DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 343 864 SP 033 633

BAUTHOR Holdzkom, David; And Others

TITLE A Longitudinal Study of Teacher Performance
Zvaluation.

PUB DATE Mar 89

NOTE 4lp.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the

American Educational Research Association (San
Francisco, CA, March 1989).

PUB TYPE Speeches/Conference Papers {150)
EDRS PRICE {FO1/PCO2 Plus Postage.
DESCRIPTORS Elementary Secondary Education; *Evaluation Research;

Evaluators; Longitudinal Studies; Program
Development; =»*Program Evaluation; Research
Methodology; State Programs; Statistical Analysiss;
*Teacher Evaluation

IDENTIFIERS North Carolina

ABSTRACT

Educators in North Carolina, recognizing a need to
develop a more objective, performance-based teacher evaluation
system, determined that evaluation of teachers should have botn
formative and summative outcomes and should focus on improvement of
teacher skills. The Teacher Performance Appraisal System (TPAS), a
companion to the North Carolina Career Development Program, requires
at least three classroom observations of a teacher by either the
principal or a peer observer. Both of these programs focus on the
growth and development of educators, both teachers and teacher
evaluators. A large-scale, state—ordered review of the performance
system, as perceived by evaluators and evaluatees, led to the present
study, which examines the results of the evaluation system over a
3-year period (1985-86 to 1987-88). The study examines the
evaluations of teachers (up to 6,257) in 15 different school
districts. In general, results of this study confirm and illuminate
the improvement in performance expected of both evaluators and
teachers for the iirst 3 years of a 4-year pilot program. Results
also confirm the developmental and interactive nature of these
improvements. (IAH)

HARKRKXKKRRFARKRR KRR FRAR KRR KRRARKRKRKRAKRRKRAKRKRKRARKRARKR AR R RAKR AKX RKRRRRRRRR R R RA k&%

* Reproductions suvoplied by EDPS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document. *
KKK KA KKK AR AR K K KR K AR AR KRR AR R R KRR KKK KRR AR KRR KRR AR R AR KK AR R AR AR R AR RRRRRRR




“‘\"} ": - >
o
A Longitudinal Study of Teacher
Performance Evaluation
,ﬁ
M)
Q0
A
<H
ap .
m -
] by

David Holdzkom
Director, Division of Personnel Relations

Dennis Stacey
Consultant, Division of Personnel Relations

Barbera Kuligowski
Consultant, Division of Persounnel Relations

North Cerouling Department of Public Instruction
Raleigh, North Carclina 27603

U.S. OEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION "PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS

Otice ol Eduratioral Research and Improvement MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION

ENT I )
CENTER (ERIC) D I &'L()Q/' )/CE-W
“This dorumant has haen reproduced as . Pt i :}/

v

received rom the person or orqanization
cnginating !

o Moo rhanges have been made lo improve
epmdurlxof‘ Qual;ly

o Fanty ofview or opunions stated in thisdocu

; TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
et qg net nee ssanly represent otheial ot
OF R position of PAlCy INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC).

Prepared for presentation at the 1989 Annual Meeting of the
American Educational Research Association, San Francisco, CA., March 1989,

iy
e

,y»,'w P"“‘

bl bt il

2  BESTLL

e
) \
T



BACKGROUND

Since the early 1980's, educational policy-makers and practitioners in
North Carolina, like their counterparts throughout the nation, have wrestled
with a complex of issues that can loosely be identified as “the reform
movemen.", The fact that this reform movement has reflected and been
influenced by research-bised knowledge has paradoxically become both a
strength and a weakness. Reliance on the research base has been a strength
insofar as it has guided the creation of an agenda for artion. However, the
research base has been called into question by those who ncively felt that it
guaranteed improvements in educational ou‘.comes in the same way that aspirin
conquers headache. The inability to report both immediate and measurable
improvements has led some to question the potential efficacy of the changes
implemented.

This disgruntlement has, to some degree, been neutralized in North
Carolina by continued support from key legislators and pulicy makers at the
state and local level who understand that the effects of a given change may
occur at some remove in time from instaliation. The General Assembly has been
generous in both financial support and moral support of a long-term improvement
agenda. Evaluation of teachers' skills offers an excellent example of such
support. In this paper, we will present informaticn about tihe teacher
evalua*ion system use¢ in Korth Carolina, as well as its effects on the
performance of teachers over a three-year period.

Beginning in 1979-80, educators in North Carolina recognized a need to
develop an evaluation system that would enable & more objective,
performance-based view of the skills level of individuals. Apart from other
motives, it was felt that, because the State guzrantees a uniform salary
schedule for teachers, it was a matter of fairness that eveluation be conducted
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uniformly through the State. As a first step toward development of such an
evaluation system, a working group that combined educators from the North
Carolina Department of Public Instruction (DPI} and from local school districts
was charged with establishing consensus on the set of skills that ought to
constitute the basis of evaluation. At this time, wide latitude was left to
Tocal units with respect to how evaluative data were collected, but uniformity
about targets was achieved. (Inman, 1982).

Building An Evaluation System

Following this first effort, an immediate revision was undertaken with
twin goals. First, the development of a large amount of so-called "effective

teaching" research was becoming generally accepted in the practitioner community.

This research was seen as useful in the establishment of performance standards
and criteria. Second, many of the problems encountered in early implementation
of the consensus-based instrument were related to procedural irregularities
stemming from choices made by administrators in local schuol districts. It was
hoped that establishment of a standardized evaluation procedure would result
from this seccnd effort.

This emphasis on procedure arose from the realization that between research
and practice a large gap existed that required some activity akin to engineering.
That is, the research knowledge on which an instrumert could be based had been
developed in particular settings, with particular people. In science, the
replication of a an experiment and the outcomes that are congruent with the
first iteration constitute an important aspect of theory-building. Insofar as
the replicator reproduces the original conditions, he is able to predict
effects similar to those observed by the initiator. Failure to replicate the
results can Tead to an attack on the original experiment. Failure to replicate

the test conditions, however, discredits the replicator.




For most school practitioners, however, innovat’.ns are not implemented
as a means to increase the power of a given theory. Rather, the practitioner
hopes to solve a problem in an environment bearing a semblance to that in
which the original study was undertaken. By tailoring an innovation, which
preserves the essence of the research knowiedge and which is adapted to a
specific context, the practitioner develops or engineers a research-based
solution. The task, then, is to establish generalizability of the core uf the
knowledge such that it can influence practice in settings simf]ar to, but not
identical with, the original settings. The problem is not one of replication,
but one of utilization.

In solving the engineering problem, then, there was a need to specify
clearly the ends to which evaluation was to be put. Theoretically, an
evaluation tool could be designed so that it simply yields summative
information. A thermometer, for example, is useful because it measures with
accuracy a person's internal temperature. The thermometer is not expected to
tell anything about how to change the temperature. ~or purposes of teacher
performance evaluation, however, summative evaluation was only one outcome.
Policy-makers in DPI recognized that the evaluation system could be used as an
instrument for dimprovement of teachers' skills only if the system rendered
formative information. Because the reform movement is intended to move
behavior from one point to a more desirable one, this emphasis on improvement
was integral to the performance evaiuation system. Thus, it was decided that
evaluation of teachers should have both formative and summative outcomes.

At this point, another decision was made: Evaluation data would be used
for improvement of skills. Wise and his colleagues describe several evaluation
systems that have both summative and formative outcomes. (Wise et al., 1984),

o,
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marginal performers. For those persons teaching at an acceptable level, these
systems, presumably, are not used for improvement of skills beyond basic
competence. One can wonder how motivated a teacher is to participate in an
evaluation process whose advertised goal is to separate the "can do's" from the
"can't do's". It would be remarkable if such a system could bring about
improvement beyond a minimal level, if only because most teac” .s will view
such a system as irrelevant to themselves, if not actually pernicious. If,
however, we begin from the premise that teachers' skills cod]d be improved,
regardless of the individual's level of functioning, then the evaluation system
would need to be part of an ethos that honors critical self-assessment,
reflective observation by a trained observer, and district-supported staff
development/training activities. Such an evaluation system could be expected
to foster change in levels of observed skills.

Yet, as Joyce and Showers point out, behavioral change is likely to be a
fairly slow, incremental process of successive approximations, if not trial
and error. (Joyce and Showers, 1982), Moreover, the movement fiom acquisition
of skill to utilization of skiil is the result of coaching, not evaluation
(Joyce and Showers, 1982; Eaker and Huffman, 1980.) Thus, if evaluation can be
used as a sort of needs assessment, only through coaching will the desired
change in behavior occur. In additicn to evaluation of teachers' skills, then,

the new system needed to include 2 component for improvement of skilis,

regardless of current level of functioning.

This notion of incremental change is confirmed by Hall and Loucks who have
identified discrete stages through which people progress while in the process
of change. (Hall and Loucks, 1983). Not only does this insight suggest that
change could better be thought of as cperating on a continuum rather than in a
dichotomy, it also suggests that some time may be required before an innovation,
in this case the evaluation system, can be expected to render measurable results.
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In summary, then, research shows that:

1. Organizations have developed systems for evaluating teachers'
performance.

2. In order to change behavior, specific aesirable actions and
environments need to be in place.

3. Change occurs in predictable stages over time as people grow with an
innovation.

How the TPAS Works

The evaluation system developed in North Carolina requires a minimum of
three observations in a teacher's classroom. The observer (either principal or
peer observer) keeps detailed notes of the teacher's behaviors and activity
during the observation. Later, these behaviors will be analyzed in a narrative
report that focuses on the teachers' performance in at least five functions:

1. Management of Instructional Time

2, Managemment of Student Behavior

3. Instructional Presentation

4. TInstructional Monitoring

5. Instructionai Feedback

The report is presented to and discussed with the teacher during a confer~
ence conducted within five days of the observed class period. Based on the
report, the observer and teacher examine the skills analysis in terms of the
teacher's Professional Development Plan, a systematized plan for skills
development.

At the end of the school year, all the observation reports and other data
ere taken together and a summative evaluation is completed. This summative
judgment renders a rating from 1 (Unsatisfactory) to 6 (Superior), with 3
(At Standard) as a mid-point. This results, of course, in a scale of unequal

intervals, giving greater precision of discrimination at the upper end: The



distances between 1 and 2, 2 and 3, 3 and 5, and 4 and 6 are equal:

Unsatisfactory At Standard Superior
L | [ | |
1 2 3 4 5 6

Because ratings are not assigned to i~dividual formative observation
reports, averaging of scores is avoided and reliance murt be placed on the
definitions of the scale points, which evaluate boih quality and consistency of
the teacher's performance.

In addition to the five functions evaluated primarily through in-class
observation, three other functions are included in the evaluation:

6. Facilitatir: Instruction

7. Communicating Within the Educational Environment

8. Non-Instructional Duties
These functions are not primarily observable in classrooms and administrators
are required to collect further evaluative data as a kind of by-product of their
normal supervisory responsibilities. As will become clear, this evaluative

laissez faire has not been without its difficulties.

Within each of the eight functions the observer is guided in data collec-
tion and analysis by the further specification of prartices. The five functions
observable in classrooms are comprised of 28 specific skills that were ideatified
in the teacher effects literature (Gage and Needels, 1989). In order to be
included, a skill had 1o be identified as associated with increased student
achievement and/or increased student time on task in two or nicre experimental

studies. Moreover, each skill has {o be observable, generic across grades and
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subject matters, and alterable. (The Group, 1983). As a check on the compre-
hensiveness of the criteria, a third-party evaluation of the instrument and
process was conducted. The panel reported that the instrument was “"admirably
suited to the purposes for which it is intended" (Brandt et al, 1988).

Finally, the Department of Public Instruction conducted a large-scale
review of the performance s;stem, as perceived by evaluators and evaluatees.
Generally speaking, both groups understocod the features of the Teacher Perfor-
mance Appraisal System (TPAS), accepted the criteria as reasonable and important,
and reported satisfaction with initial implementation results (Stacey et al,
1988). A copy of the evaluation criteria is included in Appendix 1.

The present study examines the results of the evaluation system -ver a
three-year period {1985-86 to 1987-88), examining the evaluations of a large
number of teachers (up to 6257) in fifteen different school districts. The
teachers represent a 100 percent sample in each of the school districts
participating in the North Carolina Career Development Plan pilot study.
Performance appraisal data were obtained in July and August following each of
the pilot years and were reported anonymously to staff of the Division of
Personnel Relations by the Career Development coordinators in each of
the fifteen districts. While the Career Development Pilot includes sixteen
school districts, one of these has been eliminated *rom consideration in the
present study because of larqge differences in evaluation criteria and teacher
participation rates. For our purposes only 15 school d{stricts will be
considered. Preliminary analyses (frequency distributions of each rating point
by function by district, as well as mean and modal ratings at the district and
pilot leveis) were shared with school district staff in October of each succeed-
ing year. No effort was made to c¢stablish appropriate or desired norms within
a school or a district, nor were there organizational consequences (from DPI or

the district's central office) aimed at ensuring particular distributions.
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Training was provided for teachers (a 30-hour in-service course on effective
teaching) and evaluators (a 24-hour in-service course on evaluation of perfor-
mance, followed by a six-hour course in PDP utilization). Evaluators' reli-
ability was tested at the end of the 24-hour perforhance appraisal training.
In addition, booster workshops (six to ten hours) were provided in February,
1987 and March, 1988 based in part on the analysis of evaluation ratings.

Ir addition to these state-sponsored activities, local districts were free
to develop other training activities for observers, provide individualized
technical a<cistance to observers, and administer inter-rater reliability
checks as needed. The State Department of Public Instruction also provided two
checks of inter-rater reliebility in April 1986 and June 1987.

One additional aspect of CDP should be mentioned. Because the teachers
in the sampie were participating in this pilot. their evaluation results
determined the merit increase in salary, if any, that they would receive.
Teachers who were rated at least 3 in all eight job functions were eligible
in 1986-87 for a five percent salary rise. Teachers who earned at least seven
4's and one 5 in 1986-87 and who had at least six years' teaching experience
were eligible for an additional ten percent rise, beginning in 1987-88. Thus,
the evaluations had visible consequences that constituted a motivation for
maintaining, if not improving, performance.

Purpose of Study

Given these descriptions, goals, and assumptions of both the North
Carclina Career Development Program (CDP) and companion Teacher Performance
Rppraisal System (TPAS), the purposes and hypotheses of this study will be set
forth., Both of these programs are focused on the growth and development of
educators, be they teachers or those who cvaluate teachers. Consequently, a
general expectation of the CDP is that both teacher-evaluators and

participating teachers would demonstrate improved performance or skills in
-8-
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their respective jobs over the course of the pilot, or for purposes of this
study, the first three years of the pilot. For evaluators, this improvement
might take the form of being able to better recognize demonstrations of quality
teaching, as well as being able to properly account for such teaching through
reliable and consistent use of the appraisal system. For teachers, this skil)
improvement would yield progressively higher performance ratings and levels of
career status.

Accordingly, the two main expectations of, or predictions for, the CDP are
that: (a) Participating teachers, as a whole, will demonstrate progressively
improved performance over time, and (b} evaluators will increasingly be able to .
recognize these improvements in an increasingly consistent way. In more
statistical terms, the progressive convergence of overall evaluator ratings
will be reflected in decreasing standard deviations of their ratings, whereas
improved teacher performance will be reflected in mean performance ratings that
increase over time.

In addition, these changes are expected to occur in a particular devel-
opmental sequence. The first year of the pilot is likely to be characterized
by somewhat random or scattered ratings of teacher performance as evaluators
sought to clarify evaluation standards and calibrate their ratings relative to
one another. The second year should be characterized by a settling or conver-
gence of ratings, both within and among units, accompanied by a modest overall
increase in ratings at the same time that they are converc:.i> toward an overall
mean, The third year will reflect a continuation ‘.7 tne second-year trend:
Continued tightening (or decreased variance) of ratiny,.,, as well &s continued,
modest increases in performance ratings.

It is epparent {rom the abcve discussion that these two predicted main

effects are covariable or interactive. Thet is, at the same time that the
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variance in ratings of teacher performance is decreasing (or that the reli-
ability of these ratings is increasing), the ratings themselves are progress-
ively increasing. Given the present state of development of the TPAS and
related program evaluation techniques, it is unclear how much of the overall
increase of performance ratings is due tc improved evaluator skills, and how
much is due to improved teacher performance. Thus, this study will attempt to
track both effects, without necessarily being able to differentially credit one
or the other.

A further consideration of this dual-effects phenomenon has to do with
the conceptual and operational differences between the first five, research-
and classroom-based functions of the TPAI and the last three functions that
relate primarily to the teacher as an employee of a larger organization. As
stated :arlier, the former functions have received much more attention in the
form of training and technical assistance than have the latter functions.
Consequently, it is expected that the predicted main effects will look dif-
ferent for Functions 6-8 than for Functions 1-5. This difference would seem to
be most evident in terms of more improvement (as measured by higher summative
ratings) being attributed to Functions 6-8 than Functions 1-5, especially in
COP units. Likely reasons for this difference include: (a) In the face of
relatively less rigorous evaluation criteria, ratings of these functions will
tend tc be higher; and (b) the 1ikelihood of higher ratings will be enhanced in
CDOP units where advancement of teachers on the incentive pay scale is dependent
on attaining a given level of performance ratings.

Finally, for the third year of the pilot, performance &ppraisal data
were also made available by a sample of non-pilot districts, following the
first year of statewide, mandated evaluation of teachers using the TPAS,
These districts provide another perspective cn or further illumination of the

developriental nature of the TPAS by virtue of being in the early stages of
_10_
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their own use of the system, without nearly the preparation for its use that
the pilot districts received. Accordingly, it is expected that TPAS outcomes
in these districts would be more consonant with those of the first stage of the
pilot disiricts' experience with the system, namely, relatively less developed
levels of evaluator and teacher skill or improvement. In short, these non-pilct
gistricts represent a pseudo-control group for many of the developmental outcomes

already proposed.

-11-




METHOD

Sample

As indicated earlier, this study addresses the outcomes of the staged
development of the North Carolina Teach-r Performance Appraisal System (TPAS,
over the first three years of a piloted, four-year Career Development Program
(COP). The longitudinal part of this study, which tracks 15 North Carolina
public school districts from 1986-1988, is clearly the major thrust of it.
Secondary to this major purpose is a comparison of the pilot districts to nine
volunteer, non-pilot districts at the end of the third-year of the pilot--the
cross sectional componert of this study.

For all of these districts year-end performance appraisal data were
submitted for virtually all classifications of professional school-based staff
(teachers, auxiliary or support staff, and administrators), and, to a lesser
degree, central office staff. Because the TPAS is the best developed of all of
the North Carolina appraisal systems for professional public school
personnel, only teachers are included in this study. The number of full-time
employed teachers who constitute the ana]ysig for the three-year period of this

study are as follows:

CDP Districts Non-CDP, Volunteer Districts
1986 5119
1967 6131
1988 6257 2245

The lesser number of non-CDP teachers for 1988 reflects not only fever partici-
pating non-CDP districts, but also a procedural option available to these
districts by which school administrators can evaluzte a portion (e.g. half) of
their total tenured staff in each year of, or stagger the evalustion of their
staffs over alternate years. Virtually &1l non-CDP districts exercised this
option,
-12-
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Participants include teachers of all levels of experience, including those
in their first or second year of a mandated Initial Certification Program,
third-year provisional teachers, and participants and nonparticipants in the
cptional career status 1 end II levels of the CDP units. Because non-CDP
districts do not make career status designations of teachers, the only meaningful
available variable on which their teachers can be equated to teachers of CODP
districts is teaching experience. J5uch a comparison between the two types of
units for 1988, given that years of experience was reported for only 56 percent
of non-CDP teachers, reveals that there is no noteworthy difference between the
a¢istricts in the proportion of teachers with different years of experience.
Participants' years of experience range from 1 to 44, and all grade levels and
subject areas are represented.

Procedure

Performance appraisal information on the sample was collected via completion
of an annual reporting form which was overseen in CDP districts by the Career
Developrment Coordinator, and in the non-CDP districts by personnel administrators.
khereas the requested informaticn varied slightly for each of the three years
of the pilot program, standardized information for all three years included
each participant's (a) school district and school, (b) unique identification
number, (c) career status designation (in the case of CDP districts), and (d)
performance appraisal ratings for up to eight functions of the North Carolina
Teacher Performance Appraisal Instrument. Additional information acquired in
the first and third years of the pilot included (a) years of experience, and
(b) grede level(s) and/or subject area(s) taught.

The vast majority of these data were prepared for analysis by completing,
correcting, and coding or re-coding the reporting forms, as necessary. The
data were then assembled into deta files using en IBM-AT microcomputer and
PC-Filet data menagement software. Subsequent data files were verified for

-13-
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accuracy before being analyzed. Data were analyzed using Base-SAS software,
which yields comprehensive descriptive statistics. Given the hypotheses of
this study, and the largely explcratory nature of the study, the authors deem
descriptive statistics as anh appropriate vehicle for examining the hypotheses.

Design of Study

For ease of analysis and communication of this relatively complex,
three-year study, the following experimental design considerations are proposed.
First, major dependent measures that underlie the study are: (a) mean ratings
of job functions, as indicators of ouality of performance, and (b) standard
deviations of mean function ratings, as indicators of the consistency or
convergence of retings.

Second, as mentioned earlier, the pilot study will be Tlongitudinally
analyzed in terms of its three years of staged modification and development.
Because development and improvement of teachers is a major expected outcome of
the CDP, mean ratings ot teacher performance will be examined over time of the
pilot. At the same time, it is expected that evaluator skills will also
improve. Therefore, the stability and consistency of ratings will also be
examined over time of the pilot.

Finally, performance appraisal data of the nine, volunteer non-pilot
districts will be cross-sectionally compared to that of the pilot districts.
It is hoped that this comparison will serve to further illuminate the
evolutionary nature of the TPAS within a staged career development program.

RESULTS

Given the experimental design considerations described above, this study
vill limit its &nalyses to the three-year longitudinal study of major trends
for the % (2P districts, and a comparison of CDP and non-CDP districts for

1968, Accordingly, analyses will be pitched at the level of schcol districts
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cr acgregates of school districts. The major dependent variable will consist
of frequency distributions or percentile ranks, and means and standard deviations
of teachers' performance ratings.

Longitudinal Analyses of CDP Districts

Hypothesis 1: Mean ratings of TPAl functions in CDP districts

will stabilize over time as a function of increased convergence

or consistency of aggregated ratings. Thus, over the three-years

of the pilot, the standard deviations (SDs) of mean function

ratings are expected to modestly decline.

The first and major part of this hypothesis receives overwhelming support

(See Table 1). That is, when considering the agoregated (by districts) mean
ratings of each function from year tc year, the SDs for these means exhibit a
progressive declire over the pilot period. As can be seen in Table 1, the
decline in SDs from 1986 to 1987 ranges from .024 to .074, whereas the decline
from 1967 to 1988 ranges from .011 to .052 across all eight functions.

Moreover, the majority of this settling or convergence of ratings occurs
between the first and second years of the pilot: The average reduction of SDs
of mean-ratings between 1986 and 1967 is .050, whereas that average reduction
decreases to .03% between 1987 and 1988 (See Table 1). The total settling of
retings across all three years of the pilot, therefore, amounts to an év«rage
reduction in SD of .08%, indicating that evaluators, on the whole, did become
more consistent over time.

Hvpothesis 2: TPAl ratings, aggregated for the CDP units,

will demonstrate steady, moderate improvement over time.

Third-year ratings will be modestly higher than second-year

ratings, and both mey well be higher then first-year

ratings. As a sub-hypothesis, it is predicted that given that

the 1986 &zggregated district ratings are rcughly equal for

all functions, mean retings of Functions 6, 7, and & will

exceed those for the classroom-based Functions 1 through b5
over the next two years.

ks seen in the aggrecaz*ed ledger c¢f Teble ¢ for &ll 15 pilot disiricts,
the retings for 1986 are hicher than those for 1967 for every function (F).
These differences renge from & 0.11 increase for Functions 3 &nd 7 to & 0.1/

..15-
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Table 1. Decreasing Standard Deviations of Mean Ratings of TPAI Functions
for Aggregated Pilot Districts Over Three Years
of the Career Development Program

STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF MEAN FUNCTION RATINGS

Function 1986 1987 Diff. 1987 1988 Diff. 1986-88 Diff.

1 .979 .938 -.041 .938 .892 -.046 -.087
2 1.032 .958 -.074 .958 .925 -.033 -.107
3 1.004 972 -.032 .972 .920 -.052 -.084
4 .948 .890 -.058 .890 .851 -.039 ~-,097
5 .943 .882 -.061 .882 . 849 -.033 -.094
6 .948 .924 -.024 .924 .902 -.022 -.046
7 .982 914 -.0068 914 .903 -.011 -.079
8 1.037 .996 -.041 .996 .950 -.046 -.087

Total = -.399 Total = -.282 Total = -.681

Mean = -.050 Mean = -.035 Mean = -.085
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Table 2. Mean Ratings of Teachers Using the N. C. TPAI
for the First Three Years of the Career Development Program:
By Individual and Aggregated Pilot Districts

TPAI FUNCTIONS

Number of

DISTRICT  Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Teuachers
Alexanderr 86 4.02 3.53 4,15 3.76 3.66 3.92 3.87 4,15 (207)

87 4.03 4,00 3.98 4.01 3.89 4,14 4.10 4,48 (234-237)

&8 4.46 4,48 4.24 4,47 4.24 4,38 4,37 4,57 (243)
Buncombe 86 4,68 4,55 4,73 4.73 4,69 4,60 4.84 4,79 (1066-1074)

87 4.69 4,73 4.76 4,78 4,73 4,81 5.05 5.06 (1115-1042)

88 4,85 4,91 4,82 4.89 4.84 4,91 5.08 5.16 (1161-1164)
Burke £6 4,09 4,01 4.21 4,08 4,00 4,06 4,17 4,15 1649-€51)

87 4,19 4,17 4.17 4.17 4.10 4.29 4,37 4,40 (579-660)

88 4,31 4.26 4,30 4,28 4,26 4,45 4,47 4,55 (653-660)
burlington &6 4.44 4,50 4,57 4,46 4,37 4,36 4,42 4,40 (322-324)

&7 4,44 4,45 1.54 4,40 4,42 4,41 4,52 4,54 ° (338-341)

88 4.52 4.54 4,65 4.54 4,57 4,61 4,67 4.69 (336-337)
Chowan 86 4.61 4,47 4,33 4,20 4,36 4,27 4,33 4,47 (99)

57 4,53 4.60 4.32 4.%6 4.65 4.84 5.11 5.11 (133)

88 4,58 4,71 4,43 4.56 4.80 4,94 5.00 5.18 (136-137)
Greene 86 4,90 4,80 4.73 4,73 4,78 4.89 4,84 5.06 (157)

87 4,76 4.61 4,53 4,61 4,53 4,87 5.16 5.38 (154-156)

88 4.48 4,48 4,48 4,53 4,43 4,46 4,63 4,62 (153)
Harnett 1819 2,09 4.08 4,10 3.97 4,00 3.93 4,08 4.08 (567-569)

87 4,34 4,33 4,22 4,18 4,20 4,20 4,42 4,472 (585-566)

88 4,50 4,45 4,37 4,34 4,34 4,38 4.56 4,59 (607-608)
Haywood 86 4,46 4,35 4,60 4,48 4,45 4,37 4.47 4.46 (410-411)

a7 4.47 4,35 4,57 4,42 4,46 4,39 4,54 4,64 (448)

88 4,54 4,47 4,59 4,47 4.52 4,52 4,70 4,84 (448)
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DISTRICT

Montgomery

N. Hanover

Orange

Perquimans

R. Rapids

Salisbury

Tarboro

Aggregated

Table 2. (Cont'd)
TPAI FUNCTIONS

Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
86 5,31 5.24 5.40 5.51 5.55 5.12 5
87 4.63 4,83 4,78 4,80 4,79 4.57 4
88 4,71 4.73 4.52 A.64 4,59 4,78 5
86* 4,46 4,36 4.40 4,41 4,24 4,29 4
87 4,24 4,24 4,18 4.2 4.19 4.4?2 4
88 4.46 4,53 4,45 4,41 4,37 4.69 4
86 4.38 4,14 4,29 4.30 4,32 4,21 4
87 4.4n 4,17 4.40 4,45 4,33 4,37 4
£8 4,42 4,24 4,45 4,49 4,45 4.54 4
86 4,21 4,18 4,18 4,20 4.19 4,54 4
87 4,01 4,12 3.95 4,13 4.11 4.22 4
88 4.58 4,54 4,56 4.5 4.49 4,77 a4
86 4,34 4,32 4.18 4,43 4,45 4.94 4
87 4,70 4,46 4.45 4,70 4.59 4,71 4
88 4,60 4.48 4,37 4,71 4,74 4,76 4
86 4,56 4,43 4,43 4,73 4,62 4,30 4
a7 4,73 4,51 4,54 4,63 4,58 4.60 4
88 4,65 4.62 4,65 4,74 4,71 4,75 4
86 4,05 3.85 3.93 4,09 4,17 4,13 4
87 4,35 4,27 4,08 4,33 4,34 4,172 4
88 4.52 4.61 4,29 4.59 4.60 4,48 4
86 4,43 4,32 4.46 4,41 4,39 4.33 4
87 4,42 4,40 4.40 4.47 4,38 4.47 4
88 4,56 4,56 4,51 4,54 4.52 4,64 4

* For 1985-86, New Hanover data include all certified staff of whom 81 percent
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.02
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.57
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.67
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.08
.76
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.61
61
.81

.25
.62
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.46
.65
.76
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.39
.95
.06

.13
.56
.82

.30
.56
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.82
A0
.80

.08
.68
.80

.79
.65
71

.09
.47
.79

.48
.60

.82

Number of
Teachers

(223-224)
(215)
(221-222)

(1183)
(960-961)
(990-993)

(257-259)
(282-285)
(294-295)

(145-146)
(155-156)
(161)

(134-135)
(139-140)
(139-140)

(163-164)
(171)
(173-174)

(4496-4518)
(5610-5732)
(5808-5837)



for Function 6, with the greatest increases occurring for (in order of magni-
tude) Functions 6, 2 snd 8, 5, and 1. In addition, the 1987 ratings are higher
than the 1986 ratings for four of eight functions (Fs 8, 7, 6 &and 2) and
effectively the same (differences of .01) for three cthers (Fs 4, 1 and 5). Of
the four functions exhibiting the greatest improvement from 1986 to 1988 (Fs 2,
6, 7 and 8), Functions 5, 7 and § exhibit the most change.

Thus, this important hypothesis receives solid support insofar as perfor-
mence does exhibit & clear pattern of increase or improvement over the three
years of the pilot. In only one case is the change in an average rating a
ciearly negative one--a -.06 change in the rating of Function 3 between 1986
and 1987. This finding must be viewed against an earlier discovery by the
senior author (Division of Personnel Relations, NC Department of Public Instruc-
tion (DPR/DP1), 1966) that Function 3 is the least reliably, correctly identi-
fied of any of the first five functions, a finding that draws further support
from a conceptually different 1987 rater-reliability study in which Function 3
wos one of two of the least reliably identified classroom-based functions
(DPR/DPT, 19€7).

When changes in ratings are considered 1986 to to 1988, the most marked
overall increases appear to be associated with Functions (Fs) 6, 7 and 8, as
predicted by the secondary hypothesis. This predicted pattern for Fs 6, 7, and
8 is illustrated in a different and more succinct way in Table 3. That is,
aggregated mean function ratings for the pilot districts are greater for Fs 6,
7 and 8 as compared to the first five functions for every year of the pilot
program. In fact, making the same comparison on a unit-to-unit basis reveals
that, out of 45 possible compariscns, there ere only six occasions where grand
means for Functions 6, 7 and 8 do not exceed those for Functions 1 through 5.
When this comparison is repeated for just Functions 7 and 8, the effect is even
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Table 3. Grand Means of Teacher Ratings on the
N.C. TPAl for the First Three Years of ths.: Career Development Program:
By Individual and Aggregated Pilot Districts

TPAI FUNCTIONS (Fs)

Number cof

DISTRICT Year Fs 1-5 Fs 6-8 Fs 7-8 Teachers
Alexander &6 3.83 3.98 4,01 (207)

87 3.98 4,24 4,29 (234-237)

88 4,38 4,44 4,47 (243)
Buncombe 86 4,68 4,74 4,61 (1065-1073)

RY) 4,74 4,97 5.05 (1115-1142)

88 4,88 5.05 5.12 (1162-1272)
Burke 86 4,08 4,11 4,14 (649)

87 4,16 4,36 4,39 (579-659)

88 4,28 4,49 4,51 (653-659)
Burlington 86 4,47 4,38 4,41 (322-324;

87 4,45 4,49 4,53 (339-341)

88 4.57 4.65 4.68 (336-337)
Chowan 86 4,40 4.36 4.40 (499)

87 4.53 5.02 5.11 (133)

88 4,62 5.07 5.13 (136-137)
Greene 86 4.79 4,93 4,95 (157)

87 4,61 5.13 5.27 (154-156)

88 4,49 4.57 4,63 (153-15/)
Harnett 80 4,05 4,03 4,08 (567-568)

87 4,26 4,34 4,42 (585 £86)

88 4.40 4,51 4,57 (608-609)
Haywood 86 4,47 4,44 4,47 (410-411)

87 4,45 4,52 4,59 (448)

s 4,52 4,69 4,77 (448)
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Table 3. (Cont'd)
TPAI FUNCTIONS (Fs)

Number of
DISTRICT Year Fs 1-5 Fs 6-8 Fs 7-8 Teachers
Montgomery 86 5.40 5.27 5.35 (222-224)
87 4,77 4.78 4,89 (215)
88 4,64 4.95 5.04 (221)
N. Hanover  86* 4.37 4.2 4.18 (1183)
87 4,22 4.5, 4.56 (960-961)
&8 4.44 4,76 4.79 (990-995)
Orange 86 4.28 4,30 4,34 (257-258)
87 4,35 4,52 4,01 (282-285)
g8 4.4] 4.67 4.74 (294-295)
Perquimans 86 4.20 4,66 4.73 (97-98)
87 4,06 4,30 4,34 (101)
88 4,51 4,77 4,78 (80-90)
R. Rapids 86 4,34 4.03 4,08 (145-146)
87 4,59 4,71 4.71 (155)
88 4,58 4,78 4.80 (161)
Salisbury 86 4.56 4.56 4,69 (134)
87 4,60 4,62 4,63 (139-140)
84 4,67 4,76 4.76 (139-140)
Tarboro 86 4,02 4,16 4.17 (163-164)
87 4.77 4.40 4,54 (171)
88 4,53 4,68 4.78 (173)
Aygregated 66 4.40 4.42 4.47 (4494-4512)
87 4.40 4,60 4,66 (L611-5729)
b 4,55 4,74 4.79 (5798-5934)

* For 1985-86, New Hanover data include all certified staff of whom 81 percent are teachers,
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stronger: In only 3 of 45 comparisons do the grand means cf Functions 7 and &
not exceed those for Functions 1 through 5.

Comparison of CDP and Non-CDP Districts: 1988

Hypothesis 3: Mean function ratings for non-CDP districts
will exribit considerably greazter instability than fcr CDP
districts, both in terms of the range of mean function
ratings among districts, as well as less consistency
among evaluators' mean ratings. Overall, mean function
ratings of CDP districts will exceed those of non-CDP
districts.

These predicted differences between the two types of districts derive from
the fact that non-CDP districts have not experienced the brcad scope of training,
technical assistance, and professional incentives of the CDP districts. Accord-
ingly, it is expected that neither teachers ror evaluetors of non-CDP disiricts
would experience the growth and improveme:t of heir counterparts in CDP
districts. This difference will result in (&) lower mean functicn ratings of
teachers, and (b) higher standard deviations (SDs) acsociated with mean-ratings
for non-CDP districts. More cpecifically, it is expectcd that mean function
ratings for rnon-CDP districts would clearly not be as high as pilot district
ratings in the third year, aid probably not as high es second year pilot.
district ratings. On the other hand, the convergence of non-CDP eveluators'
ratings (as measured by the standard deviation) would probably be intermedizte
betwezn the SDs of the mean function ratings of the first and second years
of the pilot--i.e. not as scattered or chaotic as first year ratincs, but not
as settled es second yeer ratings.

At the seme time, it is expected that considerable varig*ion will exist
among the otherwise lower mean function ratings of non-CDF districis-~-greater
veriability ther wculd be the case for CDP districts. Agein, thiz s partly
due to non-pilot eveluators not heving as mény cpportunities or incentives 1c

refine end sterderdize their shills to yield more consistent retings. in

Q "22"‘
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addition, an earlier survey study of the N.C. TPAS (Stacey et al., 1988)
suggested that because of the lTower stakes that accompany performance evaluation
in non-CDP districts, performance ratings could well be inflated under such
circumstances, or could result from an increased willingness by evaluators
and/or evaluatees to negotiate ratings.

Collectively, the data summarized in Table 4 and 5 offer strong support
of hypothesis 3. First, on the question of the stability of non-CDP performance
ratings, the findings of Table 4 and the standard deviations displayed in
Table 5 depict a much less stable pattern of ratings in these as opposed to the
CDP districts. According to Table 4, the difference in mean ratings between
the highest and lowest rcating districts is greater for the non-CDP districts
for every function, usually on an order of three to four times greater. In
fact, the non-CDP districts' difference scores of approximately two rating
scale points or higher exceeds the most liberal error tolerance (i.e. +1 rating
scale points) ever considered for the TPAS. Moreover, as further support of
the earlier contention that the TPAS has resulted in generally less controlled
ratings of Functions 6, 7 and 8 (and especially Functions 7 and 8) than Functions
1-5, the two greatest difference scores for ncn-pilot districts occur for
Functions 7 and 8, whereas two of the three greatest difference scores for the
pilot districts also occur for these functions.

The standard deviation (SD) results of Teble 5 offer further support of
the relative instability of non-pilots' performance ratings. khen the SDs of
éggregated mean function ratings are compared for CDP and non-CDP districts, the
$Ds of non-pilots' ratings are greater in every instance, reflecting the
lesser convergence or consistency of ratings in these units. Moreover, the
cenivergence or SO of  non-pilot  districts' ratings of  teacher
performance tend, as predicted, to be intermediate between the SDs of the 1966
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Table 4. Comparative Differences Between t* {*chest and Lowest Mean (M)
Ratings of TPAI Functions for Ca .. Jevelopment
Versus Non-Career Development Districts for 1988

Career Development Districts Non-Career Development Districts
FUNCTION High M Low M Diff. High M Low M Diff.
1 4,85 4.31. .54 5.20 3.20 2.00
2 4,91 4.24 07 5.23 3.31 1.92
3 4.82 4.24 .58 5.31 3.25 2.06
4 4.89 4.28 .01 5.31 3.22 2.09
5 4.84 4,26 .58 ' 5.30 3.34 1.96
6 4.94 4,38 .56 5.25 3.22 2.03
7 5.06 4.37 71 5.35 3.05 2.30
8 5.18 4,55 .63 5.43 2.91 2.52
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and the SDs of the 1987 pilot district mean ratings (NOTE: The reader may effect
this comparison by matching the non-CDP SDs of Table 5 against the 1986 and
1987 CDPF SDs of Table 1). The non-pilots' SDs are intermediate between 1986
and 1987 pilots' SDs for five of eight functions, even higher than the
correspording 1486 SD in two cases (Functions 6 and 8), anc less than the
corresponding 1987 SD in one case (Function 3). Thus, on the whole, whereas
conver.ence of non-pilot evaluator ratings appears Fo have largely surpassed
that of pilot districts in their first year--at least for the classroom-based
functions, they have not evolved to the level of the pilots for their second
year. Again, the greatest differences in stability of the ratings between the
two types of districts occurs for two of the non-classroom-based functions--6
and &.

Finally, relative to the second part of hypothesis 3, the "mean ratings"
section of Table 5 reveals that teacher performance 1is rated higher in (DP
than in non-CDP districts in the case of every function. That is, even though
a particular non-pilot district's mean function ratings surpassed the highest
of the pilot districts' mean function ratings, (See Table 4), average perfor-
mance ratings &ggregated over all pilot districts surpassed those of the
non-pilot districts. Moreover, that the two types of districts vary the most
in their ratings of Fs 6, 7 and & testifies, again, to the fact that all
evaluators "seem to experience the greatest difficulity in being consistent and

in control of their ratings of these functions.
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Table 5. A Comparison of Mean Function Ratings and Standard
Deviations of Mean Ratings for Career Development (CDP) and
Non-Career Development (Non-CDP) Districts

MEAN RATINGS STANDARD DEVIATION OF RATINGS
FUNCTION COPs Non-CDPs Diff. COPs Non-COPs  Diff.
1 4.56 4.15 41 .892 .947 -.055
2 4.56 4.12 .44 .925 .971 -.046
3 4.51 4.25 .26 .920 .965 -.045
4 4.54 4.13 41 851 .897 -.046
; 4.52 4.07 .45 849 886 -.037
6 4.64 4.01 .63 .902 967 -.065
7 4.76 4.12 .64 .903 .954 -.050
8 4.82 4.18 .64 .950 1.050 -.10

tis for means and standaru deviations range as follows:

CDP Distr cts Non-CDP Districts
Fs 1-5 5834-5837 ¢118-21¢3
Fs 6-8 5808-5618 2029-2033




DISCUSSION
Hypothesis 1

As stated in the Results section, this hypothesis is clearly upheld, from
at least a couple of standpoints. First, the standard deviations (SDs) of
aggregated mean functions ratings for the pilot districts do declize over the
course of the pilot, and at a decreasing pace, for all functions. So-ond,
borrowing on some of the results used to test Hypothesis 3 (i.e. Table 5),
non-pilot districts did not exhibit SDs as low as pilot districts' SDs for any
mean function ratings for 1988. This was an expected outcome, given that more
improvement of evaluator performance was expected in the pilot districts.

0f course, the question can be raised as to the usefulness of the SD as a
measure o0f inter-rater consistency, conve-gence or reliability. The SD was
chosen as such a measure for this study because it was the best available
indicator on which to compare participating districts. This is not to say that
efforts to gauge inter-rater reliability had not occurred for all districts.
However, such efforts at both a pilot-wide and district level for the CDP have
been quite variable in purpose and methodology, thus yielding outcomes that
are incomparable or inconclusive. For the non-pilot districts it not 1likely
that reliability studies have even been attempted; such results were not
solicited for this study, in any case.

Some evidence that suggests that the SD is a fairly stable measure of the
consistency of ratings is offered by Tables 1 and 5. From the year-to-year
SDs itemized in Table 1, it can be seen that the consistently lowest SDs
occurred for mean ratings of Function 5, followed by Functions 4 and 1. Table
5 reveals this same rank order of SD-magnitude for non-pilot districts. In
fact, the rank orders of SD-magnitudes for all functions is virtually the same

for both groups of districts. Even allowing for non-pilots not being as
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consistent overall as pilots in their mean function ratings, the fact that the
rank order of rating consistency for the different functions is comparable for
the two types of districts is at least incirect support for the usefulness of
the SD as a measure of rating consistency.

Hypothesis 2

This major hypothesis, as is clear from examination of Tables 2 and 3, is
clearly upheld at the level of the pilot-wide aggregation. The apparent
contradictions occur at the level of the district, and probably illustrate the
covariance of the simultaneous improvement of teachers' skills and evaluators'
skills. Two tchool districts (Greene and Montgomery) represent out-lyers at
the upper end of the scale in 1986. Both of these districts had mean ratings
exceeding 4.7 on every function. Over the next two years, the mean ratings in
these districts systematically declined, except for Fs 1, 6, 7 and 8 in
Montgomery. Presumably teachers in these two districts were not demonstrating
an erosion of skill. If this interpretation is correct, then evaluators'
developing skills, defined as the ability to discriminate quality of
performance, must be the source of this unpredicted change.

This spaculation receives further support from the observation that in
nine school districts, excluding Greene and Montgomery, there was a decline in
mean ratirgs on one or more functions between 1986 and 1987. In only one
district, however were such decreases found in more than three functions. This
would suggest that some fine-tuning of raters' skill was occurring on a limited
number c¢f functions, resulting in a correction in the second year ratings.
This conclusion is reinforced by the fact that, whereas 22 of the means were
lower in 1987 than in 1986 (excluding Greene and Montgomery), in 1938, only
four function means in three districts were lower than they had been in 1987.

It is reasonable to infer, then, that the major adjustment in raters' skills
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occurred between the first and second years (as already reported). Therefore,
the overall improvement of means between the second and third years is
indicative of real change in teachers' skills. 1In effect, then, it is the
mean-ratings of the second year that become the baseline from which to measure
future improvements.

While we cannot measure with precision how much of the change is
accounted for by changes in one group or the other, we can essentially "watch"
the early dominance of the change in evaluators' skills and then attribute the
net gain in mean ratings between 1987 and 1988 to real growtn in teachers'
skills. While districts that began with hLyper-inflation of ratings required
all three years to come into line with other districts, most districts
experienced the settling in of raters' skills fairly quickly.

The second part of Hypothesis 2 centers on the differences between
Functions (Fs) 1-5 and 6-8. It should be remembered that Fs 1-5 rest on the
base of the "process-product” research. Functions 6-8 are a combination of
practices drawn from a variety of sources. In training, the emphasis was
always placed on the first five functions. Moreover, the peer observers
focused on practices in Functions 1-5. Finally, systematic efforts to
standardize data collection methods for Functions 6-8 lagged behind those for
Fs 1-5. For all these reasons, it is not surprising that the ratings for 6-8
are demonstrably higher than are the ratings for 1-5. Wider discretion to
principals, who awarded the ratings, resulted in inflaticn in these functions
relative to the classroom-bzsed functions. While the same pattern of ratings
(higher in Year 3 than Year 2) is found in these latter functions, the
absolute mean values, especially for Functions 7 and 8 increased with greater

rapidity than diu the other functions.
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This phenorenon suggests not only that limiting the appraisal of Fs 6-8
to principals vesults in higher ratings of these functions, but &also that
better :raining and involvement of all raters in &ppraising Fs 6-8 would
probably have & depressing effect on the ratings. However, such ratings would
probably elso be nore accurste.

Hypothesis 3

This hypothesis is also clearly upheld, in both its parts. First, as
predicted by the developmental-readiness model of perferirmance appraisal
described earlier, the dependent mezcures for nun-pilots in their first year
are clearly less steble than those of pilots. This is true whether it is the
range of mean-function ratings of teacher performancé or the stabi]iiy (i.e.
SD) of evaluators' ratings that is considered. Second, as predicted by the
greater investmert of the pilot districts in teacher growth, the rieasured
improvement of pilot teachers is greater than that of non-pilot teachers for
the year (1988) of comparison. In fact, 811 of the 1988 mean-function ratings
of non-pilots are lower than those of aogregated pilot districts for any year,
and tend to approximate the ratings of the lower-rsting pilot districts in the
first year of the pilot. This latter finding, too, would fit the developmental-
readiness mocel prouposed here in thet the non-pilots would be expectec te be at
an earlier developmentel stage of effectiveness, whether it be on the pert of
evaluators, or teachers, or both,

Cenclusien

Cn the whole, the resulis of this siucy tend to confirm &nd illutinate
the irprovement in performence expected of both evalustors and teachers for
the first three years of & four-yesr pilot preocram. The results &lco beer out
the cevelopmerte) and interective nature of these irproverents, That 1, the
settling of performence eppraical ratings that eppeers to be & necessery
phenomenon during the first two years of & CDP reflects mostly on the

Q developing skills of evaluators. "Once evelusztion skills have settled, further
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increases can than be regarded &s more 1ikely indicators of real teacher
growth.  Therefore, it is with great anticipation that the investigators loouk
forward to data submitted for the fourth year of the pilot program. The
expectation is that the simultaneous growth of evaluators and teachers will
continue, and that the trend of the statistical indicators of growth suggested
by this study will also be maintained.

Should such trends be maintained, the investigators believe that
indicators of essential growth will then be available to serve the programatic
expansion of CDPs in the future. Such indicators can minimally be used to
assist in determining the readiness of candidate-districts for a CDP, as well

as to monitor and track the progress of their implementation of the program.
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