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A Review of Six Studies Using the Theory of Evaluation and Authority

Introduction

Writing of evaluation as a mechanism to . i.k the work of
administrators to the work of teacheig, Duckworth (1981) argues that
teachers must ultimately internalize the evaluation piocess by articulating
their tasks, criteria, oﬁccome samples, and appraisals. He continues by
suggesting that teachers will do this omly if it poses no threat to their
personal status and if the results not only improve their efficacy but also
lead to necessary changes in administrative practices and policies.

This paper will develcp a conceptual framework to consider two
diﬁenqions of evaluation systems likely to lead performers to internalize
the évaluation process. The paper will rely on the an e;olving‘body of
theory and research on evaluation as a control process in organizations.
The theory of evgiuation and authority developed by Dornbusch and Scott
(1975) and extended by Natriello and Dornbusch (in press) has provided
the basis for a series of studies of the evaluation ﬁf teachers and
students in schools. Six of these studies are reviewed here in support of
tvo‘gener#l propositions. The first proposition asserts that there is a
curvilinear relationship betveen the frequency with which performers
are evaluated and the extent to which they internalize the evaluatxon

process. The second proposition asserts a curvilinear relationship between

‘the degree of influence performers have over the evaluation process and the

extent to which they internalize the process.

The pnper proceeds by: 1) briefly discussing the theory of evaluation



and authority as it applies to schools; 2) developiﬁg the rationale for the
two propositions; 3) describing the basic feat;res of the six studies; 4)
examiging the frequency of evaluation activities as repofted by teachers
and the degree of influence teachers report having over those'evaluatiop
activities; 5) examining the relationships between frequency of evaluation
and teacﬁer inf luence over evaluation and the indicators of
internalization; 6) discussing the propositions as they might apply to the
evaluatioﬁ of students; and 7) identifying directions for future rgsearch

and theory construction.

The theory of evaluation and authority (Dornbusch and Scott, 1975) and
sudbsequent extensions (Natriello and Dornbusch, 1981; in press) speéifi
ntagea of evaluation activity in a model of the evaluation process. The:
form of the model bears a strong resemblance to a servo-mechanism
arringement in which the behavior of a system component is monitored and
regulated bf'me;ns of a feedback loop. The general form of the model makes
it particuiarly useful for orienting a range of studies of evaluation
processes in schools, both studies of practices 'used By administrators for
the evaluation of teachers and studies of practices used by teachers for
the evaluation of gtu;énts. This review focuses on the evaluation of
teachers and only briefly considers parallel issues in the evaluation of
students.

The stages of the model are depicted im Figure L.
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Thelsix stages of the evaluation model represent a single cycle ;f the
evaluation process. The process begins when a task is al}oéated or @
assigned to an individual performer. Determining which properties of the
task vill be taken into account in evaluating task performance or setting
the criteria for the task represents the second stage. The third stage is
the process of gathering a sample of information on the actual performan?e
and outcomes of the task. Comparing the information dollectea on the’
performance vith the evaluative criteria established for the task and |,
assigning an evaluation to the performance are the ;ctiv;ties involved in
the appraisal process during the fourth stage. Communicating the results
of the e;aluation of the performsnce'to the individual performer constitutes
the fifth stage of the evaluation process. Finally, determining the steps
to be taken to insure future perfor@ance at an acceptable level (i.e.,
p lanning for improvement) is represented by the sixth stage of the model.
The sxx stages of the model are dxstxnguxshed because in many
organizations they are assigned to different individuals responsxble for
some part of the eva luation process. For example, in some organxzatxons
lampling.is band led by designated in;pectora; in others the im?rovement
activities are accomplished by referral to employee assistance speciglists.
Each of these six stagea“ﬁay be evident to a greater or lesser degrée in
schools. At times these activities are not pgrfofhed explicitly. At other
times these activities are mot performed at all. Many of the tasks
eipectéd of performers in organizations are never.inc luded as part of the
formal system for performance evaluation.. Even considering both formal and
informal evaluations, evaluation may be an infrequent experience for
teachers. The model, hovever, provides a formal analysis of the procedures
that would be involved in a performance evaluation systém and guide;
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inquiry into the impact of evaluation processes in schools.

2. Basic Propositions

Internalization of the Evaluation Process by Performers

A basic task of this paper is to identify dimensions of evaiuation
processes that have an impact on what Duckworth (198l) has referred to as
internalizing the evaluation process. For the purposes of this paﬁer
"internalization" will be treated as a géneral taﬁher than a technical
term, that ig, as a term suggestive of a variety of teacher reactiééa to
the ngluation process. For example, studies using the theory 6f
evaluation and authority have examined the impact of evaluation on teacher
satisf;ction, teacher perceptions that evaluations accurately reflect their
performance, teacher perceptions that the evaluations they reqeive are -
helpful, and teacher perceﬁtions of their effort and effectiveness. While
each of these variables is in some ways uaique, each will be treated as an
indicator of the general concept of teacher accepténce or internalization
of the evalua;ion process.

Dimensions of Evaluation Systems

If internalization or acceptance of the evaluation process is a
desired outcome, then it is important to understand the dimensions or
feuture; of evaluation systgms likely to foster such an outcome. Any number
of dimensions of evaluation systems have been specified. For example,
Meyer, Kay, and French (1965) examined the frequency with which supervisori
took samples of the performances and outcomes of subordinates, the amount
of cri‘iéism conveyed during feedback sessions, and subordinate
purticipctioﬁ in the'pfocesa of planning for improvement following less
than perfect evaluations. Loéke (1975) studied the degree of difficulty

and the specificity of goals set for performerh. Tannenbaum (1968) and

7
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Landy, Barunes, and Hdrphy (1978) examined the degree to which superviscrs
and subordinates shared the same perceptioqs of tasks and the same values.
Szilagyi (1980) focused on the use of funitive sanctions as a result of
poor evaluations.

Studies based on the theory of evaluation and authoéity have also
looked at a variety of dimegjions of evaluation systems. Dornbusch and
Scott (1975) discu;sed the relationship between evalu#tions and sanctions,
. and the importance of fhe sanctions associated with ;valuations to

performers. Natrielio and Dornbusch (in press) examined the frequency of
-» evaluations, the degree to which standards were challenging, and the extent
to which the evaluations received by one performer were consistent with
those received by other gerformers. Clearly, evaluation systems are
comp lex operations with a variety of dimensions suitable for'in:;stigation.
In light of the intereet.in how evaluation migit have an impact on the
degree to which performers in:ernalizegor‘accept_the system, the present
analysis will concentrate og two dimenﬁioha_of,pvalua;ion systems: the
frequency of evaluation activities experienced by the performer, and the
extent to which performers arehable to exercise inf luence over-evaluation

processes. Both of these dimensions are likely to affect the

internalization or acceptance of the evaluation process by performers.

Proposition 1: Frequency of Evaluation and Intermalizationm

There are several good reasons to concéntrate on the frequency of
evaluation as a dihension of evaluation systems. Not only is frequency of
activity a very tangibie and easily examined feature of a syateﬁ. but it is
also a good indicator of the supervisory resourcéa that mist be committed
to the evaluation process. To operate most efficiently an org;nization

should have evaluation activities at intervals that facilitate optimum
8
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performance without incurring the vasée of resources, both supervisors' and
performers’' time, that comes from overly frequent evaluations. Ideally,

" managers might even wish to be in a positi?n to make decisions about the
frequency of evaluation with some knowledge of the additional returns
likely to result from increasing that frequency and té?veigh those
anticipated additional returns against those to be realized frém using
their time in other ways. Since each organization and each manéger will
operate in a different context of alternative uses of time, it will never
be possible to provide a single recommendation regarding the appropriate
frequency of evaluation activity. -Nevertheless, éonaidering the impact of
frequency of evaluation on performer internmalizatiom ahd acceptance will
lead to the development of general guidelines for supervisors.

The activities associated with the evaluation of performance in
organizations have two types of effects which might be referred to as
rational or operating effects and social or ;ymbolic effects. Each of
tbé;:’types of éffects nggests the same.relationship betveen frequenéy of
evaluation and internalization of the process by performers. Hovever,
since each type of effect provides a unique perspective for considering the
appropriate frequency of evaluations,-each will be reviewed separately.

Rational effects refer to those effects that arise fiom the internal
operation of the system. Performers will expect the evaluation listem to
operate in ways that make rational sense. For example, performerﬁ will
éxpgct that the evaluations théy receive in the feedback stage of the
evaluation process have some relationship to their performance of the
aosignéd ta:}ﬂ; Vhen tpis is not the caie, performers will find it
difficult to internalize and accept the system. The frequency with whi~:h
evaluation activities are performed will have a definite"impact on the

ability of performers to perceive the system as rational.
9



If evaluation activity is very infrequent, performers are less likely
to perceive the connection between their past performance and their
evaluations. Activities performed gix months in the past are likely to
appear irrelevant and perhaps even arbitrary vhen used as the basis for
evaluations received today. Thus, very infrequent evaluation activity
is less likely to be internalized and accepted by performer#.

But what of very frequent evaluation activity? If very infrequent
evaluation activity diminishes performer intermalization and acceptance,
wvill yery frequent evaluation activity enhance internalization and
acceptance? The aﬁsver vould seem to be "mo". Very frequent evaluation
activity may also diminish internalization and acceptance. When evaluation
activity is very frequent, it may interfere with the rational operation of
the system. Evaluations performed prior to the completion of segments of
task pzrformance are likely to be perceived by performers as intrusive and
as an interference with the completion oﬁ the allocated tasks. Moreover,
immediate evaluations are .just as likely to appeﬁr arbitrary if if seems
that evaluatérs have not exercised careful judgement colléc:ing adequate
samp les of performances and outcomés and formulating appraisals. Very
frequent evaluations are thus less likely to lead to performer
iﬁternalization and acceptance.

Considering the ratiopal or operating effects of evaluation activities
leads to the conclusion that there is some moderate frequency of evaluation
activities ‘likely to lead to optimum performer internalization or
acceptance. The relationship Betveen frequency of evaluation and performer
acceptance may be described an curvilinear.

Considering the social or symbolic effects of evaluation activities

leads to a similar coc:lusion. The rational or operating perspective om
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evaluation assumes that tasks in organizations are fully defined and
subjected to evaluation processes in a straightforward maﬁner. The social
or symbolic perspective argues that the evaluation process itself functions
to socially and symbolically define tasks, the relevant performances and
outcomes, the beginnings and ends of organizationally relevant activities.
Evaluations help to define and highlightAperformances as relevant by
providing an'audience for them.

From the social perspective, very infrequent evaluations would appear

to performers as sporadic and arbitrary, only rarely designating a bit of

.
>

performance as relevant and important. ﬁecipients of very infrequent
evaluations might not even understand the significance of the evaluatioa
activities. On the other hand, very frequent evaluations would appear to
define everything as equally relevant and important. Because evaluation
would be such a common activity, it would be useless as a device for
defining and highlighting critical aspects of performance. Thus the social
or symbolic perspective also sugge;th that optimum internalization or
acceptabilitf,v%}l occur vhen evaluations are moderately frequeﬁf.

While the precise meaning of'kmderétely" frequent evaluations leading
to optimnm internalization and acceptance cannot be specified at this
point, it is possible to predict that the appropriate frequency for optimum
internalization and acceptance will vary with the nature of the tasks being
evaluated. It might at first seem that some "objective" task dimension
such as task duration would affect thg relationship Setveen frequeniy of
evaluation and perforner internalization or acceptance. After all, it
would be reasonable to assume that tasks that take longer to complete would
require less frequent evaluation. However, tasks are socially defined and
allocated in organizations. This means that in many cases there is'mo such

thing as duration inherent to, a task. Long tasks can often be broken up

11 N
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into a series of shorter tasks. The task of building an automobile is a
case in point. In modern automobile plants this task is broken into many
tasks of shorter duration that are aésigged to different performers. nIt.is
deemed appropriate to evaluate the performance of these shorter tasks
throughépt the production process; enter the quality control function.

Othe; tasks such as developing strong moral character in children are
of long duration and do not seem amenable to division into smaller tasks of
shorter duration. Tasks of this sort are typicallj thought of as more
unpredictable; they often require the performer to monitor progress and adjust
his or her activities in the middle of the performance. -Evaluation is
performed throughout this process, but the evaluation is self-evaluation
by the performer. In fact, the self-evaiuative act is the essence of the
performance of unpredictable tasks. Hhen_evaluation by a superior takes
place, the main focus of the supeg%pr's evaluation is tﬁé q;ality of the
overall self-evaluation done by th? performer. Unpredictable tasks thus
defy external'evaluation until they are comﬁleted. Much of teaching
involves unpredictable tasks which require the teacher to act 23 a self-
evaluator in the course of performing the task.

From the rational or operating perspective, it seems that
uhpredictable tasks should lowver the frequency of evaluation associated
vith optimum acceptance. Performers who conceive of their tasks as
unpredictable will find evaluations intrusive into the performance of the
task at a much less frequent rate than performers who conceive of their
tasks as predict#ble, for such evaluation may disrupt the process of self-
evaluation.

This vill also be the case from the social or symbolic perspective.

Por predictable tasks with few requirements for performers to adjust

13




activities during the course of performance, evaluation méy be used to
redefine the task into a series of tasks of shorter duration. Assemb ling
an automoﬁile becomes: a) assembling the chassis, b) assembling the
engine...., each of which is simpler than the original task and each of
vhich is amenable to more frequent evaluation. Thus thefe may be social
-agreement on :he.redefined tasks and evaluation may be the symbol which
confirms the dimensions of the new tasks. For unpredictable tasks, it is
impossible to obtain such social agreement, and more frequent evaluation
becomes not a symbol of the redefined tasks, but a bizarre intrusion into
the performénce. Daily observance of a teacher's dttempt to develop strong
moral character in a student might be‘such a bizarre intrusion. ‘Thus from
the social perspective, more unpredictable tasks should require less frequent
evaluation in order to achieve optimum acceptance or internmaliiation.

The preceding discussion suggests the fol lowing proposition on the
relationship between frequency of evaluation wad performer internalization
or acceptance of the evaluation process: o

Proposition 1 - The wore freguently performers experien;e

evaluation activities, the more'likely they will. be
to accept or internalize the evaluation process.
Hovever, after a certain point increasing the
frequency of evaluation activities will diminish
performer acceptance. The level of evaluation
frequency corresponding with maximum performer

acceptance decreases as task predictability decreases.

Some readers will recognize this first proposition as having a
structure parallel to the Yerkes—-Dodson Law (1908) relating aversive

stimulation to learning.
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Proposition 2 - Performer Influence and Internalization

The re lationship between performer influence and iﬁternalization of
‘the evaluation process may also be viewed from both the rational
perspective and the social perspective. Once again, bo:ﬁ perapectiveé Lead
to the same conclusions about the rglationship.

Performers of tasks have the mﬁst intimate and direct knowledge of the
work situation. They possess a knowledge beyond that of their supervisors
vho ;re at legst one step removed from the ac;ual work. An evaluation
system that can be influenced by the performers of tasks should thus be
more sophisticated and more appropriate to the particular tasks invclved.
From the rational perspective, such an evaluation system should function
better than one that denies performer influence. For example, performers
have knowledge of the work that places them in the best position to set
standards for performance and output that are.challenging without being
frustrating, a fact which the countless time and motion studies of
industrial engineers both attests to and ignores. Such studies typically
treat vorkers as performers to be examined rather than colleagues with
important information to share. Evaluation systems which permit some
level of performer inf luence should thus be more appropriate and should, in
turn, lead performers to internalize them more readily than those which
deny any worker .inf luence.

But once again, the question must be raised: If some performer
influence is better than no performer inf luence, will a gfeat deal of
performer ihfluence lead to a better evaluation system and greater
internalization than one with moderate performer inf luence? The answer
would appear to be "no". An evaluation system that is open to a great deal

of ﬁqrformer inf luence may suffer from several problems. First, such a

14
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system may not be staBle eﬁough to endure in a reliable form and may thus
appear to be an arbitrary political artifact. Unless an evaluation system
is consistent and reliable over a period of time, it is not likely to '
inspire confidence or to have an appreciable effect in leading to improved
performance. If performers and supervisors are comstantly renegotiating
the evaluative norms, there may be little time left for getting on with the
main tasks of the organizationm.

A second problem with evaluation systems that permiﬁ great performer
inf luence has t> do with the comﬁosition effects of multiple performers
. each exerting influence over the system. In sqch a situation there may not
be a consensually agreed upon evaluation system in operation. Rither, each
supervisor-subordinate dyad might evolve a unique and distinctive
evuluative’process. This would eventually lead to a breakdown in the very
coordination and control pfocesses evhluation systems are designed to
accomplish. Thus extreme levels of perfofmer inf luence over the evaluation
' process would impede, not enhance, the rational operation of the evaluetion
syotén in an ofganization. This, of course, suggests that.the relationship
between performer influence over the evaiuation process and-performer
internalization or acceptance of that process is a curvilinesr one with a
moderate level of influence most likely to produce the greatest performer
internalization of the evaluation process. |

From the social periﬁective the relationship looks much the same.
There have been enougﬁ studies of the effects of participation in programs
and policies on individual involvement and comnitment (See, for example, |
Hclaughlin and Marsh, 1978), to co;clude that systems that permit performer
inf luence are more likely to secure acceptance and internalization than
those vhich do not permit such influence. This vouLd'appear to be true

even if the results of that influence do not lead to improvements in the

15
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~ operation of the aystem. Above and beyond any improvements in the rational
operation of the evaluation system, systems that permit some performer

inf luence should be more successful in securing performer acceptance than
.thoae vhich permit no performerAinfluence. Performers wvho exert inf luence
on the shape of the evaluation process will be more likely to internalize
the process since they par;icipated in its creation.

From the social perspective, extremely high levels of performer
inf luence should also diminish performer acceptance or intermalization of
the process. Evaluation systems that are inf luenced by the individual
performer to an overwhelming degrée lose their social character ;nd
approach the status of self-evaluations. While self-evaluations may at
Afirst appear to suffer from none of the problems tba:'prevent
organizational evaluation systems from being accepted by performers, these
performer;determined evaluation processes, in fact, deprive performeré of
social affirmation of their own self-evaluaticas. Extremély high levels of
performer influence over the evaluation process will thua lead to less
acéeptance than more moderate levels.

As vas the case vith frequency of evaluation activities, it is not
possible to specify precisely the meaning of "moderate" performer influence
over the evaluation process. However, once again, the appropriate degree
of performer influepce for ;ptimum acceptance of the evaluation system
would seem to vary wvith the nature of the tasks being evaiuate&. Once
again, the critical task dimension is task predictability.

It has already been notad ;hat self-evaluation is an integral aspect
ol the performance of unpredictable tasks. Accomplishing such

~ :
unpredictable tasks as developing strong moral character in children

requires performers vho evaluate their own performance in the context of a
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developing éitua;ion and modify their behavior based upon information
acqqired in the course of task performance. While.there is nothing
intrinsic to the nature of unpredictable tasks which would prevent
supervisors from developing a complete understanding of fheudeveloping
challenge of the task and the performancé of the subordinate in a changing
context.'in practice the amount of time required to communicate this
.information to a supervisor would be prohibitively expensive for most
organizations. In most cases only information on exceptional situations or
sspects of performance can be passed upward to a supervisor. In such
situations supervisors must deperd upon subordinates far crucial
perspectives on the task performance situatiQn.

From the rational or operating perspective, unpredictable tasks will
reqqire greater performer influence in the evaluation process in order to
maintain the quality of the evaluation process. For example, in the
supervision of the'berfornance-of very unpredictahle tasks, lupefvisorl are
more likgly to apply criteria and standards inappfopriately without first
hand information from subordinates. Tpis information may concern tﬁe
applicability of certain criteria and standards to particular situatioms or
the ideptification and selection of appropriste samples of performan
information for particular situations. If performer influeace over 2:e
evaluation process for unpredxctable tasks is E?o limited, pre-detefnxned
evaluation actxvxtxes may fail to meet the increased needs for adJéntmentl
in the applzcntzon of criteria or for adequate information on peyformance.

- From the social or symbolic perspective less predictable t7pk- will
also suggest the need for greater performer influence over the/évaluatxon
/

process. Quite apart from the operaﬁional needs of the evalqétion system,

i
/

individual performers involved in unpredictable tasks wvill believe those

tasks to Be unique and will be less accepting of systems gﬁich do not
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permit them to exercise inf luence over the process of evaluation.

The preceding discussion suggest§ ghe following proposition on the
relationship between performer inf luence over the.evaluation pro;esa and
performer internalization or acceptance of the evaluation process:

Progosition 2 - The more influence performers have over

evaluation activities, they more likely .they
will be to accept or internalize the evaluation
process. However, after a certain point
increaoingbthe degree of performer influence
will diminish performer accept#nce. The level
of performer influence corresponding with
vu:ximum performer acceptance increases asi

task predictability decreases.b

3. Basic Features of the Six Studies Providing Evidence on the Two

Propositions

The six studies that provide the major source of evidence related to
the two propositions outlined above all focused on the impact of evaluation
processes on teachers. The basic dimensions of the studies are presented in

Table 1 below:

The first study in Table 1 (Dormbusch and Scott 1975; Thompson, 1971;
Thompson, Dornbusch and Scott 1975) involved surveys of 131 teachers in six

elementary schools in a small school district. Approximately 85Z of the
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Table 1

Basic Features of Six Studies Using the Theory of Evaluation and Authority

Studies (Sources)

1) Questionnaire study
of public elementary
school teachers and
interviews with their
principals (Thompson
1971; Thompson,
Dornbusch and Scott, 1975)

2) Comparative study of
public school teachers
and hospital nurses
(Marram, 1972; Marram,
Dornbusch, and Scott, 1972)

3) Comparative study of
teachers in public -
schools and alternative:
schools (McCauley, 1971;
McCauley, Dormnbusch, and
Scott, 1972)

4) Intensive interview study
of public school teachers
(Natriello and Rowe, 1981)

5) Questionnaire study of
urban middle school
teachers (deCharms and

: Natriello, 1981;
Natriello, forthcoming)

.6) Interview study of
-suburban elementary
school teachers working
under a merit pay system
(Natriello and Cohn, 1983)

Number of:
Schools

Teachers

19

131

244

200

18

182

Independent Dependent

Variables Variables
Frequency Satisfacti'n
of vith
Communicat- Evaluation:
ed Helpfulness
Evaluations of

Evaluations

Frequency of Soundness of

Observations Evaluations
of Importance of
Performance/ Evaluations
Outcomes

Prequency Sutisfaction
of vith
Communicated Evaluations
Evaluations . Soundness of

Prequency of Evaluations

Observations
of Performance

Frequency of Satisfaction
Observations with

of Evaluations
Performance Helpfulness
Frequency of of Evaluations
Communicated Preferences
Evaluations for Evaluation

Influence to Influence
Over Criteria- Rewards and
Setting Penalties

Frequency of Soundness of
5 Stages of Evaluations
Evaluation Leverage

Influence ’

over 6 Stages
of Evaluation

Frequency of Soundness of

5 Stages of Evaluations
Bvaluation Helpfulness of
Influence Evaluations

over 6 Stages Preferences

of Evaluation for Influence
on Rewards and
Penalties '
Leverage



teachers in the district participated in the study, which was conducted
under the aqspiCes of a committee of teachers designed to review the
arrangements for tﬁe evaluation of teachers and recommend improvements.
The study provided data‘on the effects of both frequency of evaluation and
teacher influence over the evaluation process. Dependent variables

inc luded teacher satisfaction and teacher perceptions that the evaluations
they geceived vere helpful in improving their performance.

The second study in Table 1 (Dornbusch and Scott, 1975; Marram, 1972;
Marram, Dornbusch and Scott, 19725 involved surveys of hospital nurses and
ﬁublic elementary school teachers. Responses from 244 teachers in fifteen
eiementary schools in a singie,school district provided data on several
measures of the frequency of evaluation, also refe?red to as task /
visibility. Dependent variables included teacher perceptions that the
evaluation system was sound ly based and that evaluations were important.

The third study presented in Table 1 involved -urveyi of teachers in
public schools and'te#chern in alternative schools. This study (Dornbusch
and Scott 1975}'Hc0auley, 197i; McCauley, Dornbusch, and Scott, 1972)
involved surveys of teachers in public schools and teachers in alternative
schools. The 100 public school teachérl vere drawn from five schools in
two school districts, while the 100 alternativé school teachers came from
tventy~-four San Francisco Bay Area alternative schools. Teacher responses
provided data on the frequency of evaluation activity. Dependent variables
inc luded teacher satisfaction with the evaluation process.

The fourth study (Natriello,gnd Rove, 1981) included surveys and
interviews with all of the teachers in a single elementary school in a
suburban lchool.district. In this intensive case study, 18 teach;rs
provided data on the frequency of evaluation and teacher inf luence over
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aspects of tﬁe evaluaﬁion orocess. Dependent variabies inc luded
satisfaction with the evaluation process, teacher perceptions of the
helfulness of the evaluation process, and teacper preferences for the
inf luence of evaluations over the distribution of organizational rewards
and penalties.

The‘fifth study (deCharms and Natriello, 1981; Natriello, forthcoqing)
was conducted in six middle lchodls in a major urban area in the midwest.
Surveys of 182 teachers cr 97Z of the teachers in the six schools provided
data on the frequency of evaluation activities and teacher inf luence over
the evaluation process. Dependent variables inc luded te;cher perceptions
of the soundness of the evaluation system and teacher lévgrage over
teaching tasks.

The sixth study (Natriello and Cohn,'1983) vas conducted in a single
.elenéntary school in a sururban school district with a merit pay program
attached to the evaluation system. Survey responses from 23 teachers
provided data on the frequency of evaluation activity and teacher influence
over evaluation activities. Dependent variables included teacher
perceptions of the helpfulness of evaluations, teacher preferences for the
" influence of evaluations on organizational revar&i and penalties, teacher
perceptions of the soundness of the evaluation system, and teacher 1eve¥ase

over teaching tasks.

4. Frequency of Evaluation, Teacher Influence Over Evaluations, and

Frequency of Evaluation
Studies of processes for the evaluation of teachers suggest that
evaluation is a relatively infrequent event. Reporting om the results

) of an HEW study, Dreeben (1970) noted that, on the average, 552 of
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principals said theybdid not have enough time to conduct an accurate
evaluation of classroom teachers. In the same study over one-fourth of the
classroom teachers reported no classroom visitations by any supervisor
during the first half of the 1§62-1963 school year. Further, almost one-
fifth of the probationary teachers, a group likely to be more closely
supervised, received no visits during the same period.

The six studies guided by thg‘théory of evaluation and authority seem
to confirm this pattern. In the study by Thompson (1971) teachers v;;e
asked how frequently their principals communicated evalua;ions of
their performance to them. Thompson (1971) reported that the majority of
teachers indicated that they received communications of evaluations from
their principal "seldom" or less frequent:ly for ;ach of four defined
teaching tasks. The proportions of teachers repotting‘they received
evalusations from their principal "eeldom"‘of less frequently were .56, .58,
62, and .62 for the tasks of teaching subject matter, chiracter
development, maintzining control and record keeping, respectively.

The study conducted by Marram (1972) also asked teachers about the
frequency of evaluation activities. Iq'this study teachers were askea how
freqﬁently their principal observed toeir performance for each teaching
task and how frequent ly their princiéal observed the outcomes of their
performance of each teaching task. Using a scale of responses consisting
of: 1 - "very frequently", 2 - "frequently”, 3 - "fairly often", 4 .-
“occasionally”, 5 - "seldom", 6 - "almost never", and 7 - "uever", Marram
(1972) calculated the median r;sponses for each teaching task for esch
survey item. The median responses for the item pertaining to the frequwucy
of observations of performances were 3.6, 3.6, 3.4, and 4.1 for the tasks
of teaching subject matter, chargcter‘development, maintaining control, and
. re;ord keeping; respectively. The median responses for the item pertaining
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to observatiqns of outcomes vere 3.3, 3.° . and 3.9 for the four
teaching tusks respectively.

In the study of teachers in publi. schools and alternative free
schools, McCauley (1971) asked teachers to indicate how frequently they
learned of their principal's evaluation of thei; performance on each of the
four teachking tasks. Using the same scale of responses used by Marram,
McCauley reported median scores from the public school teachers of 4.0,
4.2, 4.2, and 4.9 for the tasks of teaching subject matter, cha?agier
deve lcpment, maintaining coantrol, and record keeping, respectively. The
median scores on (he same item fdr the aiicrnative school teachers were
3.6, 3.9, 4.1, and 6.2 for the four teaching tasks, respectively.

An in-depth study of a single elementary school conducted by Natriello
and Rowe (1981) revealed a similar pattern. Following the task specific
approach of Dormbusch and Scott, they asked teachers to report omn
evaluation of their teaching in terms of four teaching tasks: teaching
subject matter, character development, maintaining cozzrol, and recozrd
keeping. The propoitions of teachers reporting that the principal observed
their performance seldom or less frequeﬁtly vere .22, 22, 22, and .11 for
the tasks of teaching subject matter, character development, maintainingv
control, and record keeping, respectively. The same proportions of
teachers reported that the piinéipal observed the outcomes of their
performances seldom or less {requently. In addition, for each task, the
proportion of teachers who did not know how frequently their principal
ob-ervgditheir performance or the ocutcomes of their performance was .22.

The pattern of infrequent evaluation of teaching holds when teachers
are asked about the frequency with which they receive feedback from their

principal on their performance of the teaching tasks. The proportions of
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teachers reporting that they received feedback seldum or less frequently
vere .56, .44, .68, and -78 for the tasks of teaching subject matter,
character development, maintaining control, and record keeping
respectively.

When asked how oftem their principal'identified an area in vwhich they
needed to improve for each of their teaching tasks, all of the teachers in
the study reported that this happened seldom or less frequently for each
teaching task. Teachers were then asked how often their primcipal pfovided
them with helb to improve their performance on those occasions when an area
needing improvement was identified. The proportions of teachers reporting
that their principal did this seldom or iess ffequently were .63, .50, .38,
and .75 for the tasks of teaching subject mattef, character development,
maintaining control, ard record keeping, respectively.

This case study of a single elementary school included in-depth
interviews with the téachera. During the interviews teachers talked about
their autonomy in the school as ii related to the evaluation process.

Their comments were characterized by a tone of ambivalance. On the one
hand, over three-fourths of the teachers reported that éhey had total
freedom on the tasks of teaching subject mattef, and character development;
SIightlf fever than three-fourths reported total freadom on the task of
maintaining control, and still fewer reported having total freedom on the
task of record keepxﬁg. fhe teachers seemed generally satisfied with their
.autonomy in the school.

However, most of the teachers also reported that this feedom had its
price. The lack of evaluative activity resulted in feelings of uncertainty
and confusion as they went about their tasks. A teacher who had worked
under this principal for a number of years explained that:

I lesrned by trial and error. I learned a long tiﬁe ago I won't
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get a go-ahead from him. If we do something 'good' everything is
fine, if not, your'ré out on a limb. I don't know what he wants.
I do it my vay and its acceptable but new teachers don't know
thac; I can't tell them--I might be wromg. I don'? know what he
vants—] just worked it out. |
Another teacher expreszxd ;he iso lation felt by maﬁy teachers in the
school: |
I told him (the primcipal) it's so lonely down there by myself
vhen you Qon't give me feedback. Come to my room and see. He
says, "I know you do a good job, etc.! I don'f\b;yzit. He neédn.
to be(;n my room. -
These comments from teachers suggest only some of the.c&naeqnencea of the
low levels of evaluation activity found in study after study in schools.

In the study of teachers in six inner-city middle schools, Natriello
(forthcoming) asked teachers to report on the frequemcy with which they
experié;ced activities in five of the six stages of the evaluation model.
_Teachers were nof asked to report on the frequency of appraiq,l since they
would be unlikely to know how often tﬁeir principal engaged in this
process.

For each stage of the evaluation process, substantial proportions of
teachers-reéorted that activities occurred seldom or less frequently.
These pfoportionn are represented in the graphs in Figure 2, section A.
The proportions of teachers reporting that they seldom or less frequently
received ta;k asaignmenfl from their principal telling them the goals for
each task were .54; .48, .47, and .39, respective ly,.for the tasks of
teaching subject matter, c;aracter deve lopment, maintaining control, end

record keeping. The proportions reporting that they seldom or less

25




frequently learned of the criteria and standards for performance on each
task were .45, .46, .38, and .35 for the tasks of teaching subject matter
character development, maintaining control, and record keeping,
respectively. The proportions reporting that their principal se1;om or
less frequently observed aspects of their performance were .28, .29, .18,

and .21 for the four teaching tasks, while the proportions reporting that

giey seldsm or 1;;3 frequently received feedback on each task were A0,
4l, 33, and .41 for the tasks of teaching subjeét matter, character
deve lopment, maintaining control, and:record keeping, rénpectiveiyf
Finally, the proportions reporting that their pfincipal vorked with them to
plan ways to improve their performance seldom or less frequently were .44, |

45, .42, and .47 for the four teaching tasks.

But evaluation does not have to be so infrequent. The study by
Natriello and Cohn (1983) of evaluation practices in a single ¢lementary
school in a suburban district with a long standing meri£ pPay program
reveaied wore frequent activity in most of the five stages of the
cialuation process. These proportions afe represented in the graph in
Figure 2, section B. In that study the proportions of teachers reporting
task assigoments in which the principal communicated their goals for their
teaching tasks seldom or less frequently were .35, .55, .60, and .50 for
the tasks of teaching subject matter, character development, maintaining
contfol, and record keeping, reipectively. The proportions reporting that

they learned of the criteris and standards used to evaluate their
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Figure 2
Proportions of Teachers in The Urban Middle Schools Study and the Merit Pay

District Study Reporting Experiencing the Evaluation Activities "Seldom" or
Less Frequently, by Teaching Task
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performance only seldom or less frequently were .l1, .17, .11, and .17,
for the four teaching tasks. The proportions of teachers reporting that
their principal observed their performance only seldom or less frequently
vere .05, .05, .05, and .05 for the four teaching tasks.

| The proportions of teachers who reported receiving feedback on their
performance on each task only seldom or less frequently vére 35, J35, 35,
and .40 for the tasks of teaching subject matter, character development,
iaintainiﬁg control, and record keeping, respectively. Finally, the
proportions of teachers who reported that their principal worked with them
to plan vays to improve their performance only seldom or less frequently
vere .30, .35, .30, and .42 for the four teaching tasks.

This series of studies reveals that the acﬁivitien identified in the
model of the evalqation process are relatively infrequent éven;s for many
teachers and that the frequency of any one activity may differ from that of
the other activities. For example, in a district with more frequent

evaluation activity, such as the suburban school district ntudied‘by’

Natriello and Cohn (1983), although very small proportions of teachers
reported that criteria setting and sampling vere infrequent events, over
one-third of the teachers reported that they seldom or less frequently

received feedback on each of their teaching tasks.

Four of the six studies collected data on teacher perceptions of their
inf luence over various stages of the gvaluatioﬁ process. Thompson (1971)
asked teachers to report on cheir infl ‘ence over the criteria setting
process and over the sampliz. pfocenn. In that study the proportions o§
teachers reporting that they were only "slightly influential” or "not at
all influential" in affectiaog the criteria setting process vere .60,\<61.
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development, maintaining control, and record keeping, respectively. As for
their inf luence over the sglection of information used for evalution
purposes, the proportions of teachers reporting that they vere only
"slight ly inf luential" or "not at ali inf luential" were .69, .70, .58, and
.75, for the four teaching tasks, respectively.

In the intensive study of the single elementary;school teachers wvere
asked how mnéh input they had in the selection of criteria used to
determine their evaluiti;ns. The proportions of teachers reporting little
or no input were .44, .33, .33, and .56 for the tasks of teaching subject
matter, character development, maintaining control, and record ieeping,
respectively. They were also asked to report on vhether they had any input
into two task allocation decisions, the decision about which grade level
they would be assigned and the deci;ion about which students would be
annxgned to their class. Eighty percent of the teachers reported that they
bad no input into the decision as to which grade level they vould be
_ assigned, and .38 reported that they had no input in determining which
students vould.be assigned to their class.

In the study of six inner-city middle schools, Natriello (forthcoming)
asked teachers to report on their inf lueuce over the six ntages of the
' evaluation process. Teachers reported having nuhatantial inf luence in
determining task allocations, and the goals of their teaching. These results
are portrayed in Figure 3, section A. fhe proportions of teachers P
reporting baving only slight influence or no inf luence at all ove? task
. allocations were .ll, .12, .l1l, gna 31, relpecti#ely, for the tasks of
teaching subject matter, chlrlcterﬂdevelopnent, maintaining control, and
record keeping.

‘ When it came to the second stage of the evaluation process teachers
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vere less likely to report having influence. The proportions of teachers
reporting little or mo inf luence over this aspect of the evaluation process
vere .47, .49, .51, and .53 for the tasks teaching subject matter,
character development, maintaining control, and reco;d keeping,
respectively. A similar pattern vas revealed for teacher influence over
the sampling process. The proportions of teachers reporting little or no
influence over sampling were .53, .54, .52, and .55 for the four teaching
tasks.

More teachers reported having influence over the last three stages of
the evaluation process. The proportions of teachers repofting little or no
inf luence over the appraisal process Qerg .26, .29, .28, and .32 for the
tasks of tesching subject matter, character-development, maintaining
control, agd record keeping, respectively. For inf luence on the feedback
process the corresponding proportions were 31, 32, .29, and 35, For
inf luence on the improvement.proce:n the corresponding proportions were

.26, .29, .30, and .35.

The study of the single elementary school in the suburban district
Qith the long-standing merit pay system revealed th#t teachers in this
school were able to exercise ﬁore inf luence over thg evaluation process.
At every stage of the evaluation process teachers were less likely to
report that they were only ilightly or not at all inf luential. The results’

of the study are portrayed in Figure 3, section B. The proportions of
‘] .
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Figure 3 | /

Proportions of Teachers in The Urban Middle Schools Study and the Merit Pay
District Study Reporting That They are Only “Slightly Inf luential” or
"Not at All Influential" in Affecting the Stages of the Evaluation , ,
Process, by Teaching Task
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teachers reporting that they wvere slightly or not at all influential in
determining their goals for their teaching tasks were .00, .00, .00, and
.25 for the tasks of teaching subsect matter, character development,
maintaining control, and record keeping respectively. The corresponding
proportions for inf luence over the criteria setting process were .05, .05,
.05, and .05 for the four teaching tasks.

The proportions of teachers reporting that they were slightly or not
at all influentiai in regard to the sampling process were .10, .21, .26,
and .26 for the tasks of teaching subject matter, character development,
maintaining control, and record keeping, respectively. The corresponding
proportions for the.influence of teachers on the appraisal process were
.26, .26, .26, and .26.

The proportionl of teachers reporting that they were olightly or not
at.ali inf}uential in affecting the feedback process were .21, .21, .21,
.and .16, respectively, for the tasks of‘teaching subject mnﬁter, character
development, maintaining conﬁrol, and record keeping. The corresponding
proportions for the process of p lanning for improvement.vere A0, .11, .11,
and .15.

While teachers in some schools seem to exercise less influence over
the evaluation process than they might prefer, evidence from tﬁe merit pay

-
district where evaluation activities are mbre frequent suggests that even
in such developedvsystems teachers can exercise considerable influence over
the evaluation process. The important point for the present analysis is

that increased attention to evaluation activity and greater evaluation

" activity in a school does not have to diminish teacher influence.
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Indicators of Teacher Internalization or Acceptance of the Evaluation

System

The six studies reviewed here used a variety of measures that might be
considered indicators of teacher internalization or acceptance of the
evaluation system. Although each indicator is in some way unique, all of
the indicators provide some undefetandiug of Duckworth's (1981) concept of
internalization.

Three of the studies (Thompson, 1971; McCauley, 1971; and Natriello
and Rowe, 1981) employed a meaaure_éf teacher satisfaction with the process
by which their performance was evaluated. In these studies, teachers vere
asked to simply indicate how satisfied they were with the way their
performance wvas evaluated; |

Four studies (Thompson, 1971; Natriello and Rowe, 1981; Natfiello,
forthcoming; Natriello ahd Cohn, 1983) collected data on teacher
perceptions of the helpfulness or usefulness of the evaluations they
received. In the studies by Thompson, 1971, and Natriello and Rowe (1981)
tea;herl vere asked to rate the helpfulness of the evaluq;ioﬁn they
received. In the studies by Natriello (forthcoming) and Natriello and
Cohn, (1983) teachers were asked to indicate how frequently the information
profided by their evaluations actually enabled them to vork_tovard
improving their performance. |

One study (Marram, 1972) included a question which asked teachers how
important the evaluations they received were to them. Assuming that those
teachers who believe evaluations are more important have internalized the
system allows this measure to be treated as an indicator of internalizatioh.
or acceptance.

In three studies (Marram, 1972; Natriello and Rowe, 1981; and

Natriello and.Cohn,»1983) teachers vere asked to report how much influence
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they preferred evaluations of their performance to have on the
organizational revards and penalties they received. This question really
probed the extent to which teachers vanfed evaluations of gheir performance
to "count", i.e. to have real consequencés for them above and beyond the
communicated evaiuation.

Three studies (Harram. 1972; Natriello, forthcoming; Natriello and '
Cohn, 1983) examined teacher reports on the extent to which the evaluation
system vas soundly based. The studies by H#rram. (1972) and Natriello and
Cohn, 1983) asked teachers to indicate hoﬁ sound ly based their principal's
evaluations of their perfdrnnnce vere, vhile thg study by Natriello,
(forthcoming) asked teachers to report how frequently their principal's -
evaluations were sound ly based.
| In addition to these items which left the interpretation of "sound ly
based" up to the individual teachers,.the studies by Natriello
(forthcoming) and Natriello and Cohp (1983) also containgd items based on
ndly based" con

the formal definition of " ined in the theory of

evaluation and authority. The theory of evaluatipn and authority specifies

the following definition for sound ly based evaluations:

A participant considers evaluations soundly based to the

extent that he or she believes that (a) the qunlity of performances
or outcomes as judged by the participant is affected by the
performer's effort, and (b) perfdrmancel or outcomes considered
better by the participant receive higher evalu;tionn.

(Dornbusch and Scott, 1975:343)

The definition thus contaias two elements. The first is that performers
consider évaiu;tion sound ly based to the extent that the performer's effort
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is perceived to affect_the evaluator;a judgement. The second is that
evaluators give higher evaluations to the performances or outcomes that
performers consider to be better. Soundly based evaluations entail two
relatioﬁships-—the relationship betwveen performer effort and performances

or outcomes ’and the relationship between berformances/outcones and
evaluations. In soundly based systems of evaiuations higher levels of
performer effort will result in better evaluations. In the study by
Natriello and Cohn (1983) teachers were asked how often high levels of effort
resulted in good evaluations aid how often‘hiéﬁ‘ievels of performance
resulted in good evaluations. These items were als& used as measures of the
exteut tb which the evaluation system was soundly based.

Two studies (Natriello, forthcoming, Natriello and Cohn, 1983)
contained indicators of a concethtermed "leverage". Leverage refers to
the relationship between the effort put forth by aApeffo:mer and the
outcomes that result from that effort. Leverage may be described as the
ratio between outcome and effort and may rangelfron 1/0 to 0/1. 1/0
represents the case where for O_unifs of effort the peffotper realizes 1
unit of output. O/1 represents the case where the performer realizes 0
units of ou;put for every 1 unit ofleffort. 0f course, 1/1 represents the
case vhere for every unit of effort the performer realizes 1 unit of
outcome.

The twvo studies contained itemb vhich provideﬂ data for tvo measures
of'teacﬁer leverage over their tasks. One measure, called the Teacher-
Allellqént of Leverage, required teachers to note which combination of
eifort ratings and effectiveness ratings best described their situation
during the past year. Response categories consisted of nine possible
conbiﬁttibns of threé rafings of éfforty(higﬁ, ﬁediuﬁ, low) and three

ratings of effec;ivenesl (high, medium, low). Leverage was scored as
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greater than or equal to 1 whenever the effectiveness rating was equal to
‘or greater than fhe effort rating and as less than 1 whenever the
effectivenes; rating was less than the effort rating.

A second measure, called the Composite Assessment of Leverage measure,
vas created from teacher responses to separate items which asked them fo
report on their current levels of effort and effectiveness compared to
levels earlier in their teaching careers. If we keep in miand Duckworth's
condition that evaluation systems should improve teacher efficacy, them it
is reasonable Lo consider teacher léverage another indicator of teacher
internalization or acceptance of the evalu;;ion process.

The studies considered here together have relied on 8ix dependent
variables as results of particular evaluation processes: 1) teacler
satisfaction, 2) teacher perceptions that the evaluations are useful in
helping them to improve their performance, 3) teacher perceptions that
evaluations are important, &) teacher preferenceé for evaluations to have an
impact on organizational rewards and penalties, 5) teacher perceptions that
evaluations are s&undly based, and 6) teacher leverage over teaching tasks.
In ;xamining the'inpzu{\gf'frequency of évaluation activities and teacher

inf luence over evaluations on teacher gcceptance of the evaluation systenm,

each of these six indicators will be considered.

Evaluation Processes on Teacher Acceptance of the Evaluation System

The eix studies reviewed here permit an examination of the impact of the
frequency of evaluation and teacher inf luence over the eyaluation process
on a range of indicators of teacher acceptance of the evaluation system.

In this presentation only evidence bearing on the positive relationship
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betweeﬁ frequency of evaluation and teacher acceptance of the evaluation
process and bearing on the positive relationship between ‘teacher influence
over the evaluation process and teacher acceptance of the.evaluation
process will be considered. Of course, the origin;i hypotheses of curvilinear
relationships necessitatea'an examination of the upper end of the distribuﬁions
for frequency of ;valuation and teacher influence over the evaluation process.
This was done first by direct inspection of the plotted data points and then
by dividing the distributions for each of these variables and examining the
relationships between them and the indicators of teacher acceptance or
internalization along both the bottom half and the top half of the range.
These analyses revealed no substantial negative effects ffom either variable.
The complete analyées for the urban middle schools study are presented in
Natriello and Dornbusch (forthcominés. To simplify the presentation, only
the relationships between these variables and the indicators of acceptance
along the entire range are reported here. Table 2 presents the results of
analyses, using data from all six studies, of the relationship between various
measures of the frequency of evaluation activities and the indicators of

‘ tescher acceptance.

The statistical relationships betwegn variables are expressed in gammas,
Gamma i3 a nonparametric (making no assumptions about the underl%ing distri-
bution) measure of the relationship between two variables. Gamma may be
interpreted as a measure of the proportionate reduction in errér; it measures
the extent to which knowing the value of one variable for one‘case reduces
error in predicting the value of a sécond variable for that same case. Gamma
ranges from +1 to =1, A positive.gamma medhs that the order on one vq;iable
is similar to the order on the other variable; a negative gamma indicates that

the order on one variable is inversely related to the order on the other.
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Table 2
Relationship Between Frequency of Evaluation Activities and Indicators
of Teacher Acceptance of the Evaluation System

Five Stages

to Rewards and
Penalties’

1.00 1.00 1.00
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Frequency Acceptance Gammas by Teaching Task Source
Measure Indicator Subj. Char. Main. Rec. Study
Mat. Dev. Cont. Keep.

Communicated Satisfaction .68 .68 .68 55 1
Evaluations
Principal Satisfaction 1.00 1.00 1.00 .71 4
Observations
of Performance
Communicated Satisfaction 1.00 J1 1.00 1.00 4
lvalnations '
Communicated Helpfulness .84 .79 .81 .70 1
Evaluations
Observations Helpfulness - 43 25 ;1.00 -1.00 4
of Performance

- Communicated Helpfulness 43 .25 ~.25 =1.00 &
Evaluatiocas '
Summary of " Information .56 72 .52 .80 5
Five Stages Helpful
Summary of Principal .48 .80 .66 .75 5
FPive Stages . Helpful
Summary of Helpfulness -.33 1.00 =.09 .50 6
Five Stages
Observations Importance .19 <55 " 39 .63 2
of Performance

- Obserwvations Importance <30 58 45 . .58 2
of Outcomes - :
Observations Prefer Related 50 50 .00 «50 4
of Performance to Rewards and ‘ ’

Penalties
Communicated Prefer Related .14 =.50 .00 1.00 . &
Evaluations to Rewards and
Penalties

Susmary of Prefer Related 6



Observations Sound 1y .76 .78 76 .52

of Performance Based

Observations Sound 1y | 60 .70 . .64 .61
of OQutcomes - Based ' ,
Summary of Soundly S1 61 64 .49
Five Stages Based

Supmary of Soundly .92 .70 -.14 .58
Five Stages Baged

Summary of Good Evaluations 1.00 1.00 ~1.00 .44
Five Stages if Do Well . '
Summary of Good Evaluations .25 1.00 =1.00 .56
Fiva Stages if Try Hard

Summary of Teacher Assess- .51 .29 .52 .24
Five Stages ment of Leverage -

Summary of Composite Assess— .20 .39 233 39
Pive Stages ment of Leverage . '
Sugmary of Observed i .28 .26 23 .34
!iye Stages Leverage

Summary of Teacher Agsess— 40 1,00 .20 -.07 |
Five Stages: - ment of Leverage ‘

Summary of Composite Assess- -.18 -.20 | .00 -.66
Five Stages - ment of Leverage .
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- Two of .the six studies (Natriello and Rowe, 1981; Natriellc and Cohn,
1983) were each conducted in a single elementary school and thus contain
data on fewer thaﬁ 30 teachers. While these data should be examined
cautiously,‘they are included because they contribute to the general pattern
of findings in the four larger studies.

Considering the results from all six studies, there are 100 possible
instances to examine the relationship between the measures of frequency of
evaluation and the indicators of téacher :cceptance of the evaluation system.
In 86 of these, the relationship is positive., In oﬁly 14 cases is the
relationship negative. Considering only the four larger studies, there are
48 possible instances to examine the relationship.. The relationship is
positive in all 48 of these. " |

Ihus the data from the six studies which included measures of the frequency
of evaluation activities and teacher acceptance of the evaluation process
overwh:lmingly demonstrate ﬁhat there is a positive relationship between
frequency and teacher acceptance. Additional analyses (e.g; Natriello,
forthcoming) examining only the high end of the distribution for the frequéncy ?
measures as they relate to teacher acceptacce revealed no evidencé of the
hypothesized curvilinear relationship.

Table 3 presents the results of analyses of the relationship between
teacher influence over the evaluation process and teacher acceptance of the
evaluation process. Considefing the data from all six studies, there are
64 instances to examine the relationship. In 60 of these instances the
relationship is positive, while in only'é,is the relationship negative.
Considering only the data from the four larger studies, there are 24 instances
to examine the relationship between teacher influence and teacher acceptance.

In 23 of these instances the relationship is positive, while in only 1 instance

'~ is the relationship negative.
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Table 3
Relationship Between Influence Over the Evaluation Process and Indicators
of Teacher Acceptance of the Evaluation System

Influence . Acceptance Gammas by Teaching Task Source
Measure Indicator Subj. Char. Main. Rec. . Study
Mat. Dev. Cont. Keep.
Influence Satisfaction .33 71 Jl =211 4
Over ‘
Criteria-
Setting
Influence Helpfulness ~43 .25 .25 .20 4
Over
Criteria~-
Setting
Summary of Helpfulnesc : . «33 .14 .82 .39 R
Six Stages
Summary of Information 46 53 47 Sl 5
Six Stages :
Summary of Principal 56 .63 .60 61 5
Six Stages Helpful
Influence Prefer Related .14 «50 .00 .17 5
Over Criteria—- to Revards and
Setting . Penalties
.Summary of  Prefer Related 100 65 22 .86 6
Six Stages to Revards and :
Penalties
Summary of =  Soundly Based -} | b1 b4 A0 5
Six Stages
Summary of - Soundly Based 86 .74 b4 . .56 6
Six Stages
Summary of Good Evaluations 1.00 1.00 -45 .66 - 6
Six Stages if Do Well »
Summary of Good Evaluations .75 .76 .58 J4 6
Six Stages if Try Hard
Summary of Teacher Assess-~ 45 .27 .40 .25 5
Six Stages ment of Leverage .
Summary of Composite Assess- .21 .24 34 .00 5
Si;_Stages ment of Leverage ‘
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Summary of
Six Stages

Summary of
Six Stages

Summary of
Six Stages

Observed -.04
Leverage
Teacher Assess- .00

ment of Leverage

Composite Assess- .27
ment of Leverage

42

.09

.50

432

.14

.64

10

.08

-1.00
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The data from the six studies overwhelmingly demonstrate that thé B
rela&ibnship between'teachervinfluence over the evaluation process and
teacher acceptance of the evaluation process is positive. vAdditional analysés
at the high end of the influence range reveal no evidence of thé hypothesized
curvilinear relationship. |

These positivé relationships reported above pefsist when other relevant
variables are controlled. The most relevant control variablés in the context
of the present discussion are, of course, frequency of evaiuation and teacher
influence over the evaluation process. Agcordingly, Tables 4 and 5 present
the analyses For the data from the urban middle ‘schools study bearing on the
rel;tionships discussed above, this time using tegcher influence as a control
in examining the relationship between frequency of evaluaﬁion and teacher
acceptance and using frequency of evaluation as a contfol in e#amining the
relationship between teacher influence and teacher aéceptancé.

As these tables demonstrate, the relationshiﬁs between frequency and
teacher acceptance and between influence and teacher acceptance remain
positive in the great majority of the cases even when controlling for the
effects of the other independent variable.

As the data from the six studies show, the frequency of evalgation
activities ;nd‘teacher influence over the eQalua:ion activities afe each
positively related to teacher acceptance of the evaluation process. The.
general low levels of frequency of evaluation and teacher influence over.
evaluation in these studies do not permit us to reject tﬁe original curvi?
linear hypotheses. This eleﬁent of the formal propositions along with the
impact on these relationships of the nature of tke task, await further

examination.
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Table 4

lclntionshib Between the Frequency of Evaluation Activity and Indicators of
Teacher Acceptance of the Evaluation System Under Conditions of Low and
High Teacher Influence, in the Urban Middle Schools Study

Acceptance Influence Gammas by Teaching Task
Indicator Condition Subj. Char. Main. Rec.
: Mat. Dev. Cont. Keep.

Information High .60 ol 34 .51
Helpful Lov . .79 .60 J2 .68
Principal High J6 5 Jd9 .3
Helpful Low 1.00 .91 .93 .70
Sound ly . High .15 .81 Jb J1
Based Low 72 o7 .81 .96
Teacher High ' .62 .36 .39 .16
“.e"ﬂent 10' -018 -.06 030 023 »
of Leverage ,

Composite High «26 .20 23 W43
Assessgment Low . =40 14 49 59

of Leverage

~
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: Table 5
Relationship Between Teacher Influence Over the Evaluation Process and
Indicators of Teacher Acceptance of the Evaluation System Uader Conditions
. of High and Low Frequency of Evaluation Activities, in the Urban Middle
Schools Study ' ‘

Acceptance Frequency Gammes by Teaching Task
Indicator Condition Subj. Char. Main. Rec. .
' Mat, Dev. Cont. Keep.

-

Information High .09 33 -.10 .23

Helpfui Low 45 .48 42 .45
Principal Righ .50 .39 .27 .65
Helpful Lovw 1.00 75 .70 .61
Sound ly : Righ .33 .47 .36 -.56
Based Low W27 .40 .49 .39
Teacher Righ , .75 .33 .39 .04
of Leverage

Composite Righ .46 .26 .15 =.30

of Leverage
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6. A Brief Examination of these Propositions Applied to the Evaluation of

Students

The current discussion has focused exclusively on the evaluation of
teachers. Since the theory of evaluation and authority applies to evaluation
procesSes in general, a word is in order about the evaluation of another |
prominent group of performers in schools, students. An extensive examination
of evaluation processes as they affect students is contained in Natriello
and Dornbusch (in press) which presénts a series ofbstudies using the theofy :
to exémine the evaluation of students in secomndary schools. These studies
clearly demonstrate that more frequent evaluation of students fesults.in
greater student effort omn school tasks. Moreover, these.studies also show
that those grdﬁPS'of students who traditionally do ieSs well in school,
minority students, receive less challenging evaluations than majority students.

Although.the studies of the evaluation of students based 5% the theory
of evaluation and authority condacted thus far provide no evidence of the
negative impact of very freqdent evaluation, given the role of the teacher
aé a primary evaluator of stud. . performance and the physicai proximity of
teachers and students ir the classroom/worksite, we may énticipate more
instances of over'y f;equent ¢ ssuation of étudents than of teachers. -

The matter or stié..- L. iuence over the evaluation process has not
been explicitly considered in studies based on the theory of evaluation and
authority., At first look, it may appear as if performer influence over the

.
evaluation process is less pertiunent to students who are not adults. After
all, adolescents and children must constantly deal with situations where
they have less influences than adults in the same s}tuation.

Nevertheless, it.seems.likely that student influence over evaluation
activities will lead to greater acceptance of'tﬁe evaluation process. Such
influence might be expressed in classrooms in perfectly reasonable ways.

¢~ |
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Students are often able to .influence teacher decisions regarding samples of

perfbrmance uséd for evaluations. Some teachérs even adopt policies that
enhance student iﬁfluence over the evaluation process. For example,
teachers who institute policies permitting extra-credit work are extending
to students opportunities to influence the sampling process. At this'point
there is little reason to believe that student influence over the evaluation
activities will not have the same impact on student‘accepténce of the

evaluation process as teacher influence has on teacher acceptance.

7. Directions for Further Research and Theory Construction

As demonstrated by the six studies of the evaluation of teachers,
evaluation processes may differ both in their dimensions and in theif effects
on performers. These differences appear both for individual performers within
a single organization and for different systems in differenf organizations,

In this paper the'emphasis has.been on two dimensions of evaluation systems,
the frequency of evaluation and the influence of performers, those being
evaluated, over the evaluation prd@ess. Other dimensions of evaluation systems
may also affect the accepﬁance or internalization of evaluation processes by
performers. . Future studies should seek additional information on the effects
of frequency of evaluation and performer influence as well as explore the
nature of other dimensions of evaluation systems.

The data from the six studies of the evaluation of teachers revealed a
positive linear relationship between frequency of evaluation and teacher
acceptance of the evaluation process and betwgen-teacher influence over the
evaluation process and teacher acceptahce of that process, No evidence of
'the negative effects of high levels of either variable was found to support
the curvilinear relationships described in the propositions. This may be
begause there are no negative effects at any level of evalu;tion frequency or
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performer influence or because the levels of evaluation frequency and

performer influence in the schools in these six studies never approach the
levels high enough to set in motion the predicted negative effect. Future
studies might seeg to identify schools where teacher evaluation is very
freqyent and those where teachers exercise high levels of influence over
the_evaluatioﬁ'process to explore the proposed curvilinear relationships
more fuliy. Because administrator'time is a scarce resource in many schools,
it may be necessary to set up field EXperiments'fo obtain the conditions
necessary to fully examine these predictions. This course of action Qould
address a theoretical concern; from a practical standpoint, administrators
might simply recognize that, in geﬁeral, more frequent evaluation and greater
teacher influence over tﬁe evaluation process will lead to greater teacher
acceptance of the evaluation system.

| .Another aspect of the two propositions not addressed in tne present
analysis is the impact of differences in task predictability on the optimum
level of e#aiuation frequency and performer influence to promote acceptance
of the system. Future work should explicitly consider differences in the
predictability of various teaching tasks and their impact on the propbsed
relationships. '

Different app;paches to data collection migh; permit investigators to
more fully explore the implications of the two propositions. For example;
the studies discussed here involved_questionnaires in which teachers were
asked to rate the relative frequemcy with which théy experienced évaluation
activities and the relative level of their iﬁfluenée over- the evaluation
process. Future studies might probe for the absolute levels of these
variables as experienced by teachérg. This might be accomp;ishé&;(l) by
questionnaires which present hypothetical situations to teachers and ask

them to describe how their present situation compares along criticél
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dimensions to the hypothetical situatioms, (3) through interviews in which

—respUndeﬁts—are—askgd—fe~mere—£ui&y—explain—chei:_ansuers_to,ques:ians

about the relative frequency of evaluations and tﬁeir relative influence
over the evaluation process, and (4) with observational studies which
monitor the evaluation activities in schools.

Additional dimensions of the evaluation process should be explicitly
considered in studies of the impact of evaluatiuns on teachers. For
examplé, teachers_iﬁ the six studies reported here expressed concern about
the reliability of the evéluations they received, that is, the extent to
which the évaluations received by different teachers were comparabie. They

also expressed concern about the consistency of the evaluations conducted by

dif ferent evaluators in a school system. This\in\2£~part15;§ar concern in

G , ‘ ~ B}
_ those situations in which the results of evaluations are used by the school

district to reduce the teaching force of the district.

One of the dimensions of evaluation systéms treated as a dependent
variable in the analysis above, the-sounduess of the evaluation system, may
also function as an independent variable affecting the acceptability of the
evaluation process to performers (Dornbusch and Scott, 1975). Thus, more
frequent evaluations may lead to more soundly based evaluations (evaluations
where the effort and performance level of the performer has more impact on
the commuriicated evaluations); and more soundiy based evaluations may 1e;f
to gfeater performer acceptance of ﬁhe evaluation process.

Finally, the renewed interest in incentives for teachers suggests that
the connectinns of evaluation systems to such incentives as weil as the
nature of the incentives themselves may be important dimensions of evalﬁation
systems that have'an impact on teacher acceptance of the evaluation process.

In view of the relationship between such dimensions and the frequency of
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evaluation and performer influence that appears wnen the results of the

study in the district with the merit pay system are compared to results in
other districts (Recall that teachers in the merit pay district repcrted
more frequent evaluation activities and greater influence ovér the evaluation
process), studies of the impact of incentive systems on teacher acceptance
should carefully control these other dimensioné of evaluation systems.
Evaiuation processes are pervasive‘in all organizations. Given the
. enduring concern with improving the performance of teachers and students,
developing an appreciation of the role of evaluation processes in schools
should be high on the agendé of educatiénal and social researchers. The
theory of evaluation and authority has.provided a conceptualization of the
evaluation process that has guided a series of studies of evaluation
systems as they affect both teachers and students. Further research based
on this evolving theory should lead to the further development of the theory
as well as to an enhanced understanding of the operation of educational

organizations.
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