empha515 as expected. 1n the 40's, and a major percen€KQEaincrease in

[

A s 70'55 The latter phenomenon is totglly reasonable given”the current
;n o for accauntability Table 4, however, shows a marked emphasis in tﬁ;t
domain dur1ng the Agé of Efficiency, a phenomenon consistent with Ca]?ahan's

(1962) analysis; an equa11y marked diminution in the Age of Human ReTatians.

and a s]ow trend for re- emphas1;1ng that element of teacher behavier tnday._

T AT -

- Somewhat similar amb1gu1t1es surround the assessment of . the teacher

sgeial“ra1e; One might have predicted that the 1nstruments used during
the Agé'cf Human Relations would tend to have exaggerated the teacher's

social role. Table 4 indicates that during. the Age of Human Relations
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N there was a rather pronounced rise in the nuﬁEEr of items re]ated to the i

: Q;1a1 ro1e when compared w1th7the number for the Age of Fff1e1enoy aod;

=

‘;“fa;tﬁeﬁ suggeste a moderate emphae1e in present -day 1ostrument5 That this

. ; l‘%ae;:,xﬁgmph 515 is noiiref1ee§ee in Table 3-is somewhat puza]1ng In Table 3

comparison of 1hd1V1dua1 ratTng eea1e 1nstruments dur1ng the three time

E 4

CH )
]

rE}ffﬁ per1od5 y1e1ds v1rtua?iy,po d1fferencee in the percentage of items re]ated
to the teacher's social. role Here as e1sewhere however the expTanat1on
may we]] reside 1n the ch‘nce of 1nstrument In that sense Tab1e A data may
present a more accurate p1eture‘of overa11 trends. .
One of the more interesting comparisons is relative to the data. on the
assessment of the professional ro]e When one looks at the end points of
. " Tables 3 and 4 the trend is clear -- less attention to that role. This may
‘well suEport CuTberf's (1974) point th%t‘EChOOT people make an aseuhpt'ionh -
about what is happen1ng within the organ1zat1on and act as if it were indeed
happening. The assumption in th1e case is that the increased profe551on=
alization/training of teachers (B]ood 1978) results in 1ocrea5ed orofic1enoy
and eonsequent1y one need pay 1ess attent1on to%the profeee1ona1 ro?e issue.
M There 15, however, a mid-point anomaly which shoiild be pointed out ~Table 3
indicates an 1noreaee in attention to this var1ab1e during the Age oF Human
Relations when compared with the Age of Eff1o1ency while Table 4 shows the
] reverse. Several observations can be made. One, the variation between the
. . tWo sets of Age of Human Relations data is slight (13.33 vs. 12.09).
- Seoond,'the difference may again be artifactual (one instrument vs.aSS);
third, and more intriguingly, it may reflect the tensions in the ro1e_oF

principal as evaluator which arose during the 1940's. On the one hahd




. principals WEré ufrged to reade;;ne themseives as instrUctiona1 1enders
/whi]e on the other hand they were exhnrted to ma1nta1n their adminis-

trative Dr1gntat1ong Our data from this study are 1nsuff1c1enf to resnTVE .
. E this issue here. i ' -5 ; 3! R

N~ The final two categor1es, Dngan1zat1nna1 Member5h1p Ro1e and. Student

! ﬁ‘nv1de c1ear cutftrend data. The ongan1zat1ona] membenship
ra1e oF the teacher rene1ved moderate assessment emphasis dur1ng the Age .

“of Efficiency; weak emphas1s in the'Age of Human Re1at1nns; and is currently ’
. B ¥

* \_undengoing a resurgence, a1thougﬁinnt to the degree of prominénce it enjoyed
during the Age of Effigiency (%ab125 3 and 4). 'étudent outcome data ! ‘
never been ser1n%sﬂy used as a measure of teaching competence It W;S a
minor factor in ‘the Age of Eff1c1ency, rose mnderater during the Age DF
Human Relations, and all but d1sappears in the. sample 1970 5,
instrument (Table 335 At th; 1east “one can conclude.from th1s that thrusts
for accountab111ty and/nri":ompetency based teach1ng" ‘have nnt been echold
in EValuation practiées
~ In sum, relative t6 the content of teacher evaluation instruménts,,the
%5 - "hand of history" appears very heavy- -handed 1ndeed Variables upon which
teachers are é§a1uated appear to be largely constant over t1me w1th but
'm1nor variations and fluctuations. in emphases In the ma1n, the conception
of teaéﬁgﬁ%cnmpetence established at the turn of the century rema1n5“1ntact;,
Much the same obsnrvation can Ee made relative to certain‘prnceduraj |
characteristics. For ekampie, when ngasked;‘"who‘doés the evaluating?"

the;historicaT_pattern‘pérsistedg Boyce (1915) reports that "rating the
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E§§* E teachers ‘{8 done in one way -or another by’ the principals or super1ntendents :
ewy o 4 :

ar Both" (p 15). Reav1s and Cooper (1945) note that 89.3% of the, raters R
' § wgna Er1ncjpa?s, 5uperv1scrg, or “adm1n1strat1ve and supery1sury staff" '
;.?f;; L (P 39y Dav1s (1964) states b1unt1y that "the pr1nc1p31 is the pr1mary
@ . '!' * rating officer" (p. 37) New Mexico data confirms that cond1t19nz Sta;e,_'
| T siatutes require pr1ngi§a1s to engaée in téacher‘gva1uatipn;;foh'the';
purpose of making pé?génné1 qﬁ;&mﬁendatﬁoﬁé to thg,sugérintendenti In brief,
adminiﬁtrétiveAﬁractice begun 1in the,ear1y'20fh cenéﬁﬁy“have beennTeéitimatéd
by iaw. | i | :
Thejmethaﬁ of ratikg teachers. has a15§'§han§§d;but1itt1e, Rating .
scales were préﬁaTent in Boyce's déy and cTear1y;5dvocated by Him Reav1s
_ and Cooper reported that in one study of 104 schoo1 d1str1cts aT] but one
L "used some’ foim Df rating 5y5tem~(p,, 9). In our New Mexico Study, 65 of
71 d15tr1cts (91 55%) used some form of rating scale.
Ir is also 1nterest1ng to note that 5ca11ng patterns have réma1ned
fair]jli;§b1e,*;As Table 5 indicatesj two, three, or four point scales

F

aééaunted for 58.68% of all scales in 1§]Sfand‘73385% of .all scales in
1978, What the Table shows is a clear érésent trend toward reducing the
number of Scaié units. Five point scales prevaTent in the m1d forties are
now relatively rare and two and three po1nt 5ca1es alone account for 46.16%. -

of all s¢a1es currently in use in New Mex1co The resa]ution of the problem

Dr1g1na11y pased by Boyce, i.e., the d1fficu1ty in discr1minat1ng between

of 5ca1e vaiues%s




L Table 5\

. (.xa \ 7‘ - . . L i;
SN iaéflntervaieSca1e}Va1ues Used During .
. ‘. ) iz&; . . . s
. ‘the-Three Comparison Periods

Age of Efficiency - f Age of ﬁuman\Rglatigns © . Current Practice

SR . Boyce ' ' Reavis & Cooper . Wood & Pohland
er of -Interval - o IT?%?T‘ R —1986) - — tLLL

531E'Va1ue§ 0 - Frequency Percent Frequéﬁcy‘i | Pérceﬁt ’ _ F%equen;ys - Percent :'l:ﬁ

ERRT AR O T W

16

3. 20 12 4,12

L 4

e s M9 05 .5 1.6
Vartable L0 000 3 3 0 00
Indeterminant .0 oot . 1t 1w 0 0.
dther L2l 1036 R X T SR X

LTS 2t 100,00 .85 " 10000 65 100.00




_‘23'-‘

*tt o

3 . : ) ’ & T

s _' S ; Fina11y. we laoked at the stated purposes for engaging in teacher

- eva]uatinn - Here again we have come full circle Prafessar E111ott -

Lk - «‘

; (in B yéek 1915) 1n a “Spec1a1 Ngte" which foI]ewed the presentat1an QF

v .o .his "Provisional Plan For ‘the Measure af,Merit QF Teachewa“ stated
L unambiguausTy : "x '.» . S

It 15 be11eved that th1s anaIyt1ca1 plan for the . study nf

teaching merit will be of the greatest service if placed

dire:tIy in the hands of teachers for their own guidance, :
o ., %and as a basis for cooperative effort between teachers and :
e e guparvisors.  The plan is not inténded to be used as a - LT

‘score card Qx_1nspectars (p. 8T; emphasis in ﬁri‘?h_ﬁ)

Elliott's intentiéns‘were quiékiy subverted Bayce repﬂrts the fgur
L :A .‘ ﬁajok uses of teachefs ratiﬁbé as'“(]) for the private 1nformation of the
:  super1ntendent (2) for the purpose of Furnishing a basis for sa]ary
adjustment, or to control sa?ary adjustment (3) far use- in connectian with
. other. factors, such as length oF service, examination, or specia1 wark to

determine-prcmat1on (4) te 1mprove the teacher5»1n serv1ce" (p 23):

the top faur be1ng (1) fur re-employment’ (N = 23 -27.1%) 5 (2) to change

teach1ng assignment (N = 147 16.5%); (3) to transfer to a different schng].
A(N 3 12.9%); and (4) to determine sa]ary (N = 6;7.1%). AN other o
“categaries of purpase, including instructional imporvement, “had fréquenc1e§'m
of Tess than five. The major point is that the teacher se]f 1mprcvement o
'adVQcated by ETliott had literally d1sappeared by the mid forties, )

Cur1aus1y, hawever that ‘thrust re=appears in the sevent1es In our

New Mexico study, the four most commonly 1listed purposes were: 1) fc

improve the quality of instruction (N = 11);/2) to assist the teacher .
improve the qual’ . : N Wae) 19 assist the teacher ..

28

*




i dn 1dentifying aneaS'For=impnuvementA(N = 6); 3) ta
A perfermance (N = 5); and 4) to measure or ‘evaluate

';1each1ng performance

_ rather furcefu11y that they are not.

-‘tn escape

-
W -

‘teacher performance/ '

effectiveness/competence AN =5).] Additionally, lin the opéning

vparagraph of this report we cited the results of fhe 1978 Educéti#na] i 0

Research Services Study wh1ch posited_a similar eﬁphasis on improying-

IS

)

Again, Cu]bertj’ "organization traps“'méy be lat work. Havinq

;!J? ‘Summary

I

. ’ F“
conscinus]y so. It persists The réa11ty of teacher eva1uitinh as a

¢ maintenance -- was established by Boyce! It taa pers15ts as strnng]y or



Twe eate%eries. Stude,t Dutedmes" and "Dther" dd ndt fit -
finte the conceptual seh me of| teachers' roles or role performance _
.thowever, these eateger1es eee unt fer on]y 1.76% of the content 1tems.;§‘ _iii

R 2The varianee in the n mber of -items deveted td the instruetidnaI
‘role on the rating scale 1ne§ruments may be.of interest to the reader.

The number of items on which |a teacher was rated ranged from 6 to 63. - o
| Two instruments 1ne1ude ‘one [item and one instrument included 27 items.. . -
1.1 related to the teacher's instiuctional role. The modal number ef items :
;_meas five (assessed in ten instruments) and the median was.seven...The. S S
Yiaverage" instrument contained eight items related to the teeeher s T
_1nstruet1dna1 role.. . . | . . - ‘

£

I - The sub- eetegdry persanal traits contained 398 items and thus
B o represented 68. 74% of the pedsonaT characteristics category and 20.64%

|of the total number ‘of items |in the rating scale instruments. ' Items
yineTuded under five ‘othef sub-categories accounted for the remaining

, ™ | 131.26% of the personal characteristics category: 1) veiee/speeeh (12.61%),
2) grooming (8.98%), 3; physical fitness (6.39%), eneral ehereeteristies/
- jattitudes (2. 76%) and 5) the- TeeidueT category "dther“ ? 52%) R
A‘ K "k ? -
4Our data on this’ pdint was limited since 50 of the 71 inetrumente S

nlade no indication of the target of evaluation (tenured vs non-tenured
teachers). Hdwever, 'supporting documentation provided by some school :
districts, e.g., policy maruals, indicated a clear distinction in evaluation -

| equirements for those two groups. :

\ . x. . . . . e O

: 5Subsequent'ly we would’ ergue that such "evo]utidn" (i there has
been evolution at all!) is on a Derwinien scale.
l . |
t

|

S EAn example of a deele1dn rule was to code deub]e headed items, e.qg.,_
b "ept1mism and enthus1esm,“ as separate items:. This of necessity e]tered
the total N. For instance,-the Elliott instrument contained 44 items;
however, by edding double heeded 1tems as single items,. the number of items
increased to 55. . ot i ?

Y

1

&

7Frdm one td three purposes of teaeher eva]uatieq were 115ted by
each df the, nineteen eehdel districts.

!'—f?

= ) N . fwed oo - , . -
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T ; : B L e d




~Lortie, C. D. SchacTteacheP ,AVSDC1O1Df

-Referenéés

,i:_‘Bidweii. C E. The schoeT as a formal organ1zat1an CIn . March (Ed ),
. 1965ALQ

Handbuok of organizations. Chicago: Rand McNally,

_'Bluod R. E “Factors" aFfect1ng the pr1nc1palsh1p yesterday and taday

- In The principalship: 1978. Santa Fe, New Mexico: Legislative
3 SchSiT'Study Cqmmittea 1978. .

" 'Boyce, A C. Methnds cf measur1ng teachers efficiency 14ttheaerékg, :

National Society for the Study of Educat1on Part 2. Chicago:
“n,ver51ty of C”1ca%g Press, 19T§' .

: a]]ahan R. E. Education and the cult gf eff1cienwy Chicagg:"”*~"3?w"“3irﬁ*-

Un1versity af_Eh1cago Press, 1962.

’,l,‘Cu1bert— s. A. The o ;;gan11at1on trap. New ank 3351c Baeks, 1974.

< _Davis "H. Eve1ut1on of current pract1ces 1n eva]uating teachar competence.. 2

In B. J. Biddle & W. J. Ellena (Eds }» Contemporary research on <. .
teacher effectiveness.. New York: Ha]t Rinehart and W1n5fbnt71964

Educational Research Service. Eva1uat1ng§teacher performance Ar11ngtgn;

' iVirginia* Educational Resegrch Service, 1978. - co.

Holsti, 0. R. Content ana1y515 In G, Lindzey & E. Aronsan (Eds ),

The handbook of social psychology. VQ] II (Ed ed.)” Reading, Mass, :
Addison-WesTey, i§3§3.7 T | .

Lew1s, C S The aba1i%icn of man, New Yark: Magmf113n; 1947i_

1ca1

study. wm@m‘~x-'w?Wﬂ
Univers1ty of Ch1cagn Press, j '

P]att, J. SDc1al traps. American Psychaﬂ_g1st 1973, 28 641 -651.

mw;Reavjs;~N;,C. &.Cooper, D. H. Evatuation of teacher merit in city

school systems. Supplementary Educational Mgnagraphs, Number 59

~.Chicago: University of Chicago, 1945, . - S




