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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation was developed to examine the perceptions of elementary 

school teachers and their principals regarding teacher evaluation. The study gathered 

data concerning attitudes toward current evaluation practices as well as perceived ideal 

practices. 

A survey instrument was designed and distributed to elementary school teachers 

and principals in six selected public school districts in a selected county in Arizona. 

A total of 159 teacher surveys and 11 principal surveys were used for the data 

analysis. The participants were asked to respond to 20 questions for both their current 

situation and perceived ideal situation of teacher evaluation. These responses were 

given on a five point Likert scale and were used to define both an accountability scale 

and a professional growth scale for perceptions of teacher evaluation. In addition, 

three open-ended questions required brief written responses regarding strengths and 

weaknesses of the evaluation system in place in their district. Another eight questions 

collected demographic data. Both the t-test and the ANOVA were used to determine 

significant differences between the responses of the two groups. 

The results of this study revealed that teachers and principals agreed with each 

others perceptions of accountability and professional growth as primary purposes of 

teacher evaluation. Contrast.s were noted when responses for each group were 

compared between the real and ideal scales. Teachers and principals both indicated 

that an even stronger emphasis be given to accountability and growth. 
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There was a significant difference found between teachers' ideal perception of 

their level of involvement in the development of evaluation procedures and their 

perception of the amount of involvement they currently experience. Significant 

differences were also found between teachers' perceived ideal and real levels of 

confidence in their evaluator's competence. Additionally, both groups indicated that 

including feedback from students and peers was a necessary but deficient component 

in teacher evaluation. 

Demographic variables had no significant influence on the perceptions of either 

teachers or principals with regard to teacher evaluation. Overall, both teachers and 

principals perceived their current evaluation procedures less favorably than their 

perceived ideal practices of evaluation. Teachers and principals appear eager to 

discuss and refine evaluation practices. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

Introduction 
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Teachers and principals are the front-line contributors responsible for providing 

a quality educational experience for every student and the two groups most directly 

involved in the teacher evaluation systems of their districts. With an increasing 

demand for accountability in the education system, teacher evaluation assumes more 

importance than ever before. The paradox of teacher evaluation is that it has the 

potential to help almost every teacher to improve~ yet according to Sergiovanni " ... 

evaluation systems donlt matter a nickel. They are one of the biggest wastes of time 

in the world. . ." (Brandt, 1992, pp. 48-49). 

Much of what has been written about teacher evaluation reflects this negative 

perspective. Teacher evaluations typically carried out in most schools are brief, 

superficial, pro forma affairs involving a few moments of classroom observation every 

year or two followed by the completion of the obligatory report form, signed by all 

parties, and filed away never to be seen again (Stiggins & Duke, 1988~ Wise, Darling

Hammond, McLaughlin, & Bernstein, 1984). 

Teachers tend to resent a process that they perceive to be punitive in nature or 

a waste of their time. Principals try to balance organizational requirements and 

mandates with maintaining positive staff morale. Superintendents are frustrated with 

efforts to demonstrate accountability with ineffective procedures. School board 
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members anxiously assure community members of the competence of all staff while 

usually having only cursory knowledge of or involvement in the evaluation process 

themselves (Valentine, 1992). 

A credible evaluation system should ultimately benefit the students of a school 

district by improving classroom instruction. Dissension within the profession 

regarding evaluation practices or purposes will inhibit student learning and growth. 

The state of Arizona clearly articulates its expectations for the evaluation of 

performance of certificated teachers. ARS 15-537 states the objective of teacher 

evaluation--to improve instruction an·J maintain instructional strengths (West's Arizona 

Education Code, 1994). Teachers must be involved in the development and periodic 

review of their district's evaluation system and persons qualified to evaluate teachers 

shall be designated by the governing boards. Evaluations must be performed at least 

twice a year for non continuing teachers (not employed by the district more than the 

major portion of three consecutive years) and at least once a year for continuing 

teachers (employed by the district for more than the major portion of three consecutive 

years). Written reports must be prepared within five days and a copy given to the 

teacher. These documents do not constitute a public record. Each school district must 

file an annual report with the department of education on the district's teacher 

evaluation system outlining how \t meets the regulations of this statute. 

Has a growing concern over the "rising tide of mediocrity" and emphasis on 

increasing the professionalism of teachers affected teacher evaluation and its 
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perceptions by teachers and principals? Or is teacher evaluation, as Sergiovanni has 

suggested, just a waste of time? 

Problem Statement 

Teacher evaluation exists because we want schools to be better. We want 

schools with high staff morale and a commitment to learning for everyone. We want 

children eager to participate in challenging and creatively designed instructional 

activities. This study has analyzed and compared perceptions of the two primary 

groups of people held responsible for the effectiveness of schools. Do teachers and 

principals really believe that their teacher evaluation procedures make their schools 

better as a direct result of making teachers themselves better, or do they merely 

provide another document for personnel files and fulfill bureaucratic requirements? 

These questions were the foundation for this research project. 

Background 

In response to sobering national reports and widespread dissatisfaction with the 

performance of American students, President Bush proposed America 2000 (1991) 

urging, "For the sake of the future, our children and our nation, we must transform 

America's schools" (p. 2). Teacher evaluation received attention as a method to 

improve instruction and remove ineffective teachers from the classroom. The public 

has come to believe that the key to educational improvement lies in upgrading the 

quality of teachers rather than in changing school structure or curriculum. In fact, 

improving teacher quality was the most frequent response to the 1979 Gallup poll's 
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question on what public schools could do to earn an liN' grade (Darling-Hammond, 

Wise, & Pease, 1983). 

Ensuring teacher competence and promoting professional growth actually 

suggest different systems of evaluation. Yet many communities expect both to be 

addressed simultaneously. While teachers and principals may prefer formative, less 

threatening processes for evaluation (Gibb, 1989), superintendents and school board 

members are confronted with the need to provide accountability by addressing the 

summative notion of ensuring the basic competence of staff (Oldham, 1974). 

The current status of teacher evaluation in the United States reflects this 

divergence of opinion (Rothberg & Fenner, 1991). Previous studies present evidence 

of how evaluation is viewed by people at various levels in schools. Darling

Hammond, Wise, and Pease (1983) stated that " ... stakeholders have divergent views 

of the primary purpose of teacher evaluation and, hence, of what constitutes a 

successful evaluation system" (p. 288). In their study of elementary teachers in New 

York, Heichberger and Young (1975) found that 70 % of participating teachers 

indicated that " ... the supervisor is often perceived as potentially dangerous II (p. 

210). Sapone (1982) declared that " ... the perception of board members differs 

significantly from that of school principals about the process and product of appraisal 

and evaluation systems" (p. 46). Gibb (1989) and Peterson (1982) both agree that it is 

the perception of many teachers that evaluation does not have an impact on their 

instruction. 
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Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to gather and analyze data regarding the 

perceptions of teachers and principals regarding teacher evaluation. It probed 

perceptions regarding the participation of teachers in the evaluation system presently in 

place in their district, the impact of evaluation on teacher performance, the competency 

of teacher evaluators, and the overall level of satisfaction with teacher evaluation in 

the participating districts. Lastly, this study investigated the impact of demographic 

variables on perceptions of teacher evaluation within both stakeholder groups. 

The specific research questions that drove this study were: 

1. Do elementary school teachers and principals differ in their perceptions 

regarding accountability of staff or professional development of staff as 

the primary purpose of teacher evaluation? 

2. Do teachers have a part in the development of evaluation procedures in 

their district? 

\ 3. Are teachers and principals satisfied with the evaluation process in place 

in their districts? 

4. Do teachers have confidence in the competency of their evaluators? 

5. Does the evaluation process include opinions from appropriate parties 

other than the principal? 
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6. Do factors such as age, gender, level of education, or number of years 

in a current position have an impact on teachers' or principals' 

perceptions regarding teacher evaluation? 

7. Are there discrepancies between perceptions of teacher evaluation in the 

ideal situation and in the selected districts? 

Significance 

The literature on teacher evaluation for the past decade has focused on 

recommendations for developing professional standards for its implementation and 

minimizing, if not entirely eliminating, its deficiency model of operation. This study 

explored the perceptions of the two parties most directly involved in teacher evaluation 

-- teachers and principals -- adding to the work of Bent (1993) and others. Attitudes 

about current practices were compared to those thought to be the ideal. The 

endorsement and use of alternative systems of evaluation for teachers at various stages 

of their career were also explored. 

Additionally, it was anticipated that this study would be of interest to school 

districts concerned with the effectiveness of their own system of evaluation. 

Understanding the perceptions of teachers and principals regarding teacher evaluation 

provides an opportunity to clarify areas of agreement or conflict and proactively 

involve both groups in shaping requirements for teacher evaluation. Awareness of any 

negative perceptions provides information for those districts interested in reviewing 

and restructuring their present evaluation systems. 
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Nature of the Study 

The primary source of data collection for this study was by survey (see 

Appendix A for complete survey instrument). An instrument designed, field tested and 

subsequently used in a study by Bent (1993) was modified to conform to the nature of 

this research and the research questions studied. The population for the study included 

elementary school teachers and principals from identified schools within a selected 

county in Arizona. Statistical analY5is of the data was performed comparing the two 

groups. 

Definition of Terms 

For the purposes of this study, the following definitions were used. They are 

presented here in alphabetical order. 

Accountability. liTo provide information for use in personnel management 

decisions such as hiring, firing, promotion, tenure, and most recently, salary or merit" 

(Stiggins, 1986, p. 52). 

Formative Evaluation. A developmental process that includes efforts designed 

to improve the instructional behaviors of individual teachers (Dagley & Orso, 1991). 

Principal. Person who holds an Arizona Principal's Certificate and is hired by 

the local school board to serve as the building administrator. 

Professional Development. The process or processes by which competent 

teachers achieve higher levels of professional competence and expand their 

understanding of self, role, context, and career (Duke & Stiggins, 1990). 
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Summative Evaluation. The administrative task of judging the effectiveness and 

quality of teaching, often to determine the future employment status of the teacher 

(Dagley & Orso, 1991). 

Teacher. Person holding a certified position and whose primary responsibility is 

for students in a regular classroom setting. 

Limitations 

1. The population sample was confined to identified elementary schools in a 

selected county therefore limiting the generalizability of the results of the 

study. 

2. Previous unfavorable evaluation experiences could have biased respondents in a 

negative manner. 

3. No evaluation documents were gathered for this study. Results were based on 

attitudinal data only. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter will provide a review of the literature and research pertinent to the 

topic of teacher evaluation. The chapter is organized under four main headings: 

historical overview, common models, issues within teacher evaluation, and emphasis 

on growth. 

Historical Overview 

Sharp differences of procedure have evolved regarding the practice of teacher 

evaluation in the United States. Evaluation emerged around the turn of the century in 

response to increased bureaucracy in schools and the public's demand for more control 

over the curriculum (Karier 1982). The social role of the school shifted from one of 

developing commonly held community values and ideals to mediation between 

families and the ever-growing, diverse community (Bolin & Panaritis, 1992). Early 

supervisors of teachers were seen as inspectors and teachers themselves were not 

involved in the process except to be held accountable to the judgments of their 

supervisor. Urban crowding, a large, uneducated immigrant population, and 

unemployment became the new problems of a rapidly growing society. Secondary 

education began to be looked upon as important and necessary for everyone and not 

merely for society's elite. 
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In the early 1900s, teacher evaluation became heavily influenced by 

organizational theorist Frederick Taylor and the concept of "Scientific Management" 

(Hoy & Miskel, 1987). Many of the ideas that shaped this theory stem from Taylor's 

experience and research in the steel industry. Traditional scientific management 

represented a classic autocratic philosophy of supervision. These ideas carried over to 

school supervision as teachers were viewed as implementers of highly refined 

curriculum in which close supervision was required to ensure that they were teaching 

in the way they were supposed to and that they were following approved guidelines 

and teaching protocols (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1988). Rating scales were developed 

and introduced within an atmosphere of manager-subordinate relationships. The 

familiar metaphor of school as factory, reflecting a society concerned with 

"manufacturing and the work ethic" was adopted (Sapone & Sheeran, 1991, p. 66). 

Preoccupation with order, control, and social efficiency was deeply embedded in these 

notions of scientific management. The words of Frederick Taylor (in Gitlin & Smyth, 

1989) clearly set the tone for this philosophy of evaluation and defme the hierarchy of 

power: 

One of the first requirements for a man who is fit to handle pig iron is 

that he shall be so stupid and so phlegmatic that he more nearly 

resembles the ox than any other type ... (He) must consequently be 

trained by a man more intelligent than himself. (p. 12) 
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It was not Wltil the 1940s that the ideas of cooperation, creativity, and 

continuous growth entered the area of teaching and teacher evaluation (Peterson, 

1982). Authoritarian concepts of leadership were challenged by those supporting 

group dynamics, shared leadership, and the importance of human relationships. 

Society clWlg to the principles of democracy as the second world war ended and these 

beliefs also characterized the movement to involve teachers in the process of 

evaluation in a joint, professional manner. 

Elton Mayo's classic research study at the Western Electric Hawthorne plant 

gave rise to the notion of human relations supervision (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1988). 

He believed that the productivity of workers could be increased by involving them in 

the decision-making process and when this applied to schools, teachers were to be 

viewed as whole persons rather than raw resources to be used by administration. 

Participatory decision making was first seen as a valuable supervisory method. 

Problems arose, however, as teachers viewed the situation as manipulative and 

dishonest (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1988). 

The 1960s brought the Wlanimous cry from the public for increased 

accountability from schools and teachers. The United States felt pressure to retain its 

faltering position as a leader in science from the Soviet Union. With this newly 

focused negative attention on schools, teachers began to protect themselves through 

collective bargaining agreements -that attempted to secure fair and accurate evaluation 

instruments (Peterson, 1982). According to Strike and Bull (1981), these contracts 
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affected the evaluation process by specifying the frequency of evaluations, informing 

teachers of evaluation criteria, restricting methods for data collection, and specifying 

who could and could not participate in the evaluation process. Mitchell and Kerchner 

(1983) concur and claim that because of collective bargaining, teacher evaluation has 

become an increasingly rule-based process, linked less to judgments of competence 

than to evidence about whether teachers have adhered to clearly specified minimum 

work standards. While these negotiated contracts might have done much to clarify 

evaluation requirements, they also introduced a dimension of divisiveness into the 

process. Attention was often focused on legal requirements and away from 

opportunities to promote teacher growth. 

The complexity and costs of education rose and various state legislatures 

passed laws mandating an evaluation of teachers (Oldham, 1974). Oldham wrote: 

What is new in the school districts of the United States during the 

1970s is the intensive search for improved ways to evaluate teachers -

and to standardize these ways. Impetus for this search flows from the 

needs of two groups: teachers, on the one hand, who seek the security 

of fair, objective standards of evaluation~ and the public, on the other 

hand, seeking assurance that its tax dollar is well spent (p. 5). 

Often, classroom observation write-ups are in the form of high-inference, subjective 

rating scales. Used as a measure of teacher performance, they turn criteria for 

evaluation into rules rather than guidelines (Brandt, 1987). Despite reports of their 
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lack of reliability, nearly three fourths of the districts in the United States continued to 

use rating scales for teacher evaluation (Davis, 1964). According to Peterson (1982), 

there are very few school systems in the United States that have never used rating 

scales at one time or another for purposes of teacher evaluation. Even today, contrary 

to the reservations of both practitioners and researchers, rating scales continue to be a 

form of teacher evaluation processes in many districts (Bent, 1993). 

Common Models 

A thorough study of teacher evaluation practices was conducted by Valentine in 

1990 (cited in Valentine, 1992). At that time, formal evaluation of teachers was 

required in 82 % of the states. Specific evaluative practices were required in 48 % of 

the states and recommended in another 10%. Very few states, and school districts, left 

teacher evaluation to chance. 

McGreal (1983) has outlined five evaluation models as typical of those 

currently in use in the United States: common law, goal setting, product models, 

clinical supervision, and artistic or naturalistic models. Common law models are used 

most frequently in schools and are named so because of the very long tenure they have 

endured. A 1988 report from The Educational Research Service titled, Teacher 

Evaluation: Practices and Procedures, stated that approximately 75% of districts 

employ checklists of teacher behaviors as a major part in their evaluation systems with 

classroom observation being used most often as a data collection method in more than 

90% of the schools. Darling-Hammond and associates (1983) cite observer bias, 
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insufficient sampling of performance, and poor measurement instruments as limitations 

to classroom observation for evaluation purposes. In his description of common law 

models, McGreal criticizes them as providing "the most divided and the most negative 

images of teacher evaluation" (p. 9). These systems are staunchly traditional and 

remain unchanged for years. This model can be characterized as one with high 

supervisor-low teacher involvement with similar procedures for new and experienced 

teachers, except perhaps occurring more frequently for new teachers. Common law 

models of evaluation also place their major emphasis on summative evaluation judged 

according to standardized criteria. While it may be advantageous for supervisors 

responsible for evaluating large numbers of teachers, it reinforces the administrator as 

inspector and quality control concepts of teacher evaluation. 

Goal-setting models for teacher evaluation underscore an individualized 

approach to teachers and their work. On-going conversations between the teacher and 

the supervisor regarding agreed upon goals benefit both the school and the individuals 

professional growth. Among the weaknesses of goal-setting models reported by 

Iwanicki (1981) are that they cannot be used to rank teachers, there is considerable 

paperwork involved, and it is not realistic in terms of the amount of time and inservice 

resources available in most schools. On the other hand, however, individual and 

school objectives can be integrated, the particular needs of each teacher can be 

recognized, and teacher-supervisor working relationships can be fostered with goal

setting models for evaluation. 
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Process-product models of teacher evaluation presuppose that students' learning 

as measured by their test performance is a direct function of teaching performance and 

measures a teacher's worth in terms of the product of their work (Darling-Hammond et 

al., 1985). Evaluating teacher competence using student performance measures 

provokes controversy. McGreal (1983) states that while there is an inherent logic in 

the use of student performance data to evaluate teachers, there are significant problems 

with product models for this purpose. Haefele (1980), Soar et al. (1983), and Darling

Hammond et al. (1983) have all criticized appraisal based on student performance due 

to questions of reliability and validity. There is a tendency for students who perform 

well at one particular time to perform less well on another occasion. This regression 

effect makes the product model troublesome for teacher evaluation purposes (Soar et 

al., 1983). Nonetheless, The Educational Research Service (1988) found that 

approximately one third of the 900 reporting school districts used student achievement 

data as a primary part of teacher evaluation. 

More familiar and much more visible is the clinical supervision model which 

comes from the work of Morris Cogan with supervisors of intern teachers at Harvard 

University. It has undergone several refinements (Acheson & Gall, 1987) yet the 

importance of a close and intense relationship between the teacher and the supervisor 

and a focus on teacher motivation and improvement remain constant in the model. A 

sequence of five steps is generally followed: pre-observation conference, teaching 

observation, analysis, post-observation conference, and post-conference analysis. 
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McGreal (1983) insists that the effectiveness of clinical supervision is tied to formative 

supervision practices and not summative evaluation practices. He states that real-life 

teacher evaluation prohibits what must be present for true clinical supervision to occur. 

Clinical supervision dictates a heavy emphasis on collegial relationships, nondirective 

techniques, and reliance on assumptions that teachers are willing and able to accept 

major responsibility for their own growth and development. Carried out by a line 

administrator for purposes of evaluation would violate its basic tenets. 

Lastly, the artistic or naturalistic model of evaluation is discussed as an 

alternative model of evaluation. Its major advocate is Elliott Eisner and he argues that 

teachers make judgments based on situations as they unfold in the classroom~ that 

teaching is unpredictable (in McGreal, 1983). The model requires a significant amount 

of training and time for the supervisor--approximately 15-25 hours in each classroom 

over several months. That and the attention given to intuition and feelings are its 

primary criticisms. 

Costa and his colleagues (in Stanley & Popham, 1988) describe evaluation 

from the "cognitive development ll view. Its underlying premise is that "teaching is 

thinking". The cognitive development idea of evaluation can be defined as the 

diagnosis and assessment of the teacher's capacity for self-modification (p. 150). 

According to this model, a teacher constantly interprets information in terms of what is 

already known. Cognitive development evaluation is designed to help teachers 

increase and perform the intellectual functions of teaching. The model personifies the 
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effective teacher--the educator who values, develops, and internalizes openness, self

improvement, and conceptual thinking (Valentine, 1992). These are the outcomes to 

be valued in the on-going dialogue between teacher and principal about professional 

performance and the resultant impact on students. 

Sirotlarly, Gitlin and Smyth (1989) advocate horizontal evaluation as a process 

that strengthens teachers' abilities to contribute to the discourse on educational 

practices. The role of the evaluator transforms from 'fault finder to one who works 

with the teacher to understand schooling in ways which enable them to escape habit 

and challenge taken-for-granted views. Rather than change teacher behavior, 

horizontal evaluation attempts to change the teachers basic understanding of 

themselves and their teaching world. To begin the process, teachers are encouraged to 

analyze the relationship between their intention and their action. The horizontal 

evaluation model seeks to give teachers more control over their teaching lives. 

It is, however, noteworthy that the direct observation of teachers remains the 

IImainstayli of the teacher evaluation process (Darling-Hammond, Wise, & Pease, 1983, 

p. 306). Checklists and rating scales continue in widesprean. use despite McGreal's 

caution that, IINo single idea or concept has been more detrimental to successful 

teacher evaluation than the rating scale ll (1988, p. 24). More recently, Haefele (1992) 

again observed that the one-size-fits-all model of teacher evaluation remains in the 

majority. 
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Research has not identified a teacher evaluation method which is unvaryingly 

successful. One dimensional approaches for assessing competence, performance, or 

effectiveness are unlikely to gather enough information to satisfy any of the purposes 

of teacher evaluation ( Darling-Hammond, Wise, & Pease, 1983~ Shulman, 1988) or 

the persons directly involved in the process. Shulman (1988) envisions a process that 

unfolds and extends over time--a union of insufficiencies--combining written tests of 

knowledge, assessment center exercises, documentation through portfolios, and 

classroom observation to effect better teaching and learning in schools. The 

thoroughness of a comprehensive evaluation system would meet the diverse needs and 

experience levels of teachers. 

In a recent telephone conversation, McGreal stated that, IIsoft systems seem to 

be the way things are goingll (December 12, 1994). These multi-tracked evaluation 

systems include separate processes for new and tenured teachers who have 

demonstrated mastery of minimum competencies. No summative write up is expected 

for tenured teachers who work individually or in teams on multi-year plans for 

professional development. 

The Pasco, Washington, schools have experienced positive effects from such a 

multi-tracked system of evaluation (Tesch et al.,1987). They report an increase in 

IIteacher talkll about instruction and learning, and collegial principal-teacher 

relationships. In their system, the principal divides teachers into three groups or 

tracks--A, B, and C. The first year the principal works intensively with tenured 



28 

teachers who are in Track A, the goal-setting group. These teachers have previously 

demonstrated competency of minimum criteria. Together, they focus on improving 

instruction. Teachers on Track B have also met minimum competencies and are 

assumed to be competent for that year also. Their's is a minimal evaluation process. 

These two tracks alternate years of intensive professional development attention and 

reduced evaluation work. 

Track C teachers are those who are new or are tenured but have been identified 

as needing remedial attention to meet minimum competencies. Track C teachers 

receive the traditional checklist review until they can be moved to Track A or B or are 

removed. 

All teachers in the Sun Prairie Area School District of Wisconsin are eligible 

for an alternative evaluation plan (personal correspondence January, 1995). 

Participation is voluntary but in order to be exempted from the traditional clinical 

supervision cycle, a teacher must attend a four-day, knowledge base experience course. 

Essential knowledge, established skills, current research findings, and sound 

professional practice are explored during the four days. Each individual teacher, or 

team of teDchers, identifies and develops a growth plan for a period of time up to three 

years. Student and teacher success must be the focus of each goal. Revisions and 

additions are made annually or as needed throughout the duration of the growth plan. 

To comply with Wisconsin statute, a summative assessment is required the first year 

for a beginning teacher and at least every third year for others. Those teachers 
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participating in the alternative evaluation plan write their own summative assessment 

which is shared at a summative conference with the principal as well as other team 

members. This summative review is verified and filed with the administrator. 

Researchers involved with teacher evaluation have continued to seek a level of 

validity and reliability which has eluded them (Bent, 1993). It is only recently that a 

deeper understanding of the complex nature of teaching stimulates researchers to step 

back and re-examine appropriate expectations and rationales for teacher evaluation in 

the context of the organization and culture of schools (Stufflebeam, 1992). 

Issues Within Teacher Evaluation 

The philosophy and purpose of a teacher evaluation system is its foundation 

and therefore critical to the entire process (Iwanicki, 1990). Typically, evaluation 

systems are separated into two broad categories reflecting two separate philosophies: 

formative evaluation and summative evaluation. Summative evaluation provides a data 

base for administrative decision making regarding hiring, promotion, tenure, 

reassignment, salary, and dismissal (Stiggins & Bridgeford, 1984). It is, in effect, an 

administrative judgment concerning the effectiveness and quality of teaching (Dagl~y 

& Orso, 1991). Formative evaluation, on the other hand, is a developmental process 

that includes efforts designed to improve the instructional behaviors of individual 

teachers (Dagley & Orso, 1991). It is used to identify the strengths and weaknesses 

of teachers and to plan for professional development. Improving the teacher's 

performance is the goal of formative evaluation. 
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Whether evaluation should be an administrative judgment or process of 

professional development is linked to views of the nature of teaching. Wise et al., 

(1985) examine four theoretical frameworks for analyzing teacher work and evaluation: 

labor, craft, profession, and art. These four conceptions of teaching represent a 

continuum from routinized and standardized expectations to unconventional and 

unpredictable techniques and autonomy. Evaluation also moves accordingly along a 

parallel continuum from direct inspection to self-assessment. 

Almost all American teacher evaluation systems attempt to combine the two 

functions of formative and summative evaluation resulting in what Popham (1988) 

refers to as a "dysfunctional marriage". He is not alone in his claims that formative 

and summative evaluation processes are counter-productive when combined (Dagley & 

Orso, 1991; Duke, 1990; Denham, 1987). Popham states: 

A key shortcoming, then, with today's teacher evaluation practice is that 

its formative function contaminates its summative function, and vice 

versa. The resultant confusion in mission and method leads to 

ineffective teacher appraisal systems that neither remove nor improve 

teachers (p. 271). 

The basic structure of the teacher evaluation process continues to reflect a 

hierarchical management-labor model. As Gitlin and Smyth (1989) have stated: 

The tension between the two major competing paradigms .. .is thus seen 

to be based largely upon a silent struggle between ideological forces 



that espouse surveillance, hierarchy, and bureaucracy, and the contesting 

forces of reflection, collegiality, and educative relations (p. 161). 
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A fundamental factor in the confusion that characterizes a teacher evaluation system 

that joins both formative and summative functions is the fact that the school principal 

is often the person required to fulfill the dual role of one who helps but also fires. 

The Educational Research Service reported in 1988 that almost 92% of the elementary 

teachers surveyed were evaluated by their principal. Haefele (1992) cited several 

studies that affirmed that evaluations performed by principals are poor and imprecise, 

and unable to provide useful feedback to teachers. In addition, most principals felt 

they lacked the necessary time in their busy schedules to devote adequate time to the 

observation of teachers and hesitated to be critical of a teacher's performance (Bridges, 

1986). Nearly 79% of elementary school principals reported in the Educator Opinion 

Poll (1988) that insufficient observation time was a significant problem. Lack of time 

for feedback conferences was also noted. 

This role conflict also creates stress between a principal's concern for the 

stability and morale of the school and pressure from the district and public to maintain 

accountability (Darling-Hammond, Wise, & Pease, 1983). The principal's concern 

over the negative impact on working relationships with teachers due to the ambiguity 

of evaluation procedures is valid because of its potential to weaken the environment 

for growth and learning for adults as well as students. Role separation would be a 

first step in promoting separate-function evaluation systems~ but when not possible, 
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jettisoned" (p. 272). 
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Those evaluation systems that require teachers to set annual improvement goals 

in addition to being checked on a list of performance standards have the potential to 

promote professional growth but in practice are often regarded as trivial "paperwork" 

(Duke, 1993). When goal setting is part of an accountability-based evaluation system, 

teachers will have little incentive to come up with challenging and ambitious goals. 

Failure to achieve goals could lead to a negative evaluation and, as a result, teachers 

set fairly simple goals or goals they have already accomplished. Even the most 

experienced and competent teachers are inclined to play it safe and protect their annual 

evaluation. Linking professional development to incentives such as merit pay, 

bonuses, or career ladders tends to have the same effects as sanctions--the suppression 

of risk-taking, the selection of modest goals, and disagreement over the evaluation of 

goals (Duke, 1990). Goal setting is an appropriate strategy when the goal of evaluation 

is individual professional development and not accountability. It is based on a view of 

desired practice and requires knowledge of alternatives to current practice and careful 

consideration of current practice through self-evaluation (Darling-Hammond, 1986). 

The issue of evaluator competence is an important one in the area of teacher 

evaluation. Teachers have traditionally been critical of their principal's ability to 

conduct evaluations (Wise et al., 1984). With reference to elementary school teachers, 

their concern stems from a perception that the principal has little or no teaching 
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experience at this level. Wise and associates (1984) also found a lack of consistency 

within school districts to be a negative characteristic of many teacher evaluation 

systems. At the elementary level, warmth, creativity, and organization were valued. 

Conversely, at the secondary level, task-oriented and structured teaching was valued. 

Even with standardized evaluation instruments, teachers perceive the system depends 

too much on the judgment or predisposition of the principal and leads to different 

ratings for similar teacher practices in different schools. 

Closely related to the issue of evaluator competence is the use of peers in the 

evaluation process. The literature suggests peer review as a means of improving the 

process and lowering teacher anxiety about evaluation. In contrast to the strong 

argument made by Ashbaugh and Kasten (1987) for involving teachers in the 

evaluation of their colleagues, the role of peers in the evaluation of staff continues to 

be the exception rather than the rule in school districts around the country. The 

survey of the Educational Research Service (1988) reported that more than 70% of 

teachers preferred that their peers not have a formal role in their evaluation. Teachers 

are comfortable, however, with peer observation and feedback when it is informal and 

an element of a professional growth activity (Rothberg & Fenner, 1991). 

Darling-Hammond (1986) argues that if teaching is ever to be recognized as a 

true profession, peer review and control must become widely accepted and formally 

implemented. In her words, II At the core of the definition of a profession is the notion 

that its members must define and enforce their own standards of practicell (p. 537). 
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Among the many analogies she uses is that of peer review in hospitals. Committees 

comprised of the appropriate department members regularly review each other's work 

and the operations of the overall organization as a means of contributing to the 

ongoing articulation and enforcement of standards of practice. Patterns of problems 

relating to individual doctors or to hospital policies are identified so proper changes 

can be made. While not without its difficulties, peer review in the medical profession 

can be a template for teachers wanting increased responsibility for professional control 

and accountability. 

However, having untrained teachers completing checklists or fitting in 

classroom observations will not enhance current evaluation practices. Nor will it 

improve opportunities for professional development. Teachers should be trained so 

that their skills in teacher evaluation equal their interest and stake in it. 

Multiple sources of data increase reliability and enhance the credibility of the 

evaluator (McGreal in Stanley & Popham, 1988). The use of student evaluations has 

been a recommended source of data for teacher evaluations yet teachers remain 

uncomfortable with this concept. McGreal cautioned that reliable student information 

could be obtained if the concentration was on "describing life in the classroom rather 

then making judgments of the teacher" (p. 20). While they should not be asked to 

evaluate a teacher's performance, students may be best suited to describe the day-to

day learning environment which is manipulated to a large degree by the teacher. 
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Although usually applied at the college level, this form of data collection is becoming 

more accepted at secondary and elementary schools (Darling-Hammond et al., 1983). 

The literature points to other issues as well. Teachers believe they should be 

involved in the development of an evaluation system, and they desire collegial 

relationships with their principals (Wise et al., 1984). The frequency of observation 

and feedback--even negative feedback--is strongly correlated to teacher satisfaction 

regarding the evaluation system (Darling-Hammond et al, 1983; Acheson & Gall, 

1987; Duke & Stiggins, 1986). 

Sergiovanni and Starratt (1988) provide a different perspective to the issues of 

teacher evaluation. They claim that evaluation has been too narrowly defined in both 

purpose and method and that attempts are often made to disguise evaluation by using 

the term supervision. Evaluation is an integral part of supervision and in its broadest 

sense involves judgment more than measurement. But, the judgments of teaching they 

refer to are less fixed, more personal, and are embedded in a particular context and 

value system. They require the teacher to engage in a process of situational 

understanding and decision making. According to Sergiovanni and Starratt, a good 

supervisory system reflects the multiple purposes of quality control, professional 

development, and teacher motivation. Focusing on one area alone will, they argue, 

doom the overall system to failure over time. Attention must be given to both 

purposes of evaluation--accountability and growth. 
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Emphasis on Growth 

The truth is that most teachers are satisfactory and their evaluators know they 

are competent (Glickman, 1990). It follows then that both parties use a tremendous 

amount of time to verify what each knew before the school year began. Duke (1993) 

refers to this routine as an "institutionalized insult" (p. 703) that conveys distrust. 

Whether it is due to collective bargaining agreements, district policy, or state statute, 

professional growth opportunities are usurped by the cursory procedures of an 

evaluation model that is primarily an accountability-based, summative model. Stiggins 

and Duke (1988) recommend a tripartite arrangement with three parallel evaluation 

systems--( 1) an accountability system guided by minimum competencies and required 

annually for all nontenured teachers and every three to four years for competent 

tenured teachers, (2) an assistance system for tenured teachers who reveal deficiencies 

in minimum competencies, and (3) a professional development system driven by 

individual growth goals and reserved for competent tenured teachers when they are not 

engaged in periodic accountability evaluations. Glickman (1990) describes a set of six 

similar procedures that have been used to both supervise and evaluate: 

1. Annually, separate competent from marginal teachers through evaluation 

by late fall. Growth plans are determined by those judged as 

competent. 

2. Establish a two-track, three-year program of observations and 

conferences for each teacher. Teachers move into track 2 after a 
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satisfactory judgment in track 1 and develop professional development 

plans. Track 1 teachers remain until they meet the required standards or 

are removed from employment. 

3. Divide the process so that the evaluation procedures and the direct

assistance supervision procedures can occur simultaneously but are 

viewed as discrete from each other. Teachers set improvement goals 

and select the source of assistance she believes will be most helpful in 

attaining the goals. 

4. Establish separate roles for evaluators and supervisors. 

5. Integrate direct assistance with school-based in-service conducted by 

peers and trainers. 

6. Redefine evaluation between evaluators and teachers and determine at 

the outset whether it will be summative or formative (pp. 297-299). 

These ideas mirror McGreal's concept of "soft systems" mentioned earlier in 

this review. Their appeal is that they minimize the likelihood that teachers will 

confuse the purpose of evaluation or that administrators will dwell on accountability to 

the exclusion of professional growth. Boyer (1985) said that we must" ... concern 

ourselves with the renewal of the people who meet with children every day--and 

whose influence will live on long after legislators have turned to other matters ... " (p. 

13). 
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Because teacher evaluation has deep roots in the old management-labor system 

of accountability and enforcement, change has not been and will not be easy. 

Research on adult growth and development reveals a variety of factors that serve to 

inhibit individual change (Duke & Stiggins, 1990). These factors include: lack of 

awareness, disillusionment, distrust, pessimism, high comfort level with current 

practice, preoccupation with other concerns, stress, fear of failure, impatience, and 

poor time management. Collectively, teachers vary in their motivation and capacity to 

grow. Moreover, individual teachers will vary over time due to life circumstances, 

personal health, and other work-related commitments. For these reasons, professional 

growth cannot be mandated to comply with a prearranged schedule. Changing the 

behavior of another person requires enlisting the cooperation and motivation of that 

person, in addition to providing guidance on the steps needed for improvement to 

occur. At the individual level, change relies on the development of two important 

conditions within the individual: knowledge that a course of action is the correct one 

and a sense of efficacy, or perception that a particular course of action is both 

worthwhile and possible (Darling-Hammond, Wise, & Pease, 1983). 

The success of teachers' professional growth is also contingent upon 

organizational factors. The political climate within a school system, the relationship of 

the teachers' association to district management, the nature of operating programs, and 

the very size and structure of the school system will all influence teacher evaluation 

procedures (Darling-Hammond, Wise, & Pease, 1983). 
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In their study of schools in which teachers reported being able to grow 

professionally, Stiggins and Duke (1988) identified several common organizational 

characteristics. These included top-level commitment to professional development, 

policies that facilitate teacher growth, and adequate resources. Characteristics of 

administrators that indicated top-level support for professional growth include: 

Credibility as a source of feedback 

Ability to establish a helping relationship with teachers 

Ability to inspire trust 

Nonthreatening interpersonal manner 

Patience 

Flexibility 

Knowledge of the technical aspects of teaching 

Capacity to demonstrate or model needed improvements 

Familiarity with the teacher's class 

Teaching experience 

Usefulness of suggestions for improvement 

Persuasiveness of rationale for suggestions 

(Duke, 1990, p. 135). 

Policies that require annual accountability-based evaluations of all experienced 

teachers who have repeatedly demonstrated minimum competencies compel principals 

to spend inordinate amounts of time conducting routine observations, conferences, and 
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summative write ups. Little time is left for professional growth and development. 

Policy decisions must differentiate evaluation processes for new teachers, competent 

experienced teachers, and experienced teachers with deficiencies. Teacher involvement 

in the development and intermittent assessment of the evaluation system is another 

important policy determination that is needed to support growth-oriented evaluation. 

A third organizational characteristic necessary for evaluation based on growth is the 

availability of resources. Released time, tuition reimbursement, materials and 

equipment, and training are provided in schools that advocate and support teacher 

growth (Stiggins & Duke, 1988). 

Stiggins and Bridgeford (1984) concluded from their research that it is feasible 

and advisable to move toward formative evaluation procedures and to create 

environments conducive to their success. Formative practices demand an openness to 

change and a commitment to improvement from all parties. They maintain: 

The entire framework of this proposal for formative evaluation rests on 

one overriding assumption: That is, school managers and teachers alike 

function best within an environment characterized by mutual support, by 

respect and concern for personal growth, and for the well-being of staff 

and students (Stiggins & Bridgeford, 1984, p. 31). 

Summary 

This review has provided the background for understanding recent trends and 

issues in teacher evaluation. The past includes practices that underscored inspection, 
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efficiency, and accountability. Checklists of standardized behaviors and rating scales 

were the popular methods for documenting the evaluation process. More recently, 

researchers and practitioners have both pressed for methods that focus more on 

professional growth for teachers. While a formative approach that focuses on the 

teachers professional growth is advocated, summative techniques are often combined 

leading to negative effects and attitudes. The dissatisfaction of teachers and frustration 

of principals results from the confusion over proper methods and purposes for teacher 

evaluation. Too often the elements of the evaluation process degenerate into 

meaningless rituals that benefit no one. 

If a focus of evaluation is to be on professional growth, changes must take 

place in policy, the individuals involved, and the organizational environment in which 

the process occurs. Accountability and growth systems must be separated at least to 

the extent that it is very clear in which system the teacher is operating. Motivation for 

growth must be realized internally by the individual and supported by the 

administrator. The culture of the organization must reflect a commitment to on-going 

learning and collegiality. 

Teacher evaluation is a key to school improvement but currently lacks 

credibility due to fundamental problems. Consensus for processes and procedures is a 

significant goal for school districts interested in promoting teacher growth for the 

ultimate goal of student growth. 
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It was the intent of this study to gather and analyze data that would provide an 

accurate description of the perceptions of elementary school teachers and principals 

about the purpose and practice of teacher evaluation in identified schools in a selected 

county in Arizona. Perceptions regarding both current evaluation practices as well as 

ideal evaluation practices were surveyed and analyzed for this study. 

Research Population and Sample 

The population of this study included 123 elementary schools in a selected 

county in Arizona. The chosen county covers 9,187 square miles in the south-central 

region of Arizona and has a population of approximately 550,000. 

During March of 1995, telephone contacts were made with the 

superintendencies of six school districts in the selected county. These districts 

accurately represent a greater metropolitan area. The six districts were selected based 

on large student enrollments and a large number of teacher employees. Each 

administrator was asked to recommend two elementary schools from the district to 

participate in the study. Recommended schools required at least a K-5 configuration 

of grade levels and must have employed a minimum of 15 classroom teachers. The 

12 building principals were then contacted by the researcher to both explain the nature 
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of the study and obtain permission to administer the research questionnaire at an 

upcoming faculty meeting. 

Research Design 

A survey questionnaire, administered to the sample population, was used to 

generate data to form conclusions concerning the research questions put forth in 

Chapter 1. According to Kerlinger (1973), survey research is best suited to assess the 

general characteristics of a population through sampling and is the most easily adapted 

to obtain personal beliefs and attitudes toward a given subject or matter. The findings 

of this study were based on the attitudes and beliefs about teacher evaluation as it is 

being practiced or should be practiced. It is descriptive in nature and based on the 

perceptions of the respondents. 

Survey Instrument 

A survey questionnaire was designed using questions drawn from the work by 

Bent (1993) and from a preliminary review of the literature. Bent's survey instrument 

was developed and originally tested in December of 1991. After significant changes, a 

revised instrument was tested by a second panel of experts to determine validity. The 

reliability of Bent's survey instrument was tested during the spring of 1992 through 

two measures: test-retest and the Cronbach alpha method. Both verbal and written 

permission was requested and obtained from Bent (see Appendix B) to use all or parts 

of his survey. Minor modifications were made to fit the purposes of this study. A 

Likert scale (strongly agree to strongly disagree) was used to obtain the most specific 
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descriptive data possible regarding current and ideal teacher evaluation practices. In 

addition, open-ended questions were included to solicit personal comments regarding 

teacher evaluation. These written comments were investigated to determine whether 

any pattern of responses could be noted to support the statistical data or add insight 

into strengths and weaknesses of current systems. Demographic data was also 

collected for purposes of the final analysis. 

Data Collection Procedures 

The teacher evaluation survey was administered by the researcher to the 

teachers and principal of the participating elementary schools in spring of 1995. The 

researcher's intent was to attend a faculty meeting to explain the purpose of the study 

and administer the survey. The exact date and time of the meeting was determined by 

the school principal. Concerns of anonymity and confidentiality were addressed both 

verbally and in a brief cover letter attached to each survey (see Appendix C for copy 

of cover letter). Approximately 15 minutes was needed to complete the surveys which 

were then collected and sealed in a large, unmarked manilla envelope. Refreshments 

were provided by the researcher as a token of appreciation. 

Treatment of the Data 

The data was analyzed to compare perceptions both within the teacher and 

principal groups and between them regarding the purpose and practice of teacher 

evaluation. Survey questions 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, and 12 specifically addressed 

accountability of staff as the primary purpose of evaluation. Questions 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 
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11 and 18 addressed professional development as the primary evaluation purpose. By 

assigning a number value to each choice of the Likert scale, a mean score was attained 

for each area--accountability and growth. Similarly, this same process was used for 

the remaining survey questions and the topics they dealt with. Mean scores were then 

compared between and across respondent groups for each question. Both percentages 

and gross numbers were used in the treatment of the data. The assistance of a 

research statistician was employed to determine the appropriateness of specific 

statistical tests for the data collected. 

Survey items 21, 22, and 23 were open-ended and required a brief written 

response. These comments were recorded and analyzed for common patterns or 

themes regarding alternative processes of evaluation, strengths of current processes, 

and suggestions for improvement. While lacking in statistical precision, the use of 

these open-ended questions served the purposes of the study well (see Appendix D and 

E for complete records of teacher and principal comments). Teachers and principals 

had the opportunity to be specific about the strengths and weaknesses of teacher 

evaluation from their perspective while preserving their anonymity. 
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CHAPTER 4 

ANALYSIS AND PRESENT A TION OF DATA 

Introduction 

The intent of this chapter is to present and analyze the data collected regarding 

the perceptions of elementary school teachers and principals central to the practice of 

teacher evaluation. The reader will recall that the specific research questions for this 

study were: 

1. Do elementary school teachers and principals differ in their perceptions 

regarding accountability of staff or professional development of staff as 

the primary purpose of teacher evaluation? 

2. Do teachers have a part in the development of evaluation procedures in 

their district? 

3. Are teachers and principals satisfied with the evaluation process in place 

in their districts? 

4. Do teachers have confidence in the competency of their evaluators? 

5. Does the evaluation process include opinions from appropriate parties 

other than principals? 

6. Do factors such as age, gender, level of education, or number of years 

in a current position have an impact on teachers' or principals' 

perceptions regarding teacher evaluation? 
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7. Are there discrepancies between perceptions of teacher evaluation in the 

ideal situation and in the selected districts? 

Data were collected through a survey distributed during March and April of 

1995. Statistical measures performed included both the t-test and ANOVA (one-way 

analysis of variance). The following abbreviations and symbols are used in the 

presentation of statistical findings: N-number of respondents. f-frequency of responses. 

SD-standard deviation. t-observed value. df-degrees of freedom. p-probability. 

Additionally. survey items 21. 22. and 23 asked the respondents to comment briefly 

about the strengths and weaknesses of their current evaluation systems. Each of the 

11 principals and 128 teachers (81 %) returned surveys with comments. When 

appropriate. these written comments have been used to support the statistical findings 

of this study. The full text of both the teachers' and principals' written comments is 

included in the appendix. 

This chapter is organized under three main discussions: characteristics of 

respondents. findings related to the research questions. and summary. 

Characteristics of Respondents 

The respondents in the study represent six school districts in a selected county 

in the state of Arizona. Originally. the researcher intended to gather data from two 

schools in each of the six districts. Twelve elementary school principals agreed to 

participate in the study; four allowed the researcher to attend a staff meeting and 

administer the survey and the other eight principals requested that the surveys be 
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delivered to them to distribute to teachers. These eight schools received a large, 

stamped manilla envelope to collect the completed surveys and return to the 

researcher. Seven of the eight schools returned the surveys in a timely manner. The 

principal of the last school called the researcher after six weeks and declined the 

previous offer to participate due to a hectic spring schedule. 

A total of 159 usable teacher surveys and 11 principal surveys were returned 

from the 11 participating schools. A majority of both the teacher and principal 

groups were female. 85.5% of the teachers and 63.6% of the principals were female. 

A larger percentage of males was reported in the principal group (36.4%) than in the 

teacher group (11.9%). A majority of respondents also indicated their age to be 

between 40 and 49 years of age. 37.7% of teachers and 45.5% of principals fell into 

this age range. The 30 to 39 year age range was the next most reported age range. 

There were no teacher or principal participants who had earned a Doctoral 

Degree. Teachers reported nearly equal percentages with either a Bachelor (49.7%) or 

Masters (50.3%) Degree. It is encouraging to note the high number of teachers 

holding advanced degrees. Ten of the principals (90.9%) hold a Masters Degree. 

The researcher is uncertain as to why one principal reported only having a Bachelors 

Degree given that Arizona certification requires a Masters Degree. One possible 

explanation is that the principal in question mismarked the response. 

Principals and teachers did differ in the average number of years in their 

current positions. Most principals (54.5%) indicated that they had been in their current 
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position for 6 to 10 years. Teachers. on the other hand. were more varied in their 

response to this question and actually had participants reporting at each of the ranges. 

The most frequent response (29.6%) was in the one to five year range. 

One would expect student enrollment figures to be identical. Most teachers 

(52.8%) indicated their school's student enrollment to be between 600 and 800 

students. Most principals (54.5%) indicated student enrollment to be between 400 and 

600 students. A very small percentage of teachers (3.1 %) reported their enrollment to 

be less than 400 students. No principals responded in this category. The researcher is 

inclined to believe that the varied responses to this question may be symptomatic of 

the teachers' not really knowing enrollment figures and II guesstimating II for purposes of 

the survey. At any rate. it can be concluded that the schools participating in this study 

were small to average in enrollment size. 

The frequencies and percentages of the demographic responses reported in the 

survey are displayed in Table 1. 

Findings Related to the Research Questions 

Responses to survey items 2. 4. 6. 8. 10. and 12 were used as the 

accountability scale for teacher evaluation. These items related to issues of retention 

and dismissal. salary decisions. documentation. use of student achievement data, 

community assurance. and information primarily for district officials. Mean scores for 

teachers' and principals' responses were calculated in both the ideal and current school 

district categories. Comparisons between the teachers' and principals' means were 
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Demographics 

Variable 

Gender 
- Female 
- Male 

Age 
20-29 
30-39 
40-49 
50-59 
60+ 

Level of Education 
Bachelor 
Master 
Doctorate 

Years in Position 
< 1 
1-5 
6-10 
11-15 
16-20 
20+ 

Student Enrollment 
<400 
400-600 
600-800 
800-1000 
1000+ 

Teachers 
f % 

139 85.5 
19 11.9 

24 15.1 
50 31.4 
60 37.7 
19 11.9 
2 1.3 

79 49.7 
80 50.3 
0 0 

17 10.7 
47 29.6 
36 22.6 
20 12.6 
26 16.4 
13 8.2 

5 3.1 
70 44.0 
84 52.8 
0 0 
0 0 

Principals 
f % 

7 63.6 
4 36.4 

0 0 
4 36.4 
5 45.5 
1 45.5 
0 0 

1 9.1 
10 90.9 
0 0 

0 0 
4 36.4 
6 54.5 
1 9.1 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
6 54.5 
5 45.5 
0 0 
0 0 

50 
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done within each category. No significant differences were found in the perceptions of 

teachers and principals regarding accountability as a primary purpose of teacher 

evaluation in either the ideal situation or in their current school districts. As Table 2 

specifically shows, the mean scores within each category, real and ideal, are nearly 

identical. This would suggest that teachers and principals in the participating schools 

were in strong agreement as to their attitudes about accountability. Specifically, each 

group recognizes a need for more accountability from teacher evaluation. These mean 

value differences are consistent with one teacher's comment, III think that our 

evaluation system is good in that it holds teachers very accountable. Evaluation 

happens all year long ... 11, and another's comment contemplating the need for even 

more accountability, II. . . poor teachers can get by simply by getting it together with a 

flashy lesson once a year or once every two years. II 

While no significant differences were found within either the real or ideal 

categories, it appears as though one could be found between the two. No t-tests were 

performed this way; however, observation of the discrepancies in the teachers' and 

principals' means across the categories cannot be discounted. A look at response 

frequencies and percentages for individual survey items supports this assumption also. 

Teachers especially reported meaningful differences to the survey's accountability 

items. Ideally, 74.8% of teachers agreed or strongly agreed that teacher evaluation 

provided data for retention and dismissal decisions. Realistically though, only 58.6% 

agreed or strongly agreed that it was the case in their school districts. This 



Table 2 

Accountability Scale (Items 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12) 

1 = SD 

Teachers 

Principals 

t 

df 

p 

2 = D 

N 

3=U 

Ideal 

Mean 

152 27.4276 

10 27.2000 

-.31 

160 

.753 

4 = A 

SD 

2.242 

1.687 

5 = SA 

N 

Real 

Mean 

148 23.1959 

11 23.9091 

.58 

158 

.564 

A possible mean of 30 was attainable because six items were included on the 

accountability scale. 
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SD 

4.027 

2.587 
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discrepancy may represent the teachers' lack of experience with procedures for 

documenting inadequacy of performance. All but two principals (8l.8%) agreed or 

strongly agreed that evaluation provides data for retention and dismissal decisions in 

both ideal and present systems. It is startling to the researcher that not every principal 

understood that evaluation does indeed serve as documentation for retention and 

dismissal decisions. This is especially true when the determination for dismissal is 

based on inadequate classroom performance. That principals have a thorough 

knowledge of one of the primary purposes of evaluation is essential to the credibility 

of the process and its implementation. 

When asked about salary being connected to evaluation, 55.4% of teachers 

agreed or strongly agreed that ideally salary should be attached to evaluation. A much 

smaller percentage, 19.5% felt their district's evaluation system accommodated this 

concept. Interestingly enough, principals disagreed or strongly disagreed in both the 

ideal (54.6%) and the real (90.9%) that salary should be connected to evaluation. 

These responses may represent the principals' lack of interest and desire in being the 

one who must determine their teachers' salaries or merit increases. The potential harm 

to staff morale is reason alone for their dispute with this idea. While a slim majority 

of teachers may want their salaries tied to their evaluation, principals aren't at all eager 

to be the one responsible for portioning out the money. 

Differences were noted for teachers but not for principals when asked to 

consider evaluation as documentation for inappropriate or ineffective teacher behaviors. 
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90.9% of principals agreed or strongly agreed in both the ideal and the real that 

evaluation served purposes of documentation. On the other hand, 86.8% of teachers 

agreed or strongly agreed that the ideal view of evaluation included purposes of 

documentation but only 76.7% agreed or strongly agreed it was currently a part of 

their district's evaluation system. These assessments are higher than responses to the 

question of documentation for dismissal/retention. This could indicate the 

inexperience with some teachers and principals with the processes requiring the use of 

such forms of documentation. It also signifies the lack of communication to both 

parties of the varied applications of evaluation. 

Perceptions regarding the inclusion of student achievement data on teacher 

evaluations were varied. Nearly half of the teachers (45.9%) agreed or strongly agreed 

that student achievement should be included in an ideal circumstance. Even less, 

39.0% agreed or strongly agreed that it was presently included in their evaluation 

system. The majority of principals, 81.8%, agreed or strongly agreed that ideally 

evaluations would include student achievement data. 36.4% also reported that their 

current district's evaluation system does include such data. The use of student 

achievement data typically causes anxiety for teachers because of the factors involved 

that are beyond their control. These factors may include poor nutrition, abuse, neglect, 

prior leaming experiences and others. Using standardized tests that may be culturally 

or economically biased is considered an unfair method of judging a teacher's ability to 
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teach. However, alternative forms of assessment that measures an individual's growth 

may be viewed as more appropriate. 

Most teachers (74.9%) and principals (81.8%) agreed or strongly agreed that 

ideally teacher evaluation would assure the community that its teachers are competent. 

Nevertheless, less than half of each group, 44.0% of teachers and 45.5% of principals 

believed their current system did so. Little is communicated to the general public 

much less to the families of particular schools about the evaluation procedures for the 

school's staff. Understanding these systems and some involvement in the process is 

likely to increase the general level of confidence in teachers and their implementation 

of current practices. The public's cry for accountability could be addressed if they 

were given a peek at or some opportunity to give feedback to the teacher evaluation 

system in their child's school. 

Neither teachers nor principals agreed that evaluation provided information 

primarily for the use of district officials. Only 28.3% of teachers and 27.3% of 

principals agreed or strongly agreed that ideally evaluation information was used 

primarily by district officials. 41.5% of teachers and 45.5% of principals assume this 

to be the case however in their current district. These responses reflect the desire of 

both teachers and principals for evaluation to be more of a joint effort and two-way 

sharing of information. In their comments, both groups underscored the importance of 

feedback and conversation during the evaluation conference. Teachers must feel more 

ownership of the evaluation process and instrument if it is to become a tool for 
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professional growth. Sufficient time must be available for teachers to take part in 

meaningful conversations with their principals regarding the evaluation process, 

emphasizing strengths, and defining appropriate strategies for improvement. 

With the exception of evaluation providing information primarily for the use of 

district officials, both teachers and principals perceive accountability factors to be 

important to the process of teacher evaluation. Additionally, their responses often 

indicate that their current school districts emphasize these factors to a lesser degree 

than they would prefer. 

A professional development scale was created by combining responses to 

survey items 1,3, 5, 7, 9, 11, and 18. These items dealt with evaluation issues such 

as importance of professional growth and development, idea sharing, providing 

suggestions for improvement, improving instruction, information for the teacher's use, 

and trust between teacher and evaluator. Group means for both teachers and principals 

were calculated and compared within each category of ideal and real responses. No 

significant differences were found between the perceptions of teachers and principals 

regarding professional development as a primary purpose' of teacher evaluation. 

Similar to their responses in the accountability scale, mean scores were very close 

within each category. Both respondent groups tended to score items higher in the 

ideal than in their school district. 

The written comments of both teachers and principals acknowledge the 

importance of professionalism in the evaluation process. "Looks at growth more than 
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punitive", "Makes us feel more like professionals", and "A strong system that 

encourages growth with close and frequent monitoring" are examples. Appreciation 

for alternative evaluation plans was also repeated many times over with comments 

such as, "It is flexible as the teacher reaches different levels of professional growth", 

"Options for teachers at various stages of their career", and " ... we need a tiered eval 

system for new teachers, 'veteran' teachers and teachers in trouble". 

Table 3 displays the data for comparing perceptions between teachers and 

principals relative to professional development and teacher evaluation. 

Table 3 

Professional Development Scale (Items 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11. 18) 

1 = SD 2=D 

TEACHERS 

PRINCIPALS 

t 

df 

p 

N 

3=U 

IDEAL 
MEAN 

151 25.3907 

11 26.0909 

.53 

160 

.597 

4=A 

SD 

4.257 

3.859 

N 

5 = SA 

REAL 
MEAN 

147 23.5170 

11 24.2727 

.59 

156 

.558 

SD 

4.201 

2.533 

Increased mean values are due to the collective items on the professional scale. 
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Again, casual observation of these means would suggest the possibility of 

significant differences occurring within the teacher and principal groups across the 

ideal and real categories. While t-tests were not conducted this way and no significant 

conclusions can be made, frequencies and percentages of responses to individual items 

are noteworthy. Ideally, 96.3 % of teachers and 100% of principals agreed or strongly 

agreed that evaluation should emphasize the professional growth of teachers. 

Although 90.9% of principals perceived this to be the case in their own school 

districts, only 70.5% of teachers believed it to be so also. It is uncertain as to whether 

the remaining 30% of teachers who did not feel their current evaluation system 

promoted professional growth were without the flexibility offered by an alternative, 

goal-setting model. 

Teacher evaluation as a vehicle for sharing ideas between teachers and 

evaluators was agreed or strongly agreed to by 99.4% of teachers and 90.9% of 

principals in their ideal responses. Each of the 11 principals also agreed that this was 

true of their own district and 83.0% of teachers believed their evaluation system 

allowed for the sharing of ideas between themselves and their evaluators. As noted 

earlier in this chapter, feedback remains a critical component to evaluation. 

When asked whether evaluation should provide the teacher with useful 

suggestions for improvement, 96.2% of teachers agreed or strongly agreed in the ideal 

category and 86.8% responded similarly about their own school district. Likewise, 

100% of principals agreed with this statement in the ideal and 90.9% agreed it 



matched their district evaluation system. These percentages emphasize teacher 

evaluation's potential as a vehicle for improvement. 
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Teacher evaluation has the potential to help the teacher improve instruction. 

Every principal and nearly every teacher (99.4%) agreed or strongly agreed that the 

ideal evaluation system would help improve instruction. All but one principal (90.9%) 

and considerably less teachers (73.6%) could affirm this to be representative of their 

school district. Comparing these responses with those of the previous paragraph, it 

appears that while suggestions may be provided for improvement, teachers are less 

inclined to believe these suggestions are actually used to improve instruction. 

Remembering that teachers did not believe their evaluation systems stressed 

accountability to the extent desired, is it really too surprising that teachers are reluctant 

to implement suggestions for possible improvement? Change is difficult and requires 

commitment of both time and energy. Many may think, "Why bother if no one ever 

asks me about it again?" 

Whether evaluation provides information primarily for the use of the teacher 

was also a point that teachers and principals were found to be less certain of in their 

real situations (65.4% and 81.8% respectively) than they would like to see it in the 

ideal (82.4% and 90.9%). This aspect of the professional development scale reported 

the lowest percentages of responses in the agree or strongly agree values. Their 

previously mentioned concern for increased accountability along with high levels of 

professionalism would imply that teachers and principals agree that both parties gain 



information from the evaluation and both, therefore, should have access to that 

information and know how to use it. 
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That the evaluation process promotes a relationship of trust between the teacher 

and the evaluator was very important to both teachers and principals in the ideal but 

less likely to occur in their present system. Teachers had a 92.4% agree or strongly 

agree response rate in the ideal and a 63.5% agree or strongly agree in the real. 

Principals had a 90.9% agree or strongly agree response in the ideal versus a 63.7% 

agree or strongly agree in the real. The sharp decline in positive responses is 

consistent across both groups and is evidence of at least one factor of teacher 

evaluation that should receive immediate attention. Mutual design and collaborative 

implementation of the evaluation system is the first step in building trust. It is 

commonly accepted that children learn best in an environment that develops their 

confidence and promotes risk-taking. The same is true of adult learners. A trusting 

relationship between teacher and principal fosters a positive environment for 

professional development. 

The last item on the professional development scale explored the relationship 

between teacher evaluation and professional development. 86.2% of teachers agreed 

or strongly agreed to this association in the ideal while 54.7% felt as strong about their 

district's evaluation system. Principals' responses paralleled those of the teachers. 

81.8% agreed or strongly agreed in the ideal while only 63.6% believed evaluation 

was linked to professional development in their school district. The surplus of written 

., 
, , 
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remarks referring to professional growth and goal-setting models of evaluation may 

indicate that some confusion was present with this item. Many districts have "staff 

development" programs that involve large groups on one topic but are not tied to 

evaluation. They tend to be strictly formative programs in nature. Professional 

development, on the other hand, refers to the individual and her personal goal for 

improvement and is more apt to be linked to evaluation, especially in an alternative 

system. 

The teacher and principal responses to both the accountability scale items and 

the professional development scale items coincide substantially. As stated previously, 

no significant differences were found between teachers and principals on either scale. 

The notable discrepancies appear to lie within each of these groups as their perceptions 

of ideal versus real responses are compared. It is interesting and somewhat refreshing 

to note that these two groups agree more often than not on the issues and topics of the 

two primary purposes of teacher evaluation. This consensus is the necessary common 

ground for ultimate resolution of variances that did occur. 

An area where a significant difference was found was that of teachers' 

participation in the development of the evaluation procedures used in their districts. 

The mean response for the ideal was 4.4679. That is to say, 92.5% of teachers agreed 

or strongly agreed that they should be involved in the development of evaluation 

procedures. Their mean response in the real category, however, was 2.8782. Only 

37.1 % of teachers agreed or strongly agreed that they were involved in the 
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development of these procedures in their districts. While significant differences were 

observed, only two written comments were submitted concerning this topic. One 

comment, "I think teachers, administrators, and parents should form a list of 

evaluation II adds a third, parent dimension of involvement. The other refers only to 

teachers and administrators working together to develop the system, "Make it a 

collaborative effort between teachers and administrators in designing it. II The 

discrepancy found in this study imitates the literature concerning this topic. Since it is 

unrealistic to personally involve every teacher in the design and development of an 

evaluation system, many districts use a committee that represents the entire body of 

teachers. If this is the case, communication from this representative group to the other 

teachers is critical in nurturing a feeling of ownership in the process. It must also be 

considered that the districts surveyed may not have reviewed or modified their 

evaluation system recently and the teachers responding to the survey are unaware of 

whether or not teachers are included in the process. 

Table 4 displays the significant differences between teachers' perceptions of 

their participation in the development of evaluation procedures both in the ideal and 

their real situation. 



Table 4 

Teacher Participation in Development of Evaluation Procedures (Item 15) 

N 

IDEAL 

MEAN 

156 4.4679 

1 = SD 

SD 

.740 

2=D 3=U 

REAL 

N MEAN SD 

156 2.8782 1.182 

* Significant at the .05 level 

4=A 5 = SA 

t df p 

16.03 155 .001* 
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The researcher found no significant difference between teachers' and principals' 

satisfaction with the evaluation system currently in place in their districts. The 

principals' mean response score was 3.8535 which was only slightly lower than the 

teachers' mean of 3.9091. In terms of percentages, 71.7% of teachers and 72.8% of 

principals agreed or strongly agreed that they were satisfied with the evaluation 

procedures in their school. Neither extreme dissatisfaction nor satisfaction of the 

evaluation systems could be concluded from this data. The data does demonstrate 

evidence of somewhat more positive than negative levels of satisfaction. However, 

that nearly 30% of each group is not satisfied is un"settling and reason enough for 

teachers and principals to initiate change. Comments from both groups of respondents 

reveal parallel findings. These comments range from "I don't feel the evaluation 

system is very effective at all" and "I would totally revamp it..." to "I'm satisfied with 
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our systemll and lilt's fair and representative. II Principals most often mentioned a lack 

of time for evaluation as an area for improvement while teachers tended to focus their 

comments for improvement around the amount of stress created by the evaluation 

process. Positive comments from teachers often mentioned their appreciation of 

immediate feedback. Principals as well as teachers spoke highly of the alternative 

evaluation plans available to teachers at various stages of their career. 

Table 5 presents the mean responses for teachers' and principals' satisfaction 

with their evaluation procedures. 

Table 5 

Satisfaction with Current Evaluation System (Item 20) 

1 = SD 

TEACHERS 

PRINCIPALS 

2 = D 

N MEAN 

157 3.8535 

11 3.9091 

3=U 

SD 

.944 

.992 

4=A 5 = SA 

t df p 

.18 166 .857 

A second area that produced a significant difference at the .05 probability level 

is the area of teachers' confidence in the competency of their evaluator. 95.6% of 

teachers agreed or strongly agreed that in the ideal evaluation system, teachers would 

have confidence in their evaluators competence. With regard to their own district, 
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73.0% of teachers felt the same level of agreement about their evaluator's competence. 

Corresponding mean scores were 4.6903 for responses in the ideal and 3.9419 for 

responses in the real. The significant difference between the teachers' perceptions in 

the real and the ideal is expressed in the following comments: "Are the principals 

qualified to evaluate? Do they know what to look for? Do personality conflicts have 

a negative/positive impact on the quality of the evaluation?", "How can one effectively 

evaluate another without one's own prejudices and biases coloring an evaluation that is 

very subjective?", "Do not include evaluator that has no experience as a teacher ... " 

The skepticism of teachers is apparent and it serves only to impede their growth and 

development. Evaluator training could alleviate some of this negativity and 

apprehension. In addition, including feedback from other parties could validate the 

principal's opinions and comments and reduce fears of bias or prejudice. 

Table 6 shows the statistically significant data relevant to the topic of evaluator 

competence. 

Both teachers and principals reported significant differences in their ideal and 

real perceptions about including feedback from students and peers in teachers' 

evaluations. As shown in Table 7, these differences are significant when mean scores 

are compared for each individual group and when teachers and principals responses are 

combined. 



Table 6 

Teachers' Confidence in Competency of Evaluator (Item 19) 

1 = SD 2=D 

IDEAL 

N MEAN SD N 

155 4.6903 .640 155 

'" Significant at the .05 level 

3=U 

REAL 

MEAN 

3.9419 

SD 

.941 

4=A 

t 

9.80 
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5 = SA 

df p 

154 .001 '" 



Table 7 

Including Opinions from Parties Other Than Principal (Items 14. 16) 

1 = SO 2=0 3=U 

IDEAL 
N MEAN SO 

TEACHERS 157 6.4076 2.334 

PRINCIPALS 11 6.9091 1.136 

ALL 168 6.4405 2.276 

t elf 

TEACHERS 11.48 156 

PRINCIPALS 8.05 10 

ALL 12.50 167 

* Significant at the .05 level 

N 

4 = A 

REAL 
MEAN 

157 4.3439 

11 3.6364 

168 4.2976 

p 

.001* 

.001* 

.001* 
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5 = SA 

SO 

1.835 

1.804 

1.836 
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Once again, the mean scores within each category of real and ideal are very 

close and suggest that teachers and principals agree with each other about including 

opinions from parties other than the principal. 42.2% of teachers and 63.6% of 

principals agreed or strongly agreed that ideally student opinions should be included as 

part of the evaluation process. That these percentages are not higher is representative 

of concerns expressed in the literature of popularity contests and students' ability to 

accurately evaluate their teacher. This apprehension may be reduced if student 

opinions are restricted to their description of what it feels like to be a learner in that 

teacher's classroom. In other words, student feedback could be used to characterize 

the feeling tone developed by a teacher. Students can provide another piece of the big 

picture of teaching. A teacher's influence reaches far beyond grades and standardized 

test scores. We must consider the fact that we miss a valuable source of information, 

whether positive or not, when we neglect to ask students about the time they spend in 

the classroom. According to data collected for this study, only 12.5% of teachers and 

9.1 % of principals confirmed that their district's evaluation system asked for feedback 

from students. 

The use of peer's opinions had more favorable response in the ideal than the 

real also. 52.2% of teachers and 36.4% of principals endorsed peer opinion for 

evaluation purposes while only 18.9% and 9.1 % agreed it was part of their system 

now. "Peer teachers and students should be involved", "Perhaps having feedback from 

peers, parents?", and "Add a component done by trained colleagues ... " represent 
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comments supportive of this notion. Peer feedback for evaluation could assume 

responsibility for follow-up coaching on the suggestions for improvement offered by 

the principal. The teacher's colleague keeps her accountable to these suggestions until 

they become part of her natural repertoire of teaching strategies and techniques. In 

this way, both the accountability and professional development components of 

evaluation can be realized. A relationship built on trust is no less important in this 

instance than between teacher and principal. 

Significant differences were also found when comparing teachers' and 

principals' total real versus total ideal perceptions about teacher evaluation. These 

differences were found both within each individual group and when the two groups 

were combined. All of the item responses under each category, real and ideal, were 

combined to determine a real mean and an ideal mean. These means were then 

compared using the t-test. Significant differences were found in teachers' ideal 

perceptions versus real perceptions, principals' ideal versus real perceptions, and 

teachers' and principals' combined ideal versus real perceptions. As with the other 

topics measured, teachers' and principals' responses were similar within the ideal and 

real categories. Clearly, both groups expect far more from teacher evaluation than 

they are getting. Table 8 displays the mean scores for each of the statistical 

comparisons made regarding perceptions about teacher evaluation in both the ideal and 

existing situations. 



Table 8 

Differences Between Total Ideal and Total Real Perce.ptions (All Items) 

TEACHERS 

PRINCIPALS 

ALL 

TEACHERS 

PRINCIPALS 

ALL 

N 

IDEAL 

MEAN 

126 77.2857 

10 78.9000 

136 77.4044 

t 

16.43 

9.60 

17.67 

df 

125 

9 

135 

* Significant at the .05 level 

SD N 

7.934 126 

4.932 10 

7.751 136 

P 

.001* 

.001 * 

.001 * 

REAL 

MEAN SD 

62.7381 9.869 

63.0000 5.477 

62.7574 9.601 
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In order to determine the impact of demographic variables on teachers' and 

principals' perceptions of teacher evaluation, a one-way analysis of variance was 

conducted for each variable. The demographic variables measured were age, gender, 

highest level of education, and number of years in the respondent's present position. 

Between group and within group sources were compared for all responses from survey 

items in the ideal category and those in the participants' school districts. A total of 16 

ANOV As were run. No two groups were found to be significantly different at the .05 

level of probability regardless of the variable used. This study is unable to conclude 

that age, gender, level of education, or number of years in the current position were 

statistically significant influences on the perceptions of either teachers or principals 

with regard to teacher evaluation. It is some people's assumption that older teachers 

and principals or those who have been at a school longer than others will have more 

negative attitudes than their younger or less experienced colleagues. This study refutes 

that notion. The teachers and principals of this study appear to have already 

developed a kind of common gr9und on many of the issues of teacher evaluation. A 

district interested in teacher development as a course for student learning must answer 

the question then, "Is it in everyone's best interest to allow an evaluation system with 

even minor flaws and weaknesses to remain intact rather than get the two main parties 

involved working together to improve it?" 
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Summary 

This chapter analyzed and presented the data collected regarding the 

perceptions of elementary school teachers and principals on issues in teacher 

evaluation. The chapter reported data on the perceptions of these two groups on 

accountability and professional development as the primary purposes of teacher 

evaluation, teachers' participation in the development of evaluation procedures, 

satisfaction with current evaluation procedures, the competency of evaluators, and 

including opinions from students and peers for evaluation purposes. Data was 

collected to record perceptions in both the ideal teacher evaluation system and in the 

respondents' present school district. Lastly, demographic variables were analyzed to 

determine their impact on perceptions. The data were collected from 159 elementary 

school teachers and their 11 principals using a survey. The 11 selected schools were 

from a selected county in Arizona. Data collection occurred during March and April 

of 1995. 

The demographic information of the study participants demonstrated 

comparable characteristics for both groups. The majority of teachers were female 

(85.5%), and between 30 and 49 years old (69.1%). One half of the teachers (50.3%) 

had earned a Master's Degree and 52.2% had been in their current positions from one 

to 10 years. The majority of principals was also female (63.6%), and between 30 and 

49 years old (81.9%). All but one (90.9%) had earned a Master's Degree and had 

been in their current position from one to 10 years. 
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The study was organized around seven research questions. Statistical analyses 

included both the t-test and ANOV A. Significant differences were found in four areas: 

teachers' perception of their participation in the development of evaluation procedures, 

teachers' confidence in the competence of their evaluators, teachers' and principals' 

perceptions for including opinions from students and peers, and both teachers' and 

principals' total ideal perceptions versus total real perceptions. Demographic variables 

were not found to have any significant influence on perceptions of either teachers or 

principals concerning teacher evaluation. The findings revealed surprising similarities 

of opinions and attitudes between the elementary teachers and principals who 

participated in this study. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this study was to gather and analyze data from six school 

districts in a selected county of Arizona regarding the perceptions of elementary school 

teachers and principals toward teacher evaluation. A survey was designed and 

administered that collected data concerning what they perceived ideal evaluation 

practices to be as well as perceptions about their current school district's evaluation 

system. The researcher hoped to determine whether any validity could be given to 

Sergiovanni's claim that " ... evaluation systems don't matter a nickel. They are one 

of the biggest wastes of time in the world ... "(in Brandt, 1992, pp. 48-49). 

This chapter includes discussions on the significant findings of the study, 

conclusions drawn from these findings, and recommendations for future research. 

Significant Findings 

The following significant findings were drawn from this study: 

1. Teachers and principals agreed with each other's perceptions of 

accountability as a primary purpose of teacher evaluation. This 

agreement extended to both perceptions of ideal practices and their own 

present evaluation systems. Sharp contrasts were noted when teachers' 

ideal accountability mean was compared to teachers' real accountability 

mean and when principals' ideal accountability mean was compared to 
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the principals' real accountability mean. Survey items on the 

accountability scale were consistently valued higher by both teachers 

and principals in their perception of ideal practices than in their 

perception of their school district. Both teachers and principals are 

expecting more accountability from their evaluation procedures than 

they currently have. 

2. Teachers and principals were also in agreement regarding professional 

development as a purpose of teacher evaluation. Again, no significant 

differences were found when comparing teachers' and principals' 

perceptions of ideal practices of professional development or when 

comparing perceptions of professional development in present practice. 

Discrepancies did lie in the contrasted mean responses within the 

teacher group and principal group on the professional development 

scale. Repeatedly, teachers and principals tended to agree with one 

another within the ideal and real categories and expected more 

professional development from evaluation than currently available. 

3. There was a statistically significant difference between teachers' ideal 

perception of their involvement in the development of evaluation 

procedures and their perception of the amount of involvement they have 

in their school district. Specifically, teachers were nearly three times as 
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likely to report involvement in the ideal than in their present district. 

This fin'ding is consistent with the relevant literature. 

4. There was no statistically significant difference found in the overall 

satisfaction of teachers and principals with the evaluation procedures in 

place in their district. The mean responses of each group did, however, 

represent the majority of responses to be between Undecided and Agree. 

It appears from this finding that room for improvement remains. 

5. A statistically significant difference was found between teachers' 

perceived ideal confidence in their evaluator's competence and their 

current level of confidence. Their perception of what ought to be was 

considerably higher than their perception of what is reality for their 

present situation. 

6. Statistically significant differences were also found in the perceptions of 

both teachers and principals regarding the inclusion of feedback from 

students and peers on teacher evaluation. The two groups again agreed 

closely with each other about what ought to be and what is. The 

significant differences were noted when teachers' and principals' ideal 

and real perceptions were compared within groups rather than between 

groups. 

7. Significant differences were found between total ideal responses and 

total real responses of both teachers and principals. Specifically, 
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teachers and principals perceived their current evaluation procedures less 

favorably than their perceived ideal practices. Overall, the perceptions 

of both groups support considerable "beefing up" of evaluation 

procedures and practices. 

8. Demographic variables had no significant influence on the perceptions 

of either teachers or principals with specific regard to teacher 

evaluation. Neither age, gender, level of education, nor number of years 

in a current position were found to bias perceptions of teachers or 

principals. 

Conclusions 

Generally speaking, the teacher and principal participants in this study did not 

represent opposing forces on the topics and issues of teacher evaluation. Their 

concerns reflected those discussed in the literature but as advocates for change. The 

participants of this study appear ready to expand the meaning of evaluation to involve 

judgments of teaching that are less fixed, more personal, and embedded in a particular 

context or situation. Their survey responses urge a teacher evaluation system that 

confirms both quality control and professional development. The following 

conclusions were made: 

1. Aspects of accountability and professional growth are important to 

teacher evaluation systems. Teachers and principals see an increased 

role for both accountability and professional development in the 
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evaluation process. Summative performance evaluation is not contrary 

to professional development. The respondents to this research study 

perceive them to be complements of each other. Both depict the 

realities of schooling and learning. As recognized by researchers in the 

field, it is the professional development factors that are most likely to 

influence the quality of classroom teaching. Alternative methods of 

evaluation offer the most appropriate and practical solution to the 

problem of mixing formative and summative evaluation procedures. 

Districts reluctant to provide these goal-setting plans are advised to pay 

close attention to the comments about similar plans available to 

participants in this study. Both teachers and principals report these 

alternative evaluation plans promote risk-taking, professionalism, and 

respect for the individual growth needs of the teacher. 

2. Teachers continue to struggle to be included in the design and 

development of the evaluation procedures to which they are subjected. 

Shared decision-making policies must be broadened to include all 

teachers at this level. Without tangible, meaningful communication to 

all staff pursuant to teacher evaluation reviews and revisions, it becomes 

understandable that teachers as a group will not perceive themselves as 

being involved. Efforts to understand and accommodate divergent 

views are essential to the process. Including options for peer feedback 



79 

or review would also safeguard teacher involvement and responsibility 

for the process. 

3. The level of teachers' confidence in the competency of their evaluators 

persists as a significant problem in teacher evaluation. Cooperative and 

collaborative goal-setting models of evaluation seem to restore the 

degree of trust valued by teachers in the evaluation process. They also 

greatly diminish the chances of a "dog and pony" show. Teachers in 

this study expressed resentment of practices that allowed weak or poor 

colleagues to get by on the merit of one observation. In situations 

where checklists and rating scales prevail, evaluators extend credibility 

both to themselves and the evaluation system by receiving the necessary 

training to appropriately use the required instrument. 

4. Contrary to the literature reviewed earlier in this study, teachers and 

principals appear to be shifting their attitudes about including evaluation 

feedback from students and peers. Commercially developed instruments 

appropriate for student feedback are available or teachers and 

administrators could jointly develop one tailored specifically to their 

district's needs. Peer review procedures are well documented in other 

professions. But, like their expectation of administrator evaluators, 

teachers must feel confident in the competence of peer evaluators. 
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Training is integral to gaining inter-rater reliability and the success of 

such evaluation practices. 

5. There was consensus between teachers and principals on the study's 

topics of evaluation. That problems remain is evident. That both 

groups indicate room for changes to more closely match their 

perceptions of what evaluation ought to be is apparent. The fact that 

there is strong agreement between the two groups is doubtless the single 

most important factor in resolving these problems and discrepancies. 

The repeated demonstrations of agreement also imply environments 

within these schools and districts conducive to teamwork and learning. 

It follows that students benefit in such positive cultures. Little evidence 

is derived from this study to validate that teacher evaluation is a waste 

of time. If anything, more time spent on evaluation processes is the 

request of teachers and principals. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

Based upon the findings of this study and the review of literature on teacher 

evaluation, further research is suggested. 

1. Given the opportunity to examine a broader audience, greater divergence 

of opinions may be uncovered. The study could be expanded to include 

a larger region or an entire state. 
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2. Analyze the perceptions of secondary school teachers and principals or 

special area teachers (counselors, special education, physical education) 

to determine if similar findings are applicable. 

3. Conduct follow-up interviews to survey responses to gain further insight 

into perceptions and practices of teacher evaluation. Case studies of 

teachers at various stages of their careers may provide valuable 

information regarding motivational factors for professional development 

as well as organizational supports and barriers to their continual 

development. 

4. Explore directions to reduce discrepancies in ideal versus real 

perceptions of teacher evaluation procedures and increase overall 

satisfaction for everyone involved. Immediate attention could be given 

to designing and implementing plans that accommodate the inclusion of 

feedback and opinions from parties other than the principal. (See 

Appendix F for a proposed model of teacher evaluation that includes a 

formal peer review component.) 
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APPENDIX A 

SURVEY ON TEACHER EVALUATION 



SURVEY ON TEACHER EVALUATION 

PART I 

Directions: Listed below you will fmd a series of statements about the purposes and practices of teacher evaluation. 
Circle the letter of the response on the LEFT to indicate what should be the case IN THE IDEAL. Circle the letter 
of the response on the RIGHT to indicate what is the case, as you understand it, IN YOUR SCHOOL DISTRICf. 
Use the following scale for your resp.onses: 

Strongly Agree = SA Agree = A Undecided = U Disagree = D Strongly Disagree = SD 

IN THE IDEAL TEACHER EVALUATION ...... IN MY SCHOOL 
DISTRICI' 

SA A U D SD 1. ••• emphasizes the professional growth of the teacher. SA A U D SD 

SA A U D SD 2. ... provides data for retention and dismissal decisions. SA A U D SD 

SA A U D SD 3. ... provides for the sharing of ideas between the teacher and the evaluator. SA A U D SD 

SA A U D SD 4. ... provides data for salary decisions SA A U D SD 

SA A U D SD 5. ... provides the teacher with useful suggestions for improvement SA A U D SD 

SA A U D SD 6. ... provides documentation for inappropriatefmelfective teacher behavior. SA A U D SD 

SA A U D SD 7. .. .helps the teacher improve instIUction. SA A U D SD 

SA A U D SD 8. ... includes the use of student achievement data. SA A U D SD 

SA A U D SD 9. ... provides information primarily for the use of the teacher. SA A U D SD 

SA A U D SD 10. ... assures the community that its teachers are competent SA A U D SD 

SA A U D SD II. ... promotes a relationship of trust between the teacher and the SA A U D SD 
evaluator . 

SA A U D SD 12. ... provides information primarily for the use of school officials. SA A U D SD 

SA A U D SD 13. ... includes altemative systems for teachers at various stages of their career. SA A U D SD 
co 
LV 



SA A U D SD 14. 

SA A U D SD 15. 

SA A U D SD 16. 

SA A U D SD 17. 

SA A U D SD 18. 

SA A U D SD 19. 

20. 

... includes feedback from students. SA A 

... procedures are developed cooperatively by teachers and administrators. SA A 

... includes feedback from peers. SA A 

... procedures are used consistently in all the buildings in the diruicl SA A 

... is linked to professional development. SA A 

... is conducted by competent evaluators. SA A 

I am satisfied with the teacher evaluation procedures in my school SA A 

U D 

U D 

U D 

U D 

U D 

U D 

U D 

SD 

SD 

SD 

SD 

SD 

SD 

SD 

ex> 
~ 



SURVEY ON TEACHER EVALUATION - Page 2 

PARTll 

Directions: Please respond to the following three questions. 
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21. What teacher evaluation procedures are in your district? Please circle all that 

apply. 

1. Checklist only 

2. Checklist with narrative 

3. Narrative only 

4. Alternative evaluation system (please describe briefly) 

22. Please comment on the strengths of your district's teacher evaluation system. 

23. How would you improve your district's teacher evaluation system? 



SURVEY ON TEACHER EVALUATION - Page 3 

PARTm 

Directions: Circle the NUMBER of the appropriate response. 

24. 

26. 

Current Position 

1. Teacher 

2. Principal 

Total years in current position 

l. less than 1 year 

2. 1-5 years 

3. 6-10 years 

4. 11-15 years 

5. 16-20 years 
6. 20 or more years 

28. Highest Level of Education 

1. Bachelor's Degree 

2. Master's Degree 

3. Doctorate 

30. Teachers, do you receive a 
formal evaluation each year? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

25. 

27. 

29. 

31. 

Gender 

l. Female 

2. Male 

Age 

l. 20-29 

2. 30-39 

3. 40-49 

4. 50-59 

5. 60 or older 

The student 
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enrollment of my 

school is 

1. less than 400 

2. 400-600 

3. 600-800 

4. 800-1000 

5. more than 1000 

Principals, do you 
formally evaluate 

every certified 

teacher 

each year? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COOPERA TIONII 
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APPENDIX B 

PERMISSION TO USE SURVEY INSTRUMENT 



Shrewsbury Public Schools 
100 Maple Avenue I Shrewsbury, Massachusetts 01545 508-845-5721 

ADtbony J. Dent, Ed.D. 
Superintendent 

October 12, 1994 

Debbie Schreiner, Principal 
Laguna Elementary School 
5001 North Shannon Road 
Tucson, Arizona 85705 

Dear Debbie: 

Caroline E. Tripp, Ed.D. 
Ani.t.nt Superintendent 

(FAX) 508-841-4899 

Peter M. Rock 
8",lne .. Manager 

I have received your letter requesting permission to use the survey from 
my doctoral dissertation. 

Please allow this note to serve as my approval of your request. You may 
use the entire surveyor any of its sections. 

Good luck in your research and don't hesitate to call if I can be of further 
assistance to you. 

Sincerely, 

O~~ 
Anthony J. Bent, Ed.D. 
Superintendent of Schools 

AJB/jh 
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March, 1995 

Dear Fellow Educator, 

The attached questionnaire has been designed specifically to gather data for my 
doctoral study being conducted through the University of Arizona entitled, "Teacher 
Evaluation: Perceptions of Elementary School Teachers and Principals." The purpose 
of my research is to examine the perceptions of elementary school teachers and 
principals regarding the practice of teacher evaluation. 

Your responses as a primary participant in the evaluation process are very important. 
This questionnaire has been tested and revised to obtain the necessary data while 
requiring a minimum of your time (approximately 12 minutes). Although you are 
under no obligation to participate, your cooperation is very much appreciated and will 
benefit effective teacher evaluation processes. 

No attempt whatsoever will be made to assign any identification to the returned 
questionnaires. The information collected will not be used in any way to identify 
respondents, their schools, or districts. All data will be reported as group data and 
information will remain anonymous and confidential. 

If you have any questions concerning this research study, please call me at 690-2361. 
The results of the study will be made available to you if requested. Again, thank you 
for your cooperation and professional courtesy. 

Sincerely, 

Debbie Schreiner 
Doctoral Candidate 
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21. #2 

Teachers' Comments To Open-ended 
Survey Questions 21, 22, and 23 

(Typed as Written) 

22. Our checklist is a comprehensive list of teacher competencies. 
23. I am satisfied with our evaluation system. 
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21. Each teacher meets with principal at beginning of year to decide on what area 
of their teaching they would like to improve or try something new. We meet 
in small groups to discuss what welre doing, how, & to get suggestions from 
peers. 

22. I feel the alternative evaluation system offers a chance to direct attention to an 
area selected by the teacher. I really like that. It seems very professional. 

23. 

21. #1, #2, and #3 
22. Evaluation is private between principal and teacher. 
23. Are principals qualified to evaluate? Do they know what to look for? Do 

personality conflicts have a negative/positive impact on the quality of the 
evaluation. 

21. #2 
22. Itls done annually and in a timely manner. 
23. There should be consistency through the district. At present time there is not. 

Student test scores should not be part of an evaluation! They can be in our 
district. 

21. #2 
22. 
23. Education is a gray profession filled with many philosophies which interferes in 

every evaluation. How can one effectively evaluate another without one's own 
prejudices and biases coloring an evaluation that is very subjective? 

21. #1 and #2 
22. I would like to have our District give our principals more time to be in each 

class. The principal needs to be in our room often in a casual, involved with 
student activities. They need to be actively involved to be a part of our 
environment. Not just in and out and stressed out by District demands. 

23. Give our principals more time to enjoy their staff and students while directly 
involved in the class situation. 
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21. #2 
22. I donlt feel the evaluation system is very effective at all. 
23. Make it a collaborative effort between teachers and administrators in designing 

it. Make it meaningful for teacher improvement. 

21. #2 
22. It provides an area for evaluation strengths and weakness in narrative form. 
23. To be more descriptive in their checklist area. Requirement of a more detailed 

narrative. 

21. #2 
22. 
23. Evaluation questions should be made up by a variety of people from the 

community, not only administrators. 

21. #2 
22. When used properly it is a good chance to discuss strengths & weaknesses of 

the teacher. 
23. Make it more specific. More narrative. 

21. #1 and #2 
22. 
23. I think teachers, administrators, and parents should form a list of evaluation 

(check)list. The evaluation should be discussed with the teacher and areas of 
improvement. 

21. #2 
22. The teacher-principal relationship is a factor that I feel is important in my 

evaluation. Since our evaluation is based on observation only, I feel it is 
important that each principal can put the teachers at ease when evaluating. 
This sets up a genuine situation, not contrived because itls evaluation time. 

23. I feel satisfied with our present system as long as I am trustful that my 
principal is my advocate. 

21. #2 
22. Poor 
23. New one (relevant) 

21. #2 
22. That an oral review follows. 
23. Make it less threatening and more of a professional growth tool. 



94 

21. #2 
22. The checklist is well organized and measures the areas a teacher should be 

evaluated in. 
23. The district should give the teachers a yearly list of things that they will be 

looking for in the classroom and in teaching. With these changing times 
teachers should be updated on what is expected of them. 

21. #2 
22. On site evaluation. Positive feedback and suggestions. 
23. Have evaluator knowledgeable in field being evaluated. 

21. #1 
22. Done on a yearly basis. Has some criteria for actual job description. 
23. I would totally revamp it to make it more documentary. 

21. #2 
22. This process offers the 2 professionals another opportunity to evaluate their 

goals and objectives. Professional achievement can be charted and is easily 
visible on the tool. 

23. Include a grade level colleague in on the evaluation. 

21. #2 
22. simple format 
23. Provide feedback that encourages continued growth. 

21. #2 
22. 
23. All professionals should seek channels of improvement. Specific 

recommendations should be discussed Before evaluation and assessments 
should be made at various time, with feedback. Evaluation process should be 
summative, not a one time, one observation review. 

21. #2 
22. It's OK but a bit nervewracking. 
23. Rather than a once a year evaluation, several smaller evaluations involving 

teachers being observed announced and unannounced. Once a year is too 
formal and I worry about it too much, even though I know all will be fine. 
The setting on evaluation is usually artificial. 
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21. #2 
22. I like the AlB system (average or beyond). Basically, you meet the standard 

with quality, or you don't. I really appreciate the narrative and both formal and 
informal evaluations. 

23. Teachers need to fill out their own evaluation/reflections. We always ask 
students to evaluate themselves. Why not us? Students and peers. I'm still 
unsure of. You don't want popularity contests. 

21. #2 
22. Usually highlights strengths and validates efforts. 
23. Some examination of student achievement through portfolio. 

21. #2 
22. It's done only 1 x a year for part-time teachers. 
23. 

21. #2 
22. Allows feedback and dialogue between tchr. and principal. 
23. Eliminate formal eval. where a specific time is set. I would prefer the 

evaluator just pop in several times unannounced to get a more accurate picture 
of tching ability. 

21. #2 
22. 
23. Look at students' achievement. 

21. #2 
22. Covers many aspects of a lesson/room atmosphere, etc. 
23. Listen to teacher's perspective on areas for growth & support through 

observations and feedback. 

21. #2 
22. 
23. Use student outcomes and portfolios. 

21. #2 
22. I really like the narrative assessment with our checklist. I also like the post

conference before the evaluation is typed up. 
23. I would like to see a self-evaluation by the teacher about the evaluation. 
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21. #2 
22. The strength and areas of growth are included. Much detail is put into 

narrative comments--which helps me improve my discipline. Evaluator makes 
the process a positive learning exchange of ideas. 

23. At this time I see nothing to improve. 

21. #2 
22. Ideas are shared, suggestions for change or improvement are given, it is given 

by the principal and the career ladder staff. 
23. They would be unplanned--anyone can teach a lesson for 1 hour. There would 

be consistency throughout the district. 

21. #2 
22. Teacher developed. Specific to classroom improvement. Clear. 
23. Timelines for component 4 wrong 

21. #2, #3, and #4 
22. Our district's teacher evaluation system seems to depend greatly on the 

administrator giving the observation. This allows the administrator some 
flexibility on what they feel most comfortable with. I appreciate having the 
opportunity to give feedback and/or explanation concerning the observation. 

23. 

21. #2 and #4 
I am unfamiliar with the alternative system--this is my first year in a new 
district. 

22. Could be very good if used more extensively (see below) and if specifics were 
included in the narrative. 

23. Require evaluator to write something in the narrative portion of the evaluation 
form. My evaluator for this year has merely checked the checklist portion 
only, and verbally said, "You're doing a good job." This is a very generic 
approach to evaluation and does not help me to grow or improve. I want to 
know what, specifically, I am doing that is good, and I want suggestions of 
ways to improve--or at least what I might also try as an alternative. 

21. #2 
22. The areas that are covered are relevant to teaching and are specific enough to 

work on and improve. 
23. 
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21. #2 
22. Mentor program (another teacher also evaluates first two years). 
23. I know different schools' evaluators are much better than others. How could 

principals be more accountable for their teachers. 

21. #2 
22. I appreciate the written narrative. It gives great feedback. 
23. 

21. #2 and #4 
Teacher may choose competency based. 

22. Broad spectrum of areas covered. 
23. Some evaluators don't observe enough really to know. 

21. #2 
22. Depends on the administrator in your building. 
23. Positive support--concrete ideas for improvement. 

21. #3 
22. I am a first year teacher and have only been evaluated twice. However, I think 

it would help if more "positives" would be brought out in the evaluation. 
23. In my limited experiene, I have little to say. 

21. #2 
22. There are many areas of evaluation. It provides a part for a narrative. It 

provides a not-applicable for items that do not apply. The teacher fills one out, 
the principal fills one out. 

23. I would like the terms changed. The term effective doesn't convey as positive 
an impression as other words. 

21. #4 
Checklist, narrative, professional/personal growth plan 

22. Self-evaluation--meeting with administrator to discuss the evaluation. 
23. Removal of certain items in conflict with other laws/regulations--such as 

displaying student work on evaluation conflicts with OSHA regulation that only 
20% of wall space covered by "paper" or displays 

21. #1 and #2 
22. Calls for observations of continuing teachers (2), and 4 for new teachers (less 

than 3 years). Growth plan causes one to look at what new ideas need to be 
tried, or what areas need to be strengthened. 

23. Have at least one observation a drop-in and one announced. 
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21. #2 
22. Could be improved. May not cover all areas that are a daily part of a teacher 

day. 
23. Not sure at this time. 

21. #2 
22. Provides for many areas of instruction and professionalism. 
23. More feedback--monitoring--mentoring for successful instructional methods. 

Development, etc. 

21. #3 
22. Provides 15-30 minutes a year for teacher/principal contact time. 
23. Have principal free to roam around the school & visit informally all 

classrooms. 

21. #2 
22. Feedback for personal growth and improvement. 
23. I am satisfied with it. 

21. #2 
22. It is not as complicated or complex as other districts I've been in. 
23. 

21. #2 and #4 
Career ladder evaluation and clinical supervision 

22. 
23. I would like my administrator to be more visible in my classroom. 

21. #2 
22. 
23. Principal comes in more often to have many observations for final eval, rather 

than principal comming in to see a "horse and pony" show! 

21. #2 
Career ladder for those teachers in career ladder program. 

22. Due process for appeals. 
23. More informal, yet more practical. 

21. #2 
22. Helpful evaluation to strengthen my teaching style. 
23. More written feedback. 
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21. #2 
22. Ubh .. .It is only my first year ... 
23. Ditto 

21. #2 
22. None 
23. Evaluation steps of terms need to be changed 

21. #2 
22. Helpful comments with positive feedback. 
23. Should be geared to help with suggestions and positive feedback. Currently it 

is used more as competent vs incompetent scale. 

21. #2 
22. Designed to improve performance 
23. 

21. #2 
22. As a new teacher, I liked having my evaluator observe me on a number of 

occasions, and in a number of different teaching environments. 
23. I would like to know how I rank among teachers in my same situation. 

21. #2 
22. You are evaluated a number of times. The evaluator meets and conferences 

with you immediately (or soon after) each observation. The evaluator scripts 
the observation and has very specific feedback for the teacher. 

23. I wouldn't, except that I don't think teachers should be "docked" $500 for each 
target they receive. 

21. #2 
22. It is very thorough! You know exactly how you're doing I 
23. Somehow make it less stressful on the teachers--princip~s come in daily to 

observe and/or script--maybe not so often or not as much scripting would make 
it not as stressful! Input from kids and parents would also be valuable. 

21. #2 
22. None--it's too extensive--teachers under evaluation lose sleep--is that evaluating 

their abilities, or their resistance to stress I ? 
23. Has to be more than the few isolated visits--anyone can put on a show when 

necessary. 
Make peers the evaluators--not the principals--so it's not linked so tightly with 
salaries, etc. 
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Focus should be on growthlbetter learning environment for kids--not on making 
the highest pay raise. 

21. #2 
22. Allows time for discussion wi principal which isn't always there otherwise. 
23. Less teacher-intensive time. 

21. #2 
22. The evaluator makes several visits to the classroom to get a well-rounded view 

of the teacher. I have had very positive experiences with my school's 
evaluation process. 

23. 

21. #2 
22. We get feedback immediately after being observed. 

The process is over a period of 1-3 weeks. we get observed several times in 
various subjects and groupings (whole group-small group). 
Principal is excellent at giving positive feedback and helpful criticism. 

23. I would not tie it to salary raises. All teachers work just as hard--whether they 
have a target or notl The salary is low enough without being penalized for a 
target. 

21. #2 
22. Includes lots of sharing between teacher-evaluator. Looks at many possible 

ways to improve. Looks at growth more than punitive. 
23. Include more worksheets for self-evaluation--then use this at conferences also 

for reflection. 

21. #2 
22. In addition to the evaluation positive feedback and helpful ideas are provided. 
23. 

21. #2 
It focuses on professionalism. discipline. & organizational skills. Categories 
are rated and necessary comments provided. 

22. Helpful and designed to improve effectiveness. 
23. 

21. #2 
22. The system is developed around the Madeline Hunter Model. I enjoy the fact 

that there is not a mystery as to what the evaluator is looking for in the lesson. 
This makes it a little less stressful at evaluation time. 

., 
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23. Good question I I wish I could help youl 

21. #2 and #4 
Teachers select an improvement area and the plan to meet that goal. 

22. Flexibility for teachers to pick type of evaluation. 
23. Provide more release time for peer observation and evaluation. 

21. #2 and #4 
Working on a goal to be accomplished by the end of the school year. meet 3-4 
times per year as a group (other teachers and principal) to share info about 
goal. 

22. There are two evaluation systems. All new teachers must be on the #2 (above). 
Other teachers may choose the #4 (above). I like having the choice of two 
systems. Also the #4 is not a laundry list of "goods" & "improvements". It is 
more of an incentive to set goals for your class. 

23. I am happy with it overall. 

21. #2 and #4 
22. I think evaluations are only as good evaluator, so there can be many 

inconsistencies. 
23. I do believe our district really does try to be accommodating. After you 

become a tenured teacher you have a choice of evaluation which is a nice idea. 
Stress free would be nice but I guess that wouldn't be acceptable. 

21. #2 and #4 
Teacher and evaluator pick a goal and teacher documents progress toward that 
goal. 

22. It is explained in detail what will be expected. They do what they say they 
will do. Follow through. 

23. More informals for new teachers. 

21. #2 and #4 
Goal setting 

22. It is thorough. Checks only EEl kinds of teaching. 
23. I like the alternative plan of goal setting. Should not be done in one setting. 

Should be observed over a long period of time. Every time the evaluator 
comes through would be noted if certain things are observed. Not just a one 
time shot. 
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21. #4 
Choose area of improvement/focus. Discuss achievements/shortfalls with 
evaluator and peers. 

22. Makes us feel more like professionals. The old system (checklists with Xs, Is 
can be stressful and offensive). 

23. Allow all teachers to be on alternative system. 

21. #2, #3, and #4 
Track A and B depending on how many years on the alt. system. Teacher sets 
own goals and meets with peers and admin. 

22. The alt. track allows for experienced teachers to be IIprofessional ll in selecting 
their goals and working on a specific target. 

23. Make it as stressfree as possible. 

21. #2 and #4 
I don't know enough about it to explain. 

22. I think that our evaluation system is good in that it holds teachers very 
accountable. Evaluation happens all year long and not just once a year. 

23. I would make it more uniform, more fair and less intimidating. It is very 
demoralizing at the current time. Peer teachers & students should be involved. 

21. #2 
22. The evaluator is fair and his comments are constructive. The evaluator focuses 

on the positive & makes the teacher comfortable w/ the evaluation. 
23. Drop in evaluations should be less stringent than scheduled observations. It is 

unrealistic to expect all lessons to follow a desired format. 

21. #2 and #4 
Tracks A,B, and C (for tenured teachers). 1st year develop or implement a 
project in class and meet w/ peers & principal 2 or 4 times plus principal 
observes. 2nd year principal observes and meets w/ teacher. 

22. I believe the alternative evaluation provides the teachers w/ peer input, 
principal responds and reflects w/ teacher, professional treatment. 

23. I believe that the alternative eval. is very good--I wouldn't change anything. 

21. #2 
22. The expectations of the teacher are written out directly so you know your 

strengths and weaknesses. 
23. It would be nice to feel like I could respond to an evaluation with (out) fear or 

penalty of my words or thoughts coming back to haunt me. 
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21. #2 and #4 
Special projects to help in student achievement. 

22. Alternative gives choice to teachers. 
23. It would be nice to be able to feel free to comment about your evaluation. 

There is no room for response. You sign it or else. 
Another weakness is that poor teachers can get by simply by II getting it 
together" with a flashy lesson once a year, or once every 2 years. 

21. #2 and #4 
Teacher chooses goal(s) and maps out plan to meet them with administer. 
Group meetings held to discuss progress--perhaps work out bugs. Individual 
mtgs held. Narrative report-end by eval or checklist and narrative on off years. 

22. Alternative eval room for growth. Frees up people from IIbasicsll and allows 
them to move on. 

23. More dialogue--Iess checklist/narrative on regular evaluation. 

21. #2 and #4 
Teacher chooses area to concentrate on for the year. Teachers get together to 
discuss individual areas. Principal visits during activities & writes a narrative 
each year. 

22. Teachers able to choose an area to work on. 
23. At this point I'm quite comfortable with the alternative eval. 

21. #2 and #4 
Teacher meets w/ administrator to set a specific curriculum goal for the 
semester or year, etc. Meetings are held throughout duration of IIplan ll , & 
outcome is discussed w/ administrator & peers. 

22. The alternative evaluation system doesn't have to be a IIdog & ponyll show. 
You set a goal & develop a plan to achievew that goal. 

23. Teacher involvement. Shouldn't be the old I-day performance. Year-long 
performance should be taken into account. 

21. #2 and #4 
22. Workshops, coaching & support systems in place before evaluation. Variety of 

evaluations. 
23. Teacher input on checklist. 

21. #2 (#4) 
Teacher picks an area of growth works for two years on that growth. Meets 
informally with administrator to discuss growth process. This process done 
after teacher has proven continued satisfactory performance on 
checklist/narrative evaluation. 
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22. A model for others. A strong system that encourages growth with close & 
frequent monitoring. 

23. Not as many evaluations for 1st year teacher. Not as much pressure on 1st 
year teachers. 

21. #2 and #4 
22. Promotes professional growth. 
23. Attach monetary rewards for the highest ratings of classroom performance. 

21. #2 
22. There is an alternative evaluation system in place. 
23. I would give more direct, specific feedback to teachers. 

21. #2 
22. It provides positive feedback and suggests ways to improve. 
23. I believe the evaluators should be rotated, so that they can spend time in the 

classroom as a teacher. This may help them to stay in touch with what goes 
on in the classroom. 

21. #2 (#4) 
Teachers can write a short goal & a plan to achieve that goal. The other is a 
short checklist. 

22. It gives people a chance to do other systems of evaluations & not be treated 
like a new teacher 15 years into the profession. 

23. 

21. #2 
22. Feel it allows evaluator to communicate your strengths and ideas for 

refinements. 
23. Would ask for more actual colleague observation and evaluation. 

21. #2 
22. The evaluation system used focuses on all areas of work that a teacher 

performs. This happens alot, I think it's beneficial because a teacher will 
remain focused on teaching. 

23. 

21. #2 
22. We have a chance to go over plus receive a copy of our evaluation. You can 

request more evaluations on your own, so you get feedback from the principal 
and peer teachers. 
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23. Unknown I I do feel the merit pay for career ladder is an unfair practice. 
Teachers should be paid for their positions whether in career ladder or not. 

21. #2 
22. The principal goes through each section carefully & is able to support her 

marks on the evaluation. 
23. Nothing, it's fine. 

21. #1, #2, #3, and #4 
Tracks allow teachers to pick goals & work on them. Career ladder is an 
alternative & has levels. 

22. Has pre/post. Allows conversation. 
23. Doesn't encourage risk--Perhaps it should (try new strategies, etc). It can be 

intimidating. Only looks at 1 observation instead of day to day observations. 

21. #2 
22. It is fair. There are no surprises--Because the principal is constantly in the 

classroom. I feel she has the whole picture not just the 45 rilln. evaluation. 
23. none 

21. #4 
Goals set for the year. Mtgs w/ others on plan & w/ evaluator. 

22. Very strong. 
23. I'm satisfied with our system. 

21. #2 
22. It seems to work at our school with our principal--cannot really answer for the 

entire district as principals do have to adhere to the checklist with narrative but 
some principals like our's also include a self-evaluation for her use and mine 
only--(not to the district}. 

23. 

21. #2 
22. Principals and teacher review the evaluation together. 
23. It is workable, as is. 

21. #2 
At our school-every teacher does a self-evaluation which is discussed with 
principal. 

22. It seems to work. 
23. 
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21. #2 Very little narrative--NOT ENOUGH 
I would like something that highlights your strongpoints and weakness. It 
should be a narrative including areas to "reflect" on. 

22. Its fast. (Bubble-in sheets) 
23. Have more contact wi administrator in teaching situations for input on areas of 

improvement. 

21. #2 and #4 
The principal and the teacher agree on what the teacher will be working on 
over a years period. Examp (coop learning) The principal then documents 
examples of what is observed. (Lessons, kids wk. etc) The teacher meets at 
least 2 times during the year. At the beginning & later in year. Teacher logs 
wkshops, lessons, readings, etc. 

22. I like it because I can work on strengthening areas of my choice. I feel as 
though I'm growing professionally. 

23. 

21. #2 and #4 
Haven't used them. 

22. Fair & comprehensive. 
23. 

21. #2 
22. Teachers are to attend a post conference in which the actual evaluation is 

discussed. The variety of categories in which a teacher may be observed 
covers quite a spectrum. 

23. I've only had one (it was so positive) it's difficult to answer this question. 

21. #2 and #4 
22. It is consistent with staff development. Expectations are clear. 
23. Take away the unannounced observation. Make it announced. 

21. #2 and #4 
Track A & Track B--alternate each year. 

22. Alternative allows for teachr & principal input--ongoing. 
23. Do away with checklist. 

21. #2, #3, and #4 
"Proj ect-based", self-improvement project 

22. 3 separate ones~ not one set evaluation form for 1 st year teacher and 20 yr. 
veteran 

23. ? 



21. #2 
22. Identifies strengths and weaknesses. Offers ideas for improvement. 
23. 

21. #2, #3, and #4 
I know itls available but I am not at that level yet. 

22. The system allows for a lot of teacher growth with observations by 
administrators and peers. 

23. More time to observe peers. 

21. #2 
22. It helps me stop and reflect on areas I need to improve on. 
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23. Trying different alternatives of evaluation. Not all alternatives open to all. 
Perhaps having feedback from peers, parents? 

21. Pick a goal--Plan to meet this objective and evaluator checks randomly to see if 
goal is being achieved. 

22. Variable. Choices are given. 
23. More teacher feedback. Student feedback. 

21. #2 
22. Do not preset eval time wi lesson set up prior. 
23. Take off the time pressure. Multiple evaluators. 

21. #2 
22. Meeting with evaluator and discuss work. 
23. Undecided. 

21. #2 
22. The principle is aware of teacher performance at all times--not just during 

evaluation. Our evaluation is self monitoring. 
23. All schools would use our forms & principlels evaluation. 

21. #2 
Observation too. 

22. Itls fair & representative. 
23. 

21. #2 very little narrative 
22. The sections available to write in narrative--strengths--areas for goals 
23. More scheduled observation times. Narrative reports after observation. 
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21. #1 and #2 
22. Teachers are able to see their strengths. Positive comments promote further 

incentive for professional growth. 
23. I would like to see teacher evaluation as mostly narrative. Personal growth (ie 

travel, enrichment courses) could be mentioned in order to see the 'whole 
person'. These areas should be promoted. 

21. #2 
22. One on one meeting with administrator after eval. Visit with principal to 

classroom. 
23. More visits. Peer teaching for youngsters just starting out. Peers evaluate 

these youngsters. 

21. #2 
Casual observation 

22. 
23. Make it consistent over all the schools. 

21. #2 
22. It is nonthreatening, but also generic. use of teacher input is included. It gives 

the teacher a place for growth. 
23. A cooperative evaluation that is completed together. 

21. #2 
22. 
23. I feel you need you site administrators evaluation plus an independent evaluator 

not involved in the district (an independent professional) 

21. #2 
22. Quite comprehensive, takes students outcomes into consideration. 
23. Attempt to make it less threatening, record keeping onerous, take into 

consideration the years of dedicated service by veteran teachers and reduce 
instead of increase the levels of expectations. 
I believe the high teacher turnover, and the requests for Leaves of Absence this 
year across the district, are significant reflections of stress teachers are feeling. 
The evaluation process is a major part of this stress. 

21. #2 and #3 
22. The career ladder plan augments the regular evaluation process. 
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23. Other districts I have been in have evaluated teachers more often. It seems to 
me if the district evaluated more frequently they would reduce stress on the 
teacher and also protect themselves as a district better. (After the 1st 3 years, a 
teacher is evaluated every 3 years) 

21. #1 and #2 
22. 
23. Not tie it to salary I Provide constant feedback before an evaluation. Provide 

peer support & feedback for mentoring new people. Have administrators 
understand early childhood. Very threatening experience/Not real situation. 
Dog pony show I 

21. #2 
22. I believe having someone present in your classroom is valuable and important. 

Our system provides opportunity for dialogue about teaching (what you are 
doing right as well as what needs work). 

23. I would have it more often somehow. (maybe wi peers) In our district you 
only need to be evaluated every 4 years after you have tenure. That seems like 
a long time to pass wlout getting input on your teaching. Unfortunately, 
evaluation is equated wi high stress and lots of judgement. I am not sure how 
open a staff might be to such a suggestion. 

21. #2 
22. It is supportive and offers opportunities for improvement. It is flexible as the 

teacher reaches different levels of professional growth. 
23. I believe it should include feedback from students and peers on the teacher's 

abilities to set appropriate individual and group goals for students and 
themselves as learners. I see the current practice of identifying a subject area 
or topic as a focus as meeting the teacher's preferences rather than the learner's 
needs. Learning to identify extraordinary demands of a learner in any learning 
environment and then develop the appropriate modifications to encourage 
success is truly most appropriate to all. 

21. #2 
22. Gives feedback to teachers. 
23. do not include evaluator that has no experience as a teacher -- use real teachers 

to help evaluate rather than only administrators. 

21. all 
22. uses peer mentoring; does provide valuable feedback about the classroom 
23. make career ladder a "true choice" 
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21. In the past our evaluation system has been cumbersome and stressful. It has 
contained every possible aspect of scrutiny and accountability. It's application 
(of dread) was/is very dependent upon the administrator. 

22. provides for various levels; peer coaching; professional growth & development 
is valued 

23. A basic flaw which occurs in a system which ties an evaluation to $ is honesty. 
You don't have the freedom to target areas for improvement without penalty or 
loss of income. An evaluation system needs to be encouraging and a 
celebration of our professional lives. 

21. #2 
22. It certainly is all inclusive of all teaching styles. 
23. Make it more natural -- not have "formal observations" but rather informal 

observations, which would make it less a dog and pony show and more a true 
showing of how one teaches. I believe the evaluators should be in our rooms 
enough so that when foral evaluation is needed, the evaluators will have all the 
information they need (from seeing us teach day to day, over the years). 
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21. #2 and #4 

Principals' Comments To Open-ended 
Survey Questions 21, 22, and 23 

(Typed as Written) 

Goal setting with the teacher. Group focus discussions. Peer feedback. 
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22. Good documentation. Good feedback to teacher. Alternative eval is good for 
professional growth and team interaction. 

23. I am satisfied. 

21. #2 and #4 
Two tracks A & B. Goal setting. Dipstick checklist. 

22. The fact that there are different types for different stages in a teacher's 
development. 

23. Would like to have more time to do an effective job consulting with teachers-
feel as sometimes I'm on such a timeline that I'm going through the motions. 

21. #2 
22. Interaction w/ principal. Uninterrupted time. 
23. Allow for reflection of teacher. 

21. #2 
22. Procedures are consistently administered. 
23. NA 

21. #2 and #4 
Through this year teachers had option of including student test 
scores/achievement as part of evaluation. 

22. Probably strong compared to other districts 
- Yearly review of system by teachers 
- Developed with teachers 
- Administrators have opportunity to give a lot of feedback 

(some don't take it) 
23. Have more time for formative eval. And add a component done by trained 

colleagues for that purpose. 

21. #2 
22. Concise 
23. I believe we need a tiered eval system for new teachers, "veteran" teachers and 

teachers in trouble. 
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21. #2 
Teachers may choose to include data of student achievement, agreed upon 
ahead of time, and base their growth plan in improvement of student 
achievement in a specific area. 

22. Includes a broad base of information, looking at many areas of professional 
life. Also includes a growth/improvement plan component. 

23. I think certain areas, such as Instruction, Motivation, Management, should be 
weighted more heavily than a category like Classroom Environment or even 
Parent Communication. There are also so many descriptors w/in each category 
that it is difficult to give an accurate overall rating for the category. 

21. #2 
A new pilot is developed but was approved too late to use this year. Gives the 
principal the option to focus on student achievement with experienced teachers 
rather than a checklist of skills with a narrative. 

22. It is comprehensive. Strong emphasis on the narrative. 
23. add alternative plan 

21. #2 
22. Adequate if comment are written with meaningful recommendations 
23. New one appropriate for curriculum and addresses the many functions of 

teacher 

21. #2, #3, and #4 
2 tracks (changes yearly!). 1 track sets goals meet with principal & other 
faculty to share progress in meeting goals. 2nd track--principal observes for 
short periods of time several times a year. 

22. I appreciate that fact welve acknowledged various levels. 
23. Donlt know. 

21. #2 and #4 
After tenure year, 2 Tracks available. Track A -- goal setting, study teams to 
discuss, share. track B -- follows year of A, brief check. 

22. Options for teachers at various stages of their career. 
23. Have more time to do it the right way -- more time to talk, share, learn. 
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A PROPOSED MODEL FOR TEACHER EVALUATION 

The following model for teacher evaluation is based on the philosophy that it is 

both unprofessional and unethical to be a master teacher and disregard the 

inexperience or ineffectiveness of those around you. In other words, it is not enough 

to be good at what you do. You must also devote time and energy to helping those 

around you become just as good. Every teacher and principal must be an unselfish 

mentor to those new to the profession or even to the school. Direct assistance to help 

teachers improve instruction should come from several sources, only one of which is 

the building principal. 

There are four elements to this model: a structured evaluation component for 

teachers who have not reached continuing status, an individual goal-setting plan for 

those teachers who have reached continuing status, a remedial component for 

continuing teachers who for one reason or another fail to meet minimum competencies, 

and self-evaluation. Each element will be discussed below. 

Beginning Teacher Evaluation 

The beginning teacher will have the advantage of a four-member evaluation 

team working with her. The team will consist of three teaching colleagues and the 

building principal. If possible, the colleagues will represent the evaluatee's grade 

level, the previous level, and a succeeding grade level. When necessary or 

appropriate, special area teachers will occupy one or more of these positions. The 

team's responsibility is to provide on-going mentorship and evaluative feedback for the 
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new teacher. Training in clinical supervision, or the district's preferred evaluation 

style, and scripting will be provided to members of each evaluation team as well as 

release time for observation and feedback. A standardized evaluation checklist 

consisting of classroom management, instructional design and delivery, interpersonal, 

and professional competencies will be used to document the process. Narrative 

remarks will be incorporated into the form to justify the coding MeetslExceeds District 

Standards, Some Improvement Needed, or Unsatisfactory. These codes become the 

quantifiable data required when the decision is later made to dismiss or retain the 

teacher. 

Each person on the evaluation team is required to coach and observe the new 

teacher throughout the school year. School resources and consultation are tailored to 

the individual needs of the teacher. Once each semester, a formal observation will 

occur by each team member. These observations will occur within a one week period 

and must be preceded by a preconference to determine the focus of the observation. A 

scheduled postconference must then follow the four observations to discuss the 

analyses of the observations and produce a plan for instructional improvement. It is 

also expected that the evaluation team will maintain an on-going, four-way 

conversation relative to the beginning teacher's progress. These team conversations 

and evaluation forms are used to support the principal's final decision for retention or 

dismissal. Unlike other forms of peer coaching that are viewed as separate procedures 

with separate purposes, this model links every new teacher to a team of experts whose 
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common goal is to strengthen and reinforce her teaching abilities in order to sharpen 

and intensify the collective abilities of the school's entire staff. While the principal 

sustains the ultimate line authority decision for dismissal or retention, an element of 

cross-over creeps in as peers assume some of the responsibility for fmal evaluation. 

The beginning teacher remains on this intensive evaluation level until she earns 

continuing status. It is anticipated that the selection of strategies and goals for 

instructional improvement will become more influenced by the evaluatee as the 

process enters the third year. The team, however, remains committed to encouraging 

professional development with an equally high standard of accountability. 

Continuing Teacher Evaluation 

. Those teachers who have successfully reached continuing status by 

demonstrating minimum competency skills will move to a more collaborative form of 

evaluation. Working individually or in small groups, they will determine their 

professional goals for the year. A plan for accomplishing the goals is drawn up and 

shared with a larger study team whose responsibility it is to support and encourage the 

teacher's goal fulfillment. The principal remains an active participant in this 

intellectual forum for individual and school improvement. Study team meetings are 

held routinely to offer feedback about the teachers' growth plans. Based on the year

end report written by the teacher, she determines whether to continue with the same 

goal for the following school year or select another. 
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The Remedial Track 

Given the intensive coaching and evaluation during the first three years, it is 

unlikely that many teachers will "fall through the cracks" and be unable to consistently 

demonstrate beginning level proficiencies. Nonetheless, provisions must be in place in 

the event it does happen. It must also be recognized that personal difficulties may 

interfere with a teacher's capabilities to carry out professional duties and 

responsibilities at the expected level. Should this occur, steps must be taken to 

counter the problem. The teacher experiencing difficulty would go back for another 

cycle of intensive assistance and evaluation by a four-member team of colleagues and 

the principal. While the team remains encouraging, it is also clear to everyone that 

the teacher either accepts the counsel for improvement and makes the necessary 

changes within the specified timeline or a recommendation is made by the principal 

for termination. Although the remedial track takes on a more directive and controlling 

perspective, the issue of choice prevails, however narrow it may be. 

Self-Evaluation 

Each teacher, regardless of the level of evaluation, will participate in self

analysis and evaluation. A teacher in her first three years on the job will complete the 

same standardized form used by her evaluation team. This self-analysis will become 

part of the postconference discussion. In addition to introducing the act of personal 

reflection at the earliest stages of the teacher's career, self-evaluation has the added 

value of providing the team with a look into the teacher's view of her own competence 
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and confidence. Teachers on the goal-setting track :will incorporate the self-evaluation 

into the final written report documenting progress toward or completion of the goal as 

measured by predetermined criteria. In either case, self-evaluation compels a teacher 

to diagnose her actions and the logic behind them. 

As an added feature to self-evaluation, a principal may ask a teacher to name 

the one teacher on the staff who they most want to emulate and why. This simple 

question causes the teacher to think about the strengths and weaknesses of every other 

teacher and designate one to be worthy of imitation. Without asking teachers to rank 

each other, an act with the capacity to seriously cripple staff morale, this thought 

provoking solicitation can be potentially revealing in a positive manner. Principals 

find out who the teachers themselves see as the top performers at the school. This 

information can then be shared with the top performers as validation of their status 

with their colleagues. It can also provide the principal with a perspective about certain 

teachers that had been previously overlooked. 

This model of teacher evaluation differs primarily in that it requires teachers to 

assume more responsibility for the professional development and accountability of 

their colleagues. Schools or districts that have already established norms of 

participatory decision-making and shared governance will likely accept this notion 

more easily than those schools or districts that operate with a strictly top-down, 

autocratic style of leadership. The possibility it has to enrich the professional lives of 

those involved is cause to thoughtfully contemplate and consider the model. 
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