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ABSTRACT 

This study examines the congruence of teacher 

evaluation practices in the L.C.S. Church Educational System 

with the institutionally stated purposes for which teacher 

evaluation is to be conducted. Specifically, this is a 

qualitative study that utilizes the "grounded theory" 

approach (Glaser; Strauss , 1967) in the analysis of 10 in

depth interviews of Released-time Seminary teachers of the 

L.C.S. Church Educational System. Interviews transcriptions 

of teacher perceptions regarding teacher evaluation 

practices provided the basis for data analysis and 

interpretation. The use of The Ethnograph IV software 

assisted data analysis wherein the researcher identified 

emergent themes and patterns relating to teacher evaluation 

practic2s. Findings suggest that L.C.S. teacher evaluation 

practices are not perceived as congruent with the 

institutionally stated purposes. Findings are presented in 

terms of thematic patterns found to be emergent in the data. 

A theoretical rationale for the CES teacher evaluation 

practices is provided by Max Weber's sociological theory of 

organizational bureacracy. Recommendations regarding 

practice and additional research are included. 
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Few beliefs regarding teacher evaluation are 

universally accepted among educators. Educators generally 

believe that teacher evaluation should contribute to the 

improvement of schooling, however, further agreement 

regarding how and why teacher evaluation should occur is 

another matter (McGreal, 1983). Another belief accepted by 

most educators is that teacher evaluation is one of the most 

challenging aspects of the educational profession. The 

challenge lies in part with the complexity of teaching 

itself. Research in the areas of teacher cognition and 

cognitive psychology suggest that teaching requires a 

complex integration of knowledge about students, subjects, 

and pedagogy (Westerman, 1991). The evaluation of teaching 

is further challenged by the contextual influences that make 

every instructional setting unique. The time needed to 

invest in evaluation of teachers is in short supply due to 

the ever increasing demands placed upon school 

administrators and teachers. These challenges combined 

contribute to the widely held perceptions that despite what 

teacher evaluation is intended to accomplish, in reality, it 

exists to serve a function of bureaucratic control rather 

than to help teachers (Wise,1984). It is no wonder that 

despite the potential to improve practice and improve 
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schooling, teacher evaluation has been viewed by many 

educators as "largely ritualistic and largely a waste of 

time" (McLaughlin, 1990, p.403). Studies of teacher 

evaluation practices several years ago convinced some 

researchers that teacher evaluation systems considered to be 

effective by teachers and administrators were in short 

supply (Wise, Darling-Hammond, McLaughlin, & Bernstein, 

1985) . 

with the ongoing interest in educational reform, the 

topic of teacher evaluation has continued to receive 

attention from policy makers and practitioners. The 

increased focus on teacher evaluation has resulted in a 

closer examination of the purposes to which evaluation can 

and should be directed. Considerable research has 

identified characteristics of effective teacher evaluation 

systems that may provide assistance in the improvement and 

development of teacher evaluation (Brock, 1981; Duke, 1990; 

Iwanicki, 1981, 1982; McGreal, 1983; Wise,et al., 1984). 

As '~,=acher evaluation begins to be recognized for its 

potential to enhance and improve the professional abilities 

of teachers and to positively impact our schools, educators 

need to understand more about "how evaluation affects 

performance, rather than whether or not evaluation will 

affect it" (Darling-Hammond, 1990, p.17). This study 

focuses on the practices of teacher evaluation within the 
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Church Educational System of the Church of Jesus Christ of 

Latter-day Saints and how those practices affect teachers in 

reflecting the purposes for which they are intended. It is 

hoped that this research will provide assistance in the 

continued improvement of teacher evaluation practices within 

the Church Educational System as well as contribute to the 

existing base of knowledge regarding teacher evaluation. 

Background 

The Church Educational System (CES) of the Church of 

Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints currently utilizes the 

efforts of thousands of teachers and administrators in the 

religious education of L.D.S. students in 118 countries of 

the world. The Church Educational System is comprised of a 

limited number of elementary, secondary, and higher 

educational institutions, however, the largest contingency 

of students are enrolled in the Seminaries and Institutes of 

Religion. Seminary classes are provided for secondary 

school age students in released-time, early morning as well 

as home study settings. Institutes of Religion provide 

classes of religious education to young adults ages 18-30 at 

locations adjacent to colleges and universities. This study 

focuses its attention on teacher evaluation among full-time 

teachers and administrators that occupy positions associated 

with Released-time Seminary. 
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The commitment to engender effective teaching is 

regarded as one of the primary objectives of the Church 

Educational System (CES) of the Church of Jesus Christ of 

Latter-day Saints (Teaching the Gospel, 1994). Attempts to 

improve CES teaching have included various means of 

evaluating teaching over many years (Schramm, 1994). Most 

recently, CES has distributed a handbook that delineates 

teacher evaluation philosophy, procedures, and instruments. 

The handbook entitled CES Employee Evaluation was an attempt 

to incorporate the shared values and principles of CES into 

a regularly established system of teacher evaluation. 

Recent concerns from field administrators regarding the lack 

of effectiveness and utility of this teacher evaluation 

package have prompted CES administrators to reexamine its 

teacher evaluation approach. This study is an attempt to 

assist that examination in part by describing how teacher 

evaluation is practiced and experienced by a sample of 

released-time seminary teachers. Further, this study 

examines how teacher evaluation practices reflect or fail to 

reflect the stated purposes for which teacher evaluation is 

to be conducted and provides a theoretical rationale for its 

findings. 
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Focus of Inquiry 

Attempts to improve the process of teacher evaluation 

typically comprise the development, adjustment or addition 

of procedures or instruments designed to measure some aspect 

of teaching (Iwanicki, 1990). Harris (1986, p.36) suggests 

that we are guilty of promoting the myth that "planning for 

teacher evaluation is simply creating a new instrument." 

For the purposes of this study, the definition of successful 

teacher evaluation will be the degree to which the 

procedures and methods of evaluation provide reliable and 

valid data for the stated purposes for which evaluation was 

intended (Darling-Hammond, 1990; McKenna, 1983; 

McGreal,1982). It is the incongruence of purpose and 

practice that renders teacher evaluation ineffective in the 

improvement of teachers and schools (Barber, 1984) . 

Within the Church Educational System, as in other 

school systems, considerable attention has been accorded to 

the designing and implementation of the technical features 

of teacher evaluation (Wilkes, 1994). Recognizing that 

unless those technical features reflect the core values of 

teaching espoused by CES, not only is their utility 

questionable but their usage may be harmful rather than 

helpful. with the creation of instruments and the design of 

procedures intended to standardize evaluation, we perhaps 

fail to recognize the powerful but "unintended consequences" 
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of their use (Natriello, 1990, p.35). "Procedures are not 

neutral" and with every method employed in teacher 

evaluation, something regarding the nature of what teaching 

should be, is communicated (Stodolsky, 1990, p.l75). This 

hidden message found in the procedures we employ has effect 

upon the individual teacher as well as upon the organization 

that shapes perceptions and influences responses. The 

purpose of this study is to examine the practices of teacher 

evaluation in the Church Educational System in light of the 

purposes for which it is intended to serve and the values 

and principles that support a CES view of teaching. 

Teacher Evaluation in the Church Educational System is 

designed to accomplish three purposes outlined in the CES 

Employee Evaluation Handbook under the heading; The Purposes 

of Accountability in CES. 

1. To encourage the personal and professional growth of CES 

personnel by -

a. Clarifying performance standards and expectations. 

b. Improving performance through edifying feedback. 

c. Reinforcing CES values and their application. 

2. To provide administrators and employees with needed 

information for quality placement and career planning by -

a. Identifying the degree to which each employee is 

suited for and satisfied in a CES career. 

b. Assisting the employee in life and career planning. 
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c. Assisting the administration in effective placement 

and utilization of personnel. 

3. To provide records of employee performance as required 

by law to protect the employee and the employer. 

Purpose & Research Questions 

Specifically, this study attempts to understand whether 

teacher evaluation practices are congruent with the first 

two of the three stated purposes: 1) To encourage the 

personal and professional growth of CES personnel and 2) To 

provide administrators and employees with needed information 

for quality placement and career planning. Perhaps more 

importantly, this research seeks to understand and theorize 

why current practices either are or are not congruent with 

stated purposes. Additional issues of this investigation 

are related to this main question of congruency. Some of 

the issues dealt with in this research are addressed in the 

questions that follow: 

• What are the factors that influence the practice of 
teacher evaluation in CES? 

• What are the assumptions that underlie the practice of 
teacher evaluation in CES? 

• What views about the nature of teaching are 
communicated through the process of teacher evaluation? 

• What is the perceived intent and effect of teacher 
evaluation according to teachers? 
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The purpose of tnis investigation has been to expand and 

enlarge this researcher's understanding of teacher 

evaluation practices in CES and provide meaningful insight 

that will be helpful to the ongoing process of teacher, 

administrator, and teacher evaluation improvement. It is 

conjectured that insights provided by this study regarding 

the current practices of CES teacher evaluation may be 

helpful in the determination of future teacher evaluation 

policy and practice. Further, this study asserts that by 

clarifying the effects of teacher evaluation practices, CES 

will be better equipped to align values, policy and 

procedures with its practice. It is likewise asserted that 

this study will serve to advance the general understanding 

of the influence of certain teacher evaluation practices 

upon teachers. 

Assumptions underlying the Research 

Critical to the understanding of any research endeavor 

is an appreciation of the assumptions that the researcher 

brings to the experience. The following represent an 

acknowledgment of the assumptions, biases, and context in 

which this research has occurred. 

1) It is assumed by this researcher that the methodological 

approach unci~rtaken in this study is appropriate to the 

focus of inquiry. 

2) It is assumed that the selection of teachers sampled and 



the information derived therefrom has provided meaningful 

and valid data from which to work. 
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3) It is acknowledged that the researcher is a full-time 

employee of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints 

Church Educational System and is currently associated with 

efforts involving the design of a new system of teacher 

evaluation. 

4) It is acknowledged that the researcher has been employed 

as a fUll-time seminary teacher in Released-Time program for 

nine years and has participated in teacher evaluation 

experiences of the Church Educational System. 

5) It is acknowledged that there are certain assumptions of 

this research that are derived from the culture of the 

L.O.S. Church namely; 

a) the sample of white male teachers in this study is 

reflective of the current demographics of CES employees 

in the Utah and Arizona areas. 

b) that the Church Educational System operates under 

the direction of ecclesiastical authority and that the 

directives for its operation are both sound and 

appropriate for the conduct of education. 
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Definition of Terms 

The acronym for the Church Educational 
System of the Church of Jesus Christ of 
Latter-day Saints, headquartered in Salt 
Lake City, Utah. 

The acronym for the Church of Jesus 
Christ of Latter-day Saints. 

Released-time seminaries are established 
at the request of priesthood leaders in 
cooperation with public school 
administrators. Under this system, 
students are released with parental 
consent from the public school campus to 
attend classes in religious education in 
a location adjacent to the public 
school. 

The immediate supervisor of seminary 
principals who responsible for the 
function of seminary programs within a 
certain geographical area. 

Delimitations of this Study 

1. The issues that provide the focus of this research apply 
specifically to the conduct of teacher evaluation within the 
L.O.S. Church Educational System. 

2. This study involves the use of self-reported data and 
while every attempt has been made to provide for the 
"trustworthiness" of the data, no attempt at data 
triangulation has been made. 
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The use of technical literature in qualitative research 

is preliminarily used to enhance theoretical sensitivity 

rather than to establish a theoretical foundation. While 

recognizing that the objective of qualitative research, and 

more specifically grounded theory, is to allow for the 

emergence of theory rather than to test existing theory, it 

is this researcher's desire to provide an initial review of 

the literature regarding the general purposes and practices 

of teacher evaluation. This information has provided the 

researcher with an awareness and sensitivity in researching 

teacher evaluation issues as well as serves to disclose to 

the reader those issues which have prompted this research. 

This review constitutes an ongoing study of the literature 

that has accompanied the collection and analysis of data in 

attempting to project new theories and/or elucidate existing 

ones. 

Overview of CES Teacher Evaluation 

Teacher evaluation within the Released-time Seminaries 

has seen a multitude of various instruments and approaches 

since its beginnings in 1912. One of the first unified and 

long standing approaches to the evaluation of teachers was a 

system based on the merit ratings of teachers resulting from 
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the observations and recommendations of their supervisors. 

Three ratings were given: 1) Probation rating - Given to 

teachers who were failing in their work; 2) Fine 

Contributing Teachers rating - Given to the great bulk of 

the teaching staff. With this rating teachers received a 

standard cost of living increase; 3) Exceptional Teacher 

rating - Given to those teachers whose performance has been 

superior to others in the system. This highest rating was 

limited to 10% of the teaching staff. Teachers with this 

rating received a raise in addition to the standard cost of 

living increase. In 1969, merit ratings were no longer 

connected to salary increases. Various observation and self 

evaluation instruments found use throughout the system and 

were primarily created and used in local areas (Schramm, 

1994; Thornock, 1969). From the late 1960's up until the 

present, in addition to classroom observations, the use of 

student ratings of teachers became a prominent feature of 

CES teacher evaluation. Research and discussion of the 

utility, propriety, validity, and reliability of student 

rating instruments became the focus of several research 

studies (King, 1971; Richins, 1973; Warner, 1974; Robertson, 

1976; Rushton,1979; Bangerter, 1980; Zollinger, 1981; 

Reed,1981; Williruns,1983; Lunt,in process). The perpetually 

difficult issue associated with teacher evaluation during 

these years has been that of identifying exactly what 
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constitutes good teaching. System-wide statements regarding 

organizational purpose, and defining teacher/administrator 

responsibilities were lacking until 1988 when the attempt 

was made to identify a unified statement of values and 

principles of the purpose and mission of Church Education. 

The purposes, procedures and instruments of teacher 

evaluation detailed in the CES Employee Evaluation Handbook 

are in large part an attempt to tie teacher evaluation to 

the establishment of shared organizational values (see 

Appendix B). 

Additional attempts to investigate teacher evaluation 

within CES have dealt with examining alternative 

models/methods and procedures of teacher evaluation (Boren, 

1984; Adams,1988), examination of the Teacher Support 

Consultant program (formative evaluation provided by 

teaching peer) (Tippets, 1984), the usefulness of using 

videotape to evaluate student teacher (Hurd, 1990), self

assessment (Manning, 1991), and teacher attitudes regarding 

teacher evaluation (Maughan, 1994). 

Purposes of Teacher Evaluation 

The ultimate purpose of teacher evaluation is the 

improvement of teaching and learning in the school 

(McKenna, 1983; Lazerson,1985; Murphy,1987). The supporting 

purposes of evaluation are variously expressed by different 



25 

researchers. Natriello (1990) describes three purposes: 1) 

to control or influence the performance of individuals 

within particular positions; 2) to control movement into and 

out of positions; 3) to legitimate the organizational 

control system itself. Iwanicki (1990) suggests four 

purposes for which teacher evaluation is used: 

1) Accountability - to ensure that only effective teachers 

continue in the classroom; 2) Professional Growth - to 

foster the professional growth of the new and continuing 

teachers; 3) School Improvement - to promote school 

improvement and the enhancement of student learning; 4) 

Selection - to ensure that the best qualified teachers are 

hired. An analysis by McGreal (1988) of the efforts of 

Bolton (1973), Redfern (1980), Harris (1986), and Denham 

(1987); suggest agreement of 5 major purposes for which 

teacher evaluation is conducted: 1) Provide a process that 

allows and encourages supervisors and teachers to work 

together to improve and enhance classroom instructional 

practices; 2) Provide a process for bringing structured 

assistance to marginal teachers; 3) Provide a basis for 

making more rational decisions about the retention, 

transfer, or dismissal of staff members; 4) Provide a 

basis for making more informed judgments about differing 

performance levels for use in compensation programs such as 

merit pay plans or career ladder programs; 5) Provide 
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information for determining the extent of implementation of 

knowledge and skills gained during staff development 

activities and for use in judging the degree of maintenance 

of the acquired knowledge and skills. Darling-Hammond 

et al. (1983) define two purposes of teacher evaluation: 

1) Improvement; and 2) Accountability. They suggest that 

these are experienced on an individual as well as on an 

organizational level as represented by the following table. 

TABLE 1 

!€[Fe.i~!:a1? 
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Individual 

staff development 

Individual 

personnel 

(job status) 

decisions 

School 

Improvement 

School status 

(e.g. , 

certification} 

decisions 

While various authors utilize different language to 

describe the varied purposes of teacher evaluation, a basic 

distinction exists between two basic purposes to which 
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evaluation is focused. According to Stiggins and Duke 

(1990), Stodolsky (1990), Barber (1990), Popham (1988); most 

definitions ascribed to teacher evaluation purposes can be 

categorized into one of two purposes. 

These terms are initially used in the literature on program 

evaluation and have since been adapted for use in discussing 

personnel evaluation. 

1) Summative purpose - A surnmative purpose is one which 

is utilized to provide information about the teacher's 

strengths and weaknesses in order to make personnel 

decisions designed to effect teacher and school improvement 

i.e., transfers, promotions, dismissals, and to provide 

legitimacy to the school through a systematic program that 

ensures accountability (Duke, Stiggins , 1988). Stufflebeam 

(1988) adds that summative evaluation presents conclusions 

about the merit or worth of person's performance. 

2) Formative purpose - A formative purpose is one 

which is also utilized to provide information about the 

teacher's strengths and weaknesses but the focus is on the 

professional development of the teacher. Information about 

the teacher is used in planning appropriate strategies for 

improvement (Barber, 1990; Duke & Stiggins, 1988). 

Formative evaluation is further defined as evaluation 

conducted while a creative process is underway, which is 

designed and used to promote improvement in a person's 
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performance or a program's development (Stufflebeam, 1988). 

Summative and Formative Purposes 

Although both summative and formative purposes for 

evaluation serve important functions, it is important to 

note that " teacher evaluation systems are not inherently 

formative or summative " (Barber, 1990, p. 217). 

The way in which collected data is utilized determines 

whether it has served a summative or a formative purpose. 

For example, if an evaluation of a teacher provides feedback 

regarding certain improvements that could be made in 

teaching and not used to formulate decisions regarding 

employment, salary, transfers or for discipline, then the 

purpose is formative. If that information was then used to 

make summative judgments regarding the teacher's status for 

purposes of promotion, dismissal, tenure, salary change, 

transfer etc., then the nature of the evaluation has changed 

and it has now become surnrnative. Barber (1990) suggests 

that even if the formative evaluation data is available to 

be used summatively then it changes the nature of its 

original purpose. 

According to several authors, accommodation of these 

two purposes is best accomplished through two distinct and 

separate modes of evaluation (Barber, 1990; Duke, 1990; 

McGreal, 1982; Scriven, 1990; Stiggin, 1988; Wise, 1984). 
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Popham (1988) goes so far as to suggest that when teacher 

evaluation systems attempt to achieve summative and 

formative evaluation via the same individuals, that the 

coalescing of these two inherently different functions 

"renders both dysfunctional" (p. 270). Despite the fact 

that they may need to be dealt with separately, that does 

not imply that one should be used to the exclusion of the 

other. As McLaughlin (1990) states, "Contraries can become 

mutually reinforcing instead of competing goals" (p. 413). 

Congruence between Purpose and Practice 

Recognizing different purposes for which teacher 

evaluation is conducted suggests that there ar2 strategies 

for accomplishing each purpose that are perhaps better 

suited to one end than another. Darling-Hammond et al. 

(1983) suggest that teacher evaluation practices most suited 

to a summative purpose must be able to yield fairly 

objective, standardized and defensible information regarding 

teacher performance. Practices intended for formative 

purposes need to provide rich, descriptive information that 

identifies areas of weakness as well as strategies for 

improvement. Weber (1987) claims that multiple purposes 

require multiple methods and data that are appropriate to 

the purpose. McKenna (1983) defines the success of a 

teacher evaluation system to be based upon how nearly the 



expressed goals or purposes of evaluation are met by 

practice. This need for congruence between the stated 
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purposes for which evaluation is conducted and the processes 

or practices whereby evaluation is performed is, according 

to McGreal (1982), the first thing a school system must do 

if it is to increase the effectiveness of its evaluation 

system. McGreal states; 

"The requirements placed on the participants in a 
system must completely reflect the actual purpose of 
the system. Too often evaluation systems state in 
their preambles, "the primary purpose of evaluation is 
the improvement of instruction," and them saddle their 
supervisors and teachers with procedures, processes, 
and instrumentation that require ratings on 
standardized criteria that are heavily loaded toward 
administrative concerns; that produce high supervisor -
low teacher involvement; and that promote unfocused, 
superficial classroom visitation (p. 4). 

Darling-Hammond (1990) agrees to the importance of 

congruency between purpose and practice by suggesting that 

the organization's purposes are best achieved by: 

1) utilizing methods/processes that provide reliable and 

valid data for the intended purposes; and 2) the 

methods/processes of evaluation support the organization's 

norms and conceptions of good teaching. Barber (1984) 

deals with the notion of congruency by suggesting the 

problems of teacher evaluation reside in 

"the lack of congruence between an evaluator's 
philosophical belief about the nature of man, his 
knowledge of evaluation theory, and his application of 
that theory to a personnel evaluation system" (p. 80). 



Barber (1984) insists that congruence occurs when the 

philosophical-theoretical and implementation systems are 

consistent. 
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Likewise, research focusing on the characteristics of 

effective teacher evaluation systems identify congruency 

between purpose and practice as one of the salient features 

in successful programs. McGreal (1983) after examining over 

300 teacher evaluation systems identified nine commonalities 

representing best practice in the field. He asserts that 

utilizing a model of evaluation that is complementary to the 

school and its purposes, is one of the most important 

characteristics. One of the conclusions reached by Wise et 

al. (1984) in their survey of 32 school districts was that 

the process/instruments of evaluation must match the purpose 

of evaluation. Iwanicki (1990) cites the work of Bolton 

(1973); Stiggins (1985); and Wise et al. (1984) indicating 

that there must first be agreement among teachers and 

administrators on the philosophy and purposes for which 

teacher evaluation is conducted in order for evaluation 

procedures to have any impact. Iwanicki criticizes attempts 

to redesign teacher evaluation systems without first 

addressing the foundational purposes for which they are to 

be conducted. He suggests that teacher resistance to 

teacher evaluation is not motivated by particular evaluation 

criteria or methods that are unacceptable, but rather by 
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perceptions teachers have regarding the lack of congruency 

between what evaluation is and does and what it is supposed 

to accomplish. He comments; 

"Too often school systems become caught up in 
activities such as revising position descriptions, 
improving observation protocols, or simplifying 
evaluation forms, activities more related to how 
teachers are evaluated - when the real problem is a 
lack of common understanding between teachers and 
administrators as to the real purposes of the teacher
evaluation 
process" (p .159) . 

Theoretical conceptions regarding the nature of teaching and 

their effect upon teacher evaluation 

The identification of congruency between purpose and 

practice can be assisted by examining the theoretical 

underpinnings of teacher evaluation procedures, methods, and 

models of teacher evaluation and comparing them to stated 

purposes. Darling-Hammond et al. (1983) propose that 

teacher evaluation procedures and methods might best be 

understood within a co~ceptual framework that ties the 

various methods and models of evaluation to conceptions of 

teaching and models of school organization that they 

reflect. Different conceptions of teaching imply different 

ways in which evaluation is conducted. Conceptions of 

teaching work reviewed by Darling-Hammond (1983) provide a 

wide range of views comparing teaching to other types of 

work. Teaching work has been compared to the work of 
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craftspersons and professionals (Broudy, 1956; Lortie, 1975) 

bureaucrats (Wise,1979), managers {Berliner, 1972), laborers 

(Mitchell, 1983) and as artists {Eisner, 1978) . with each 

comparative role is an accompanying perception of what 

constitutes an appropriate evaluation procedure. Darling-

Hammond et al.(1983) examine four of these conceptions in 

attempting to provide this conceptual framework with which 

the practices of teacher evaluation may be better 

understood. 

1) Teacher as Laborer - under the conception of 
teaching as labor, teaching activities are rationally 
planned, programmatically organized, and routinized in the 
form of standard operating procedures. The evaluation 
system involves direct inspection of the teachers' work -
monitoring lesson plans, classroom performance, and 
performance result; the school administrator is seen as the 
teachers' supervisor. This view of teaching work assumes 
that effective practices can be determined and specified in 
concrete ways, and that adherence to these practices will be 
sufficient to produce the desired results. 

2) Teacher as Craftsperson - teaching is seen as 
requiring a repertoire of specialized techniques. Knowledge 
of these techniques also includes knowledge of generalized 
rules for their application. In this conception, once the 
teaching assignment has been made, the teacher is expected 
to carry it out without detailed instructions or close 
supervision. Evaluation is indirect and involves 
ascertaining that the teacher has the requisite skills. The 
school administrator is seen as a manager whose job is to 
hold teachers to general performance standards. This view 
of teaching work assumes that general rules for applying 
specific techniques can be developed, and that the proper 
use of the rules combined with knowledge of the techniques 
will produce the desired outcomes. 

3) Teacher as Professional - teaching is seen as not 
only requiring a repertoire of specialized techniques but 
also as requiring the exercise of judgement about when those 
techniques should be applied. To exercise sound 
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professional judgement, the teacher is expected to master a 
body of theoretical knowledge as well as a range of 
techniques. Standards for evaluating professionals are 
developed by peers, and evaluation focuses on the degree to 
which teachers are competent at professional problem
solving; the school administrator is seen as an 
administrator whose task it is to ensure that teachers have 
the resources necessary to carry out their work. This view 
of teaching work assumes that standards of professional 
knowledge and practice can be developed and assessed, and 
that their enforcement will ensure competent teaching. 

4) Teacher as Artist - teaching techniques and their 
application may be novel, unconventional, or unpredictable. 
This is not to say that techniques or standards of practice 
are ignored, but that their form and use are personalized 
rather than standardized. In this view, the teacher must 
draw upon not only a body of professional knowledge and 
skill, but also a set of personal resources that are 
uniquely defined and expressed by the personality of the 
teacher and his or her individual and collective 
interactions with stUdents. Evaluation involves both self
assessment and critical assessment by others. It would rely 
on high inference rather than low inference variables, on 
observations of patterns of events rather than counts of 
specific, discrete behaviors. In this view, the school 
administrator is seen as a leader whose work it is to 
encourage the teacher's efforts. The view assumes that 
teaching patterns can be recognized and assessed by using 
both internal and external referents of validity. 

The conceptions of teacher as laborer and as 

craftsperson represent what Bidwell (cited in Darling

Hammond et al., 1983) terms a "rationalistic" model of 

school organization. Characteristics include: 1) goals of 

education are decided by external authorities; 2) 

hierarchic ordering of offices and a functional division of 

labor; 3) rules of procedure limit the discretionary 

performance of teachers. 

Fuller et al. (cited in Darling-Hammond, 1983) suggest 
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that acceptance of the rationalist model of school 

organization may lead a school system to choose teacher 

evaluation practices that emphasize superordinate 

specialists, material rewards and sanctions, precise 

ordering of tasks, the specification of processes, adherence 

to rules, and hierarchical relationships. 

The conceptions of teacher as professional and as 

artist represent what might be termed a "natural systems" 

model of school organization (Darling-Hammond, 1983; 

Stephens, 1976). Characteristics of such include: 

1) Absence of consensus among the membership on values, 

norms, and objectives; 2) Functional autonomy of the parts 

of the organization; 3) Bargaining and compromise to 

decide tha ta~s of the relationship in the absence of 

consensus; 4) De facto decentralization of power; 5) 

Incomplete information for making decisions; 6) Lack of 

coordination in planning and policy making. 

Darling-Hammond comments that in a school organization thus 

conceived, teachers are likely to maintain their own values 

and pursue their own objectives despite instructions from 

higher authorities. Lipsky (1980) in Street Level 

Bureaucracy suggests that this type of model may be more 

desirable in that it allows teachers to judge what is best 

for their clients. 

The description of "rationalistic" and "natural 



systems" closely parallel the descriptions provided 

elsewhere in the literature in reference to "bureaucratic" 

and "professional" teacher evaluation (Wise, 1985). 

Efforts by Joyce and Weil (cited in McKenna, 1981) 

offer a Models-of-Teaching paradigm that attempts to 

describe teaching as a dynamic activity that cannot be 

circumscribed by narrow definitions. They suggest that 

there is: 
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"a diverse range of alternative patterns upon which 
teachers may model their behavior ... and that there is 
no future in our persistent efforts to describe a 'best 
teaching practice'" (p. 26). 

In their research they identified 16 models of teaching 

which attempt to take into consideration various contextual 

factors of teaching that include, the cognitive and 

philosophical tenets of teachers, school size, resources, 

school organization, and so forth. With teaching thus 

conceived, teacher evaluation procedures must necessarily be 

adapted to the various teaching situations which are an 

outgrowth of the contextual environment. 

Teacher evaluation procedures have typically followed 

the "one size fits all" approach that seems to reflect the 

process-product research paradigm (Haefele, 1992). Popham 

(1988) writes that process-focused teacher evaluation 

systems based on process-product research on teaching are 

empirically unsupportable due to the lack of any generalized 
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findings about teaching effectiveness. Doyle (1978) 

contends that the process-product research paradigm neglects 

the effects of the contextual environment even though they 

may be most influential upon student learning. The 

ecological paradigm of research on teaching suggests that 

teaching is a complex undertaking that can only be 

understood in terms of the context in which it occurs 

(McKenna, 1981; Doyle, 1978). Brophy and Evertson (cited in 

Darling-Hammond, 1983) describe this complexity from the 

"interactionist" viewpoint. 

"Effective teaching requires the ability to implement a 
very large number of diagnostic, instructional, 
managerial, and therapeutic skills, tailoring behavior 
in specific contexts and situations to the specific 
needs of the moment. Effective teachers not only must 
be able to do a large number of things; they also must 
be able to recognize which of the many things they know 
how to do applies at a given moment and be able to 
follow through by performing the behavior effectively" 
(p. 298). 

Models of Teacher Evaluation 

conceptions of teaching and how it can best be measured 

are variously inhered within the many models and approaches 

to teacher evaluation. While it would be impossible to 

describe all models in use, this portion of the review will 

briefly outline the characteristics of some of the more 

prominent or broadly defined models. 

Haefele (1992) describes the "deficit" model as the 
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approach traditionally used in teacher evaluation. The 

model ~d founcted upon the typical management-labor 

distinction prevalent in industry. Teachers are perceived 

as deficient and supervisors are viewed as the experts who 

can deliver the knowledge and skills to correct the 

deficiencies (Andrews, 1990). The deficit model denies 

contextual influences and regards teaching as a set of 

behaviors that can be objectified and evaluated without 

regard to the individuality of the teachers or the 

environment. Haefele suggests that the acceptance of this 

approach is explained by MacGregor's (1960) Theory X which 

assumes that people need authority and coercion to motivate 

them to perform. This approach appears to represent the 

notions of what Darling-Hammond and wise (1985) have labeled 

as "bureaucratic" evaluation and what Thomas McGreal (1983) 

defines as the Common Law model. 

Characteristics of the Common Law model include: 1) 

High supervisor - low teacher involvement; 2) Similar 

procedures for evaluating tenured and nontenured teachers; 

3) Major emphasis on summative evaluation; 4) The existence 

of standardized criteria; 5) Evaluation is seen as 

synonymous with observation; 6) The formats of required 

instrumentation force comparative judgments to be made 

between and among people. 

The advantages of the Common Law model are found in: 
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1) its capacity for high teacher/supervisor ratios; 2) it 

requires little training; and 3) it often meets legal 

requirements for accountability. Disadvantages are found 

in: 1) the perceptions of teachers who view this approach 

as a bureaucratic requirement rather than something aimed at 

instructional improvement; 2) Low teacher input and 

involvement; 3) Focus on administrative criteria rather 

than on teaching criteria; 4) Unnecessary and inappropriate 

comparisons among teachers. 

McGreal (1983) categorizes another group of approaches 

as "goal setting" models. The major defining characteristic 

of this type of model is the emphasis on an individualized 

approach to evaluation. Some of the basic procedures of 

this model are outlined by Iwanicki (1981); 1) Teacher 

conducts self-evaluation and identifies areas for 

improvement; 2) Teacher develops draft of goal-setting 

contract; 3) Teacher and evaluator confer to discuss the 

teacher self-evaluation information, the draft contracts, 

and the evaluator's perception of areas in which improvement 

is needed in an effort to reach agreement on the specifics 

of the contract for the current evaluation cycle; 4) 

Teacher and evaluator confer periodically to monitor 

progress toward the goals stated in the contract; 5) 

Teacher and evaluator confer near the end of the evaluation 

cycle to assess the extent to which the goals have been 
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accomplished as well as to discuss future directions for 

improvement, which could be included in the goal contract 

for the next evaluation cycle. An example of the goal 

setting model is George Redfern's (1980) "Perforrnance

objectives" approach. This approach allows the teacher and 

administrator the opportunity to meet together at the outset 

of the evaluation experience to outline the goals of the 

evaluation experience. Together, they decide upon the 

evidence that will constitute satisfactory completion of the 

evaluation goals. 

Product models assume that teacher evaluation is best 

conducted by measuring student achievement. The product 

model suggests that if we cannot establish what constitutes 

best practice, then all we can measure teaching success by 

is the results of that teaching as measured by student 

achievement (Feldbevel,1980). The use of student 

achievement test:s is proDlernatic in that "achievement tests" 

may not measure instruction-generated knowledge but rather 

competence the student has achieved over time and perhaps 

with the help of several teachers. An attempt to 

distinguish achievement from competency is found in the 

popharn-McNeil-Millrnan (PMM) approach. In a simulation 

experience, students are given instruction and a post-test. 

Students are asked to provide an affective rating as to the 

degree they found the topic taught to be interesting. This 
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affective rating along with the post-test scores are viewed 

to get an indication of how skillfully the teacher 

performed. It is reasoned that such an approach provides a 

more meaningful comparison because teachers are teaching to 

the same objectives (Weber, 1987; Popham, 1971). 

Clinical supervision is an approach formulated by Cogan 

(1973) that proposes that teachers possess a body of 

pedagogical knowledge and skill that can only be assessed by 

one who is equally qualified. The focus leans toward 

motivation and improvement rather than on making summative 

judgments. Cogan believed that the supervision of teachers 

was like the supervisory practices of doctors, thus the 

terminology "clinical" supervision (Weber, 1987). 

Sergiovanni (1982) outlines six essential aspects of the 

clinical supervision model: 1) Teaching is a complex set of 

activities that requires careful analysis; 2) Teachers are 

reasonably competent professionals who desire help if it is 

offered in a collegial rather than an authoritarian way; 3) 

Supervision is a partnership in inquiry whereby the 

supervisor functions as one with more experience and insight 

or, in the case of equals (working with tenured, experienced 

teachers), one with a better vantage point in analyzing 

anoth~~'s teaching rather than as an expert who determines 

correctness and who provides admonitions; 4) The purpose of 

clinical supervision is to assist teachers to modify 
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existing patterns of teaching in ways in which the teacher 

desires; 5) The supervisor's job is to help the teacher 

select teaching goals to be improved, teaching issues to be 

illuminated, and to assist the teacher's progress toward 

goals; 6) Ultimately, effective clinical supervision 

increases the teacher's desire for and skills of self

improvement. Clinical supervision like any other model may 

change faces through the mutual adaptation that is 

experienced in the process of implementation. Garman (1986) 

observes that supervisors may go through the motions or 

steps of clinical supervision like traditional evaluators 

but fail to appreciate the collegial nature of the 

relationship between teacher and supervisor in clinical 

supervision. Some schools have attempted to avoid this 

difficulty by utilizing peer supervisors rather than line 

administrators. Various names represent this adjusted 

approach; peer supervision, peer coaching, collegial 

evaluation/supervision (Weber, 1987). The Manatt model 

(1976) is another widely used approach which strongly 

reflects the clinical supervision conception. It focuses on 

goal setting to achieve professional growth according to a 

pre-determined criteria established by the school board or 

administration. The Manatt model manifests the following 

features: 1) teacher involvement in the evaluation process; 

2) centralized and collaborative development of performance 
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criteria based on research and on local priorities; 3) goal 

setting; 4) multi-dimensional methods for assessing 

teachers'skill including objective data gathering and self 

and peer evaluation; 5) analysis of results with teacher 

and development of specific job targets for improvement; and 

6) inclusion of a pre-observation conference to mutually 

analyze classroom data and set goals for improvement. 

Haefele (1992) proposes what he refers to as the "collegial" 

model of teacher evaluation as an alternative to the 

traditional deficit model. He describes the collegial model 

as one that calls for a new arrangement of the working 

relationships between teachers and evaluators. According to 

Haefele, this approach encompasses what Gitlin and Smyth 

(1989) refer to as the "dialogical" approach. This approach 

calls for; 1) the removal of traditional hierarchical 

distinctions in schools; 2) professional autonomy and 

shared decision making among teachers; 3) dialogue that 

allows pertinent issues to be raised, discussed and acted 

upon; 4) reflection upon practice (Haefele,1992) 

(Gitlin, 1989). 

Eisner (1982) offers yet another approach to the task 

of teacher evaluation. Eisner's "artistic" model presents 

the evaluator as a connoisseur/critic of teaching who 

provides a rich description of classroom activities and 

events. The artistic model recognizes several types of 
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objectives and outcomes that are deemed acceptable and that 

may be evaluated. Sergiovanni (1982) lists them as: 1) 

Behavioral objectives - these outcomes specify outcomes in 

the form of changes that take place in the learner; 2) 

Problem-solving objectives - provide problems for students 

to solve and criteria for solving them; 3) Expressive 

outcomes - are the results of the planned learning 

activities intentionally designed for students; 4) 

Unanticipated outcomes - are the serendipitous benefits 

afforded students as the result of an educational 

experience. Eisner details the characteristics of such 

models as follows: 1) Requires attention to the muted or 

expressive character of events, not simply to their 

incidence or literal meaning; 2) Requires high levels of 

educational connoisseurship, the ability to see what is 

significant yet subtle; 3) Appreciates the unique 

contributions of the teacher to the educational development 

of the young, as well as those contributions a teacher may 

have in common with others; 4) Demands that attention be 

paid to the process of classroom life and that this process 

be observed over extended periods of time so that the 

significance of events can be placed in a temporal context; 

5) Requires that rapport be established between supervisor 

and those supervised so the dialogue and a sense of trust 

can be established between the two; 6) Requires an ability 
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to use language in a way that exploits its potential to make 

public the expressive character of what has been seen; 7) 

Requires the ability to interpret the meaning of the events 

occurring to those who experience them and to be able to 

appreciate their educational import; 8) Accepts the fact 

that the individual supervisor with his or her strengths, 

sensitivities, and experience is the major "instrument" 

through which the educational situation is perceived and its 

meaning construed. 

Marczely (1992) identifies additional models to those 

previously described. The "Teacher trait/scale model" 

describes good teaching in terms of identifiable teaching 

traits and behaviors. Instruments focus on teacher 

characteristics and utilize descriptive ratings to indicate 

the degree to which the desired behavior exists. The 

"Process-oriented" model may use something like Hunter's 

(1984) seven elements of a lesson and evaluate their usage 

within a class setting. Recognizably, many teacher 

evaluation systems take an eclectic approach by combining 

various elements found teacher evaluation models. 

Methods 

Stodolsky's (1990) comment that "procedures are not 

neutral" reinforces the notion that within each and every 

method of teacher evaluation lies a certain conception of 



what teaching ought to be. Examining different methods of 

collecting data for teacher evaluation and their 

accompanying conceptions of teaching becomes essential in 

the attempt to ascertain congruency or lack of congruency 

between practice and purpose. 
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Medley (1982) suggests that the various methods of 

collecting data for teacher evaluation actually measure 

different aspects of teaching. He presents four terms which 

are often used synonyreously but focus on separate teaching 

issues: 1) Teacher competency - referring to any single 

skill or knowledge possessed by the teacher which is 

relevant to practice; 2) Teacher competence - which refers 

to the demonstration of a repertoire of skills and knowledge 

which are relevant to practice; 3) Teacher performance -

which refers to what the teacher actually does in the 

classroom; 4) Teacher effectiveness - which refers to the 

result of the teacher's performance with students. 

Recognizing the distinctions between these four terms may be 

useful in examining the various methods of collecting 

teacher evaluation data. 

Classroom Observation 

Stodolsky (1990) observes that while direct classroom 

observation may be the most often used method, its 

limitations are many. She suggests that what is missing 
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from the classroom observation are all of the activities 

that precede classroom teaching. These include the 

preparation, modification, adaptation, and or creation of 

instructional materials. Likewise, observation may not 

reveal relevant information about the subject knowledge the 

teacher possesses, or of pedagogical theory, or of the 

students in the classroom. She asserts that "much of what a 

competent teacher does appears out of public view." (p.l73) 

Stodolsky further suggests that those behaviors that are 

observable fall into the category of low inference and low 

verifiability. Bulcock (1984), Darling-Hammond (1983), 

Evertson (1981), and Weber (1987) acknowledge the problems 

of the biases of observers, insufficient visits, and 

inadequate instruments, that all contribute to the result of 

poor reliability and validity. The use of low-inference 

checklists to record teacher behavior may be reliable but 

may also suggest that teaching can be narrowly defined to a 

set of discrete observable activities. Less reliable, and 

more subject to evaluator bias is the high inference 

checklist that relies on the subjective judgments of the 

observer (Stodolsky, 1990). Classroom observation does 

allows the observer to appreciate the teacher teaching in 

the context of the school setting as he/she interacts with 

students, and demonstrates teaching skills. Most sources 

ag~ee that classroom observation can provide essential 
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information for summative and formative evaluation provided 

it is used in concert with additional source of information 

(McGreal, 1983; Stodolsky, 1990). 

student ratings 

The evaluation of teachers by their students 

constitutes another form of classroom observation. The vast 

majority of research regarding the use of student ratings 

has been conducted on a post-secondary level (Aleamoni, 

1981; Haefele, 1980; McNeil, 1973; Peterson, 1982). Despite 

this fact, Aleamoni (1981) intimates that with discretion, 

these findings can be applied to other educational levels. 

Aleamoni (1981) provides the following reasons for utilizing 

student evaluation of teacher performance: 1) Students ar~ 

the main source of information about the learning 

environment, including teachers' ability to motivate 

students for continued learning, rapport or degree of 

communication between instructors and students; 2) Students 

are the most logical evaluators of the quality, the 

effectiveness of, and the satisfaction with course content, 

method of instruction, textbooks, homework, and student 

interest; 3) Student ratings encourage communication 

between students and their instructor. This communication 

may lead to the kind of student and instructor involvement 

in the teaching-learning process that can raise the level of 
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instruction. 

Assumptions that are implied by the use of student 

ratings include: 1) students are sufficiently mature and 

experienced to make consistent judgments regarding content 

and/or delivery; 2) students can distinguish ability from 

popularity. 3) instruments used to rate teachers can 

provide reliable and valid measurements. 4) student grades, 

class size, gender etc., do not affect results (Coburn, 

1984). A brief summary of research follows that attempts to 

address some aspects of these assumptions. Aleamoni (1987) 

cites the work of Guthrie (1954), Costin (1971), and Cooper 

(1976), to suggest that students tend to be quite stable in 

their evaluations of teachers. Grush and Costin, (cited in 

Aleamoni, 1981) examined students personal attraction 

towards teachers and found a very low correlation with how 

highly the students rated the instructor. Abrami, (cited in 

Aleamoni,1981) in studying the "Dr. Fox" effect (the 

influence of instructor personality upon student ratings) 

and Aleamoni's (1976) work at the University of Illinois 

suggest that students are far more discriminating than to 

confuse personality with teaching ability. In relation to 

the assumption regarding reliability and validity, Aleamoni 

(1987) recognizes that forms which have not been 

professionally developed and tested may be found to be 

unreliable. However, he cites several examples of extant 
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instruments which have proven to be highly reliable. He 

accounts for some unreliability due to response scales that 

are unanchored and remain relatively undefined. Research on 

the validity of student ratings remains a more difficult 

issue depending on what aspect of teaching (competency, 

personal characteristics, effectiveness) is being measured 

(content validity), what type of measurement it is being 

compared against (criterion validity) and so forth. 

Darling-Hammond et al. (1983) suggest that questions 

regarding student rating validity have precluded its 

acceptance as a primary policy instrument in most evaluation 

systems. Finally, in regard to extraneous variables 

affecting student ratings, Aleamoni and Hexner (1980) find 

no indication that variables that include class size, 

gender, time of class etc., have any effect upon student 

ratings. 

Peer Review 

The peer review process may entail classroom 

observation, examination of lesson materials and student 

work by one or more colleagues in the assessment of teacher 

performance and intentionality (Darling-Hammond, 1983). 

McGreal (1983) and Weber (1987) report strong objections to 

the use of peer review for the purpose of summative 

evaluation. McGreal's research suggests some possible 
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reasons for this rejection: 1) It is viewed as something 

for which administration should be responsible; 2) Teachers 

refuse to make summative judgments regarding those they work 

with daily; 3) Concern about judgments regarding personal 

or irrelevant factors. Duke (1990) suggests two additional 

reasons that might explain why peer evaluation has not been 

used more extensively: 1) The traditional isolation of 

teachers during the workday; 2) the unwillingness of 

administrators to share evaluation responsibilities. 

While not extensively utilized in summative evaluation, 

peer review appears to be more widely accepted as an 

approach used in formative evaluation efforts (Duke,1990). 

Cederblom (cited in McGreal, 1983, p. 126) defends the use 

of peer review as a logical approach to teacher evaluation. 

"Peers would seem in a natural position to provide 
reliable, valid evaluation of each other. First, they 
constitute several raters; second, because of their 
frequent, close contacts with each other, they see a 
large number of criterion-relevant behaviors; and 
third, they see behavior which the traditional 
evaluator may not see." 

The assumption that peers are in a "natural position" to 

provide a reliable and valid assessment of a colleague 

teacher strongly supports a "collegial" approach to 

evaluation and posits a "professional" conception of 

teaching work (Darling-Hammond, 1983). 

Formative models that utilize peer review include the 

following examples. Cruikshank and Applegate (1981) promote 
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a "reflective teaching" approach where teachers teach peers 

and rece~ve feedback. Ruck (1986) provides a model of 

collegial supervision where the principal coordinates the 

efforts of teachers who perform as supervisors over various 

school responsibilit~es. 

Teacher Interviews 

Haefele (1981) describes teacher interviews as a 

cornerstone of teacher evaluation. The interview can 

provide the opportun~ty to review candidates for personnel 

decisions or to give an appraisal of performance. In the 

way of providing formative assistance, the teacher interview 

is not l~ited to just a post evaluation conference. It is 

often ut~lized in a pre-evaluation conference intended to 

establish cornmon ground between the teacher and evaluator, 

identify teacher concerns, and set goals (Darling-Hammond, 

1983; Garawski, 1980; Gudridge, 1980; Redfern, 1980; 

Weber,1987). There has been some feeling expressed that the 

use of the pre-evaluation conference may inordinately force 

a teacher into those certain prescribed behaviors and l~it 

individual teaching style (Hunter, cited in Darling-Hammond, 

1983). The teacher interview may also provide the evaluator 

with the opportunity to understand and appreciate many of 

the unobservable aspects of teaching that occur including 

intentionality, lesson preparation, subject knowledge, and 
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knowledge regarding students and their individual needs. 

Teacher Competency Tests 

Proponents of competency testing insist that teachers 

demonstrate basic cognitive competence as a prerequisite to 

teaching. Conventional multiple choice tests can provide an 

efficient and effective measure of subject matter (Madaus, 

1990). A increasing trend toward the use of conventional 

tests to measure teacher knowledge may reside in public 

suspicions regarding the effectiveness of teachers (Darling

Hammond). Those critical of competency testing suggest 

there are several limitations to this approach. Criticisms 

include: 1) subject matter competency does not necessarily 

reflect or insure classroom teaching performance; 2) all 

subject matter or pedagogical knowledge is not demonstrable 

with conventional testing methods; 3) Teachers may be able 

to identify correct answers to test questions but unable to 

generate solutions in the actual classroom (Madaus, 1990). 

Research looking at the relationship between National 

Teacher Examination Tests and teacher performance have 

failed to show any consistent relationship (Quirk, 1973). 

According to Haertel (1990) renewed interest in the use 

of conventional assessments of teacher competency are the 

result of at least three influences: 1) Policy makers have 

instituted more testing requirements in order to improve the 
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quality of the teaching force; 2) Due to increasing testing 

requirements, tests are exerting a greater influence on 

teacher education curricula; 3) Certification based on a 

rigorous, comprehensive and valid system of assessment is 

recognized as one of the characteristics of professional 

occupations. 

Indirect Measures 

King (1981) has identified three categories of indirect 

measures: 1) Professional variables - non-classroom 

teaching related variables; 2) Presage variables - Teacher 

characteristics; 3) Personal variables - non-professional 

activities and interests. While King reports that little 

research exists to support or explain the influence of 

indirect measures upon the effectiveness of teaching, she 

nonetheless recommends that they be used in the evaluation 

of teachers. King's position is founded upon the 

application of criteria developed by McNeil and Popham 

(1973) to be used in the validation of any measurement. The 

criteria are as follows: 1) the reliability or consistency 

of a measure; 2) neutral orientation - the ability of a 

measure to be used successfully by people with a variety of 

different instructional viewpoints; 3) having an assignment 

indicator - the ability to yield information about the types 

of instructional situations in which a given teacher 
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functions best; 4) the ability to discriminate among 

criterion measures. 5) the ability to adapt to teachers' 

goal preferences. Shalock (cited in Darling-Hammond, 1983) 

reports evidence of a relationship between teacher 

flexibility and teacher effectiveness and also that certain 

teacher characteristics are more beneficial in some teaching 

contexts than others. As for identifying a set common 

characteristics of effective teachers, King (1981) cites 

Ryans (1960) and Medley (1973) to suggest that effective 

teaching means different things for di.fferent students at 

different times and that the identification of a conclusive 

set of characteristics that constitute effective teaching is 

not likely to occur. 

Student Achievement 

Soar, Medley, and Coker (1983) suggest several 

limitations in using student achievement data that include: 

1) it does not take into consideration the variability of 

students and the intellectual capital they bring to a 

learning situation; 2) statistical regression skews test 

results; 3) research suggests that standardized testing 

focus on relatively limited educational goals; 4) tests 

become the focus of instructional efforts. MacDonald (1981) 

adds that standardized tests lack validity as a measurement 

of student learning because they do not necessarily reflect 
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what was taught in class. Millman, (1981) lists some of the 

arguments given by proponents of the use of student 

achievement data: 1) it provides an unbiased source of 

information; 2) gains measured by student achievement data 

are direct measures of student learning. 

Glass (1990) has synthesized a list of reflections that 

come from his research concerning the use of student 

achievement data. He suggests that using student 

achievement data: 1) Is nearly always undertaken at the 

level of the school rather than at the level of the 

individual because a) no authoritative tests exist in most 

areas of the secondary school curriculum, nor for most 

special roles played by elementary teachers; b) teachers 

reject the notion that they should compete with their 

colleagues for raises, privileges, and prerequisites; 2) Is 

always combined with other criteria (such as absenteeism or 

extra work) which prove to be the real discrLminators 

between who is rewarded and who is not; 3) Is too 

susceptible to intentional distortion and manipulation to 

engender any confidence in the data; moreover teachers and 

others believe that no type of test nor any manner of 

statistical analysis can equate the difficulty of the 

teacher's task in the wide variety of circumstances in which 

they work; 4) Elevates tests themselves to the level of 

curriculum goals, obscuring the distinction between learning 



and performing on tests; 5) Is often a symbolic 

administrative act undertaken to reassure the lay public 

that student learning is valued and assiduously sought 

after. 
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Stiggins (1988) suggests that while he questions the 

use of student achievement data for surnmative evaluation, he 

regards it highly as the best index of classroom learning 

and a suitable source of information for formative 

evaluation. Stiggins does not recommend the use of 

standardized test scores to compare teacher to teacher but 

prefers the utilization of classroom student data (i.e. 

textbook quizzes and tests, teacher developed tests, 

homework, seatwork, etc.) to allow the teacher to assess 

what students are learning. Recent efforts to meet 

legislative accountability requirements in Dallas Texas are 

utilizing longitudinal student achievement data to assess 

student progress over time. This information is then used 

to evaluate teachers, however the information is used only 

to determine the degree of intensity whereby teachers will 

be formally evaluated and not as a surnmative judgement of 

performance (Webster, 1995) 

Self Evaluation 

Carroll (1981) and Barber (1990) posit self 

evaluation/assessment activities as a formative evaluation 
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approach. Its utility as a summative approach is suspect 

due to the potential conflict of interest that might arise 

if used in consideration of contract renewal, promotion and 

tenure decisions. Barber has identified three steps 

essential to any self-assessment: 1) Identify current 

teaching behavior; 2) Problem areas need to be identified; 

3) New behaviors should be subject to further evaluation to 

determine their effectiveness. 

Bailey (1981) regards self evaluation as more than just 

a method. He sees it as a comprehensive approach that 

entails a philosophical attitude and a variety of strategies 

for instructional improvement. He has identified seven 

steps to effective self assessment: 1) gaining a 

philosophical overview by examining the myths surrounding 

teacher self-assessment; 2) the absolute necessity of using 

audio-videotape; 3) identifying basic teaching behaviors or 

skills to be analyzed; 4) identifying verbal clues; 5) 

identifying non-verbal clues; 6) learning how to plan and 

evaluate the instructional behaviors identified; 7) using 

observation forms. 

Brighton (1965) identifies the major reasons for 

emphasizing self-evaluation: 1) When self evaluation is 

utilized, the teacher shares with his professional 

colleagues the responsibility for improving his performance. 

Academic freedom and professional recognition require that 
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the teacher himself assume this responsibility; 2) 

Teachers, particularly those aspiring to enhance 

professional status, regard self-evaluation as the most 

acceptable type of evaluation; 3) Self evaluation is the 

ultimate goal of any teacher evaluation program that seeks 

to promote better performance and to enhance professional 

status. Teachers are like other professional people. The 

best and only effective motive for change is one that comes 

from within. 

Brighton (1965) also provides a list of the major 

problems associated with self evaluation: 1) Many teachers, 

particularly those who are marginal or insecure, tend to 

overrate themselves; Each tends to think that he is doing 

as well as he can under the circumstances; 2) Emotionally 

secure teachers tend to underrate themselves; 3) Few are 

able to be objective in assessing their own performance, 

with the result that self-evaluation is both inaccurate and 

unreliable. 

Barber (1990) identifies nine limitations to self

assessment: 1) Lack of objectivity; 2) Lack of accuracy 

and reliability; not a meaningful measure of competence or 

performance; 3) Individuals tend to regard themselves as 

proficient, and honest/objective evaluation is difficult -

some consider it impossible; 4) Evaluation may become a 

form of self-justification (e.g., an incompetent person may 
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not realize he or she is performing at an unsatisfactory 

level); 5) Mediocre teachers tend to be less accurate in 

self assessment than superior ones; 6) A tendency to depend 

on the consultant, if one is used, to carry out too much of 

the evaluation; 7) Inherent potential for self 

incrimination if the results are used summatively; 8) 

Difficulty in quantifying the assessment; 9) A tendency to 

focus on cosmetic things (such as hair, mannerisms, etc.) 

when using video, rather than on matters of sUbstance. 

Carroll (1981) lists five different methods for self 

evaluation: 1) self-rating forms; 2) self-reports; 3) 

self study materials; 4) observation of colleagues' 

teaching; 5) videotape/audiotape feedback of one's own 

teaching. Barber (1990) adds to Carroll's list with the 

following methods: 1) Observation by an objective outsider; 

2) Questionnaires given to current and former students; 3) 

Interviews with past and present students; 4) Use of an 

consultant, expert or peer; 5) Comparison to established 

standards i.e., job descriptions, contracts, personal goals. 

Artifact evaluation 

McGreal (1983) defines artifacts as simple objects, 

usually tools or ornaments, that show human workmanship or 

modification as distinguished from natural objects. Broadly 

defined, teaching artifacts are the "tools of teaching." 
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These tools might include lesson plans, textbooks, 

workbooks, maps, audiovisual materials, study guides, 

question sheets, tests and quizzes. 

Artifact collection and analysis emerged as an approach 

to teacher evaluation by way of program evaluators who were 

advocating naturalistic alternatives in curriculum 

evaluation (Stake, cited in McGreal, 1983). 

Tom Bird (1990) describes an idea borrowed from the 

arts regarding the use of portfolios to represent teaching 

work. Bird offers nine different modes of portfolio 

preparation that provide a view of what a teacher 

accomplishes with students. 

TABLE 2 

ELECTIVE 
ENTRIES: 
draft class 
handouts; a 
test being 
written; test 
results to 
interpret; 
the teacher's 
report on a 
special 
project 

GUIDED 
ENTRIES: 
teacher's 
written 
presentation 
of a written 
lesson plan 
and 
materials; an 
annotated 
collection of 
student 
evaluations 

REQUIRED 
ENTRIES: 
an 
application 
for 
employment; 
a question
naire on 
particip
ation in 
continuing 
education 



COLLEGIAL 
PRODUCTS: 
notes on a 
consultant; a 
unit planned 
with a 
colleague; an 
exchange of 
notes on a 
point of 
teaching 

COMMENTARY: 
letters of 
reconunend
ation; 
informal 
observation 
notes; 
parents' 
notes of 
praise 

NEGOTIATED 
ENTRIES: 
joint 
documentation 
of teaching 
practices; 
joint review 
of student 
products; 
professional 
development 
plans 

ATTESTATIONS: 
structured 
reports or 
ratings of 
observations; 
surveys of 
students or 
parents; 
record of a 
structure 
interview 

PROCTORED 
ENTRIES: 
situated 
performance 
assessments, 
e.g., of 
tests 
construction 
questioning, 
marking 
student 
papers 

OFFICIAL 
RECORDS: 
diploma, 
license, 
certificate, 
records of 
employment 
and service, 
records of 
continuing 
employment 

Research on Effective Teacher evaluation Systems 

The culmination of approximately 300 studies of 

separate teacher evaluation systems has assisted McGreal 

(1986) in identifying nine commonalities representative of 

the most effective teacher evaluation systems. 
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1. Attitudes. Sound systems are built around the positive 

attitudes and procedures needed to promote instructional 

improvement rather than the negative attitudes and 

procedures associated with evaluation for accountability and 
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teacher dismissal. 

2. Complementary procedures, processes, and 

instrumentation. Evaluation procedures are flexible, 

allowing supervisors and teachers to tailor data collection 

to the individual needs of teachers. 

3. Separation of teacher evaluation from teaching 

evaluation. Evaluation systems are most effective when they 

deal with specific dimensions of classroom instruction and 

teaching behaviors that can be improved: they are least 

effective when they focus on performance criteria that are 

more administrative or personal in nature. 

4. Goal setting. Effective, growth-producing evaluation 

systems replace the standardized criteria of accountability 

evaluation with individualized professional development 

goals identified by teachers and supervisors. 

S. Narrowed focus on teaching. Sound evaluation systems 

are centered on an agreed upon and clearly articulated 

definition of teaching that gives the teacher and the 

supervisor a common frame of reference. 

6. Use of a modified clinical supervision format. Helpful 

evaluation relies on preobservation planning, observation of 

specified behaviors, and a feedback conference. 

7. Use of alternative data sources. Over and above 

classroom observations by the supervisor, evaluations can be 

based upon self-evaluation, peer evaluation, parent 



evaluation, student evaluation, student performance, and 

examination of classroom artifacts. 
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8. Different requirements for tenured and non-tenured 

teachers. The purposes for evaluation differ in fundamental 

ways, so should the evaluation procedures. 

9. A complete training program. All participating teachers 

and supervisors must possess the skills and understanding 

needed to carry out an evaluation that will serve the growth 

purpose, which requires training. 

Similarly, McGreal, (1988) in conducting a meta

analysis of reviews focusing on components that foster 

growth synthesizes four characteristics enhancing teacher 

growth. These systems: 

1. Include clear criteria, established with significant 

teacher involvement, that reflects the district's framework 

for looking at and talking about teaching. 

2. Provide the opportunity for increased teacher 

involvement within the actual functioning of the system. 

3. Provide opportunity to use multiple sources of data to 

ensure the fullest possible picture of teaching. 

4. Allow and encourage feedback activities that have been 

shown to encourage professional growth. 

Wise, et al. (1984) concluded from a study of 32 school 

districts that successful teacher evaluation systems include 

the following five characteristics: 
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1. A successful teacher evaluation system must suit the 

educational goals, management style, conception of teaching, 

and community values of the school district. 

2. Philosophical commitment to and resources for evaluation 

produce more useful information than do checklists and 

procedures. 

3. The school district should decide the main purpose of 

its teacher evaluation system and then match the process to 

the purpose. 

4. To sustain resource commitments and political support, 

teacher evaluation must be seen to have utility, which in 

turn depends on the efficient use of resources to achieve 

reliability and cost-effectiveness. 

5. Teacher involvement and responsibility improve the 

quality of teacher evaluation. 

Summary 

Historically, teacher evaluation practices in CES have 

primarily had a summative focus that has relied heavily upon 

information gathered from student ratings of teachers and 

the classroom observation of teachers. Not until recently 

have unified statements been available regarding the values, 

purpose and mission of CES. Efforts to tie teacher 

evaluation practices to the recently identified mission and 

objectives of CES have resulted in detailed instruments and 



procedures that attempt to assist teacher growth, provide 

needed information to the administration for 

placement/personnel decisions, and to provide career 

planning assistance to teachers. 
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The purposes of teacher evaluation are not always 

clearly understood or accepted by teachers and 

administrators and consequently are may not be realized in 

the actual practice of teacher evaluation. Underlying the 

way in which teacher evaluation is conducted are differing 

conceptions of what teaching is or ought to be. An 

appreciation that conceptions of teaching are inhered by 

organizational structure, models of evaluation and methods 

of evaluation, suggests that there are a variety of factors 

that contribute to the actual practice of teacher 

evaluation. These different factors may contribute to the 

practice of teacher evaluation that is different than the 

purposes for which it was originally intended. An 

appreciation of some of the conditions that contribute to 

the metamorphosing of teacher evaluation from purpose to 

practice is the purpose of this review and an integral part 

of this investigation. 
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Methodology 
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This study is founded upon the research paradigm of 

postpositivism. Qualitative methods were employed in the 

collection of data, and an inductive-holistic approach was 

taken in the analysis of data. Recognizing that qualitative 

research can be approached along a continuum of relative 

extremes, this statement regarding the methodology of this 

research identifies those strategies or concepts from the 

body of qualitative research that are used in this 

particular study. 

Essential to an understanding of any research are the 

theoretical assumptions that underlie that research. It 

this researcher's desire to make those assumptions explicit 

in an effort to provide a reasonable justification for the 

design of this study. This study suggests that a 

postpositivistic qualitative research paradigm is an 

appropriate approach in attempting to describe and 

understand the cc~structed realities of human interaction 

within CES teacher evaluation. The study of social 

phenomena presents additional contextual challenges to those 

of studying natural phenomena. Seeking knowledge and 

understanding within the contextual complexities of human 

interaction and behavior require methods that give access to 

the meanings that guide that behavior (Hammersly, 1990). 
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Blumer (1969) suggests that: 

"Reality exists in the empirical world and not in the 
methods used to study that world; it is to be 
discovered in the examination of that world ... Methods 
are mere instruments designed to identify and analyze 
the obdurate character of the empirical world, and as 
such their values exist only in their suitability in 
enabling this task to be done. In this fundamental 
sense the procedures employed in each part of the act 
of scientific inquiry should and must be assessed in 
terms of whether they respect the nature of the 
empirical world under study - whether what they signify 
or imply to be the nature of the empirical world is 
actually the case" (pp. 27-28). 

The nature of social interaction to be studied suggests 

that a postpositivistic paradigm is suitable and appropriate 

to the task. The post-positivistic paradigm developed in 

response to the inadequacy of positivistic measures in 

viewing the subjective realities of social conditions. 

Critics of positivistic approaches in examining social 

conditions complain that the experimental conditions of 

positivistic research ignore the concept of ecological 

validity (Hammersly, 1990). The naturalistic or 

postpositivistic paradigm suggest that the examination of 

social conditions is incomplete without consideration of the 

ecological conditions that abound. Lincoln and Guba (1985) 

refer to this issue as a matter of "paradigm fit." 

Knowledge and understanding result from appreciating the 

perspective of the actors that are a part of the social 

condition. This interest in human perspective is derived 

largely from the concept of phenomenology developed in the 
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fields of philosophy and sociology (Bogdan, 1975; 1982). 

Phenomenology was originally elaborated as a method of 

inquiry in the field of philosophy by Edmund Husserl. It 

refers to an a priori investigation or scrutiny of the 

essences of meaning (Torrance, 1988). This method has also 

been strongly associated with the sociological work of Max 

Weber and the concept of "verstehen" or understanding from 

within. The phenomenologist views human behavior as the 

product of how people interpret their world (Bogdan, 1975). 

The phenomenological tradition contains two major 

theoretical approaches; symbolic interactionism and 

ethnomethodology. This investigation will attempt to gain 

understanding through the utilization of qualitative methods 

that stem from the concept of symbolic interactionism. 

Symbolic interactionism is derived from the work of 

George Herbert Mead at the Chicago School during the 1930's 

(Woods, 1992). Herbert Blumer, a student of Mead, provided 

the label "symbolic interactionism" representing the idea 

that people live in a symbolic environment as well as in a 

physical environment and that they act in response to 

physical and social stimuli (Jacob, 1987). Blumer (1969) 

posits three central principles: 1) human beings act toward 

things on the basis of the meanings that things have for 

them; 2) this attribution of meaning to objects through 

symbols is a continuous process; 3) meaning attribution is 
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a product of social interaction in human society. The 

symbols are anything that convey meaning and the meaning is 

constructed in social interaction (Woods, 1992). The goal 

of symbolic interactionism then is "the formulation of 

propositions about relationships among categories of data, 

which the researcher weaves into a theoretical scheme" 

(Blumer, 1969, p.48). 

Research Design 

Maykut and Morehouse (1994) describe the typical 

characteristics of qualitative research that have been 

utilized in outlining the design of this study: 1) An 

exploratory and descriptive focus; 2) An emergent design; 

3) Purposive sampling; 4) Data collection in the natural 

setting; 5) Emphasis on "human as instrument"; 6) 

Qualitative methods of data collection; 7) Early and 

ongoing inductive data analysis; 8) Rich, narrative report 

of findings. With a slight deviation in regards to the 

timing of collection and analysis, this study has utilized 

the foregoing outline in the methodological procedures of 

this study. 

An exploratory and descriptive focus 

This initial phase of this research is represented by the 

statement of the problem concerning teacher evaluation in 
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general and within the teacher evaluation system of the CES. 

I began by conducting a review of the technical literature 

as well as information obtained by interviewing associates 

within the CES in the identification of some of the issues 

and challenges associated with teacher evaluation. 

Secondly, I identified what Lincoln and Guba (1985) refer to 

as a "focus of inquiry" where the questions are identified 

that are explored in this study. In a qualitative research 

study, the review of the literature serves not as an attempt 

to identify theoretical frameworks per se but to become as 

Glaser and strauss (1967) suggest "theoretically sensitive" 

to the issues at hand. 

Emergent design 

The naturalistic paradigm anticipates an emerging thesis as 

opposed to the typical hypothetico deductive paradigm where 

certain hypotheses are set forth to be tested. In this 

design, the research has constituted an ongoing process of 

continually looking for patterns and themes that emerge from 

the data. Specifically this research has utilized the 

"grounded theory" approach of sociologist Glaser and Strauss 

(1967). Strauss (1990) gives definition to the concept of 

grounded theory as follows: 

"A grounded theory is one that is inductively derived 
from the study of the phenomenon it represents. That 
is, it is discovered, developed, and provisionally 
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verified through systematic data collection, and 
analysis of data pertaining to that phenomenon. 
Therefore, data collection, analysis, and theory stand 
in reciprocal relationship with each other. One does 
not begin with a theory, then prove it. Rather, one 
begins with an area of study and what is relevant to 
that area is allowed to emerge" (p.23). 

Grounded theory utilizes research findings to formulate a 

theoretical explanation of the reality under investigation. 

Emergent themes, concepts and relationships are identified 

and described in an attempt to illuminate the area of study 

(Strauss, 1990). As initially conceptualized, grounded 

theory suggested that theory be generated from the data of 

the ongoing research rather than referring to theories which 

are a priori. Recently, Strauss and Corbin (1994) have 

expanded this conception to include what Vaughan (1992) 

describes as "theoretical elaboration." Vaughan's 

contribution to grounded theory suggests that existing 

theory may be elaborated or modified by research data when 

it is shown to be appropriate (grounded) to the area of 

investigation. This researcher has attempted to be 

sensitive to some of the more recent concerns expressed 

regarding the risks of methodological diffusion expressed by 

the originators of the grounded theory method while 

simultaneously adapting this approach to meet the specific 

contextual idiosyncrasies of this research. 
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purposive sampling 

Sampling in any research is conducted purposely, 

however the term purposive sampling attempts to suggest a 

departure from sampling conducted in traditional 

experimental designs. Theoretical sampling (Glaser, 1976) 

is the term that represent the approach taken in grounded 

theory. Sampling in grounded theory differs from 

traditional forms of sampling in that the concern is with 

the representativeness of concepts rather than with 

subjects. The goal of theoretical sampling is not typically 

to provide generalizability but rather to focus on settings 

that provide a representative range of experiences regarding 

that which is being studied (Maykut, 1994). Eisner (1991) 

however, suggests a view of generalization which this 

researcher believes has merit when applied to the design of 

this study. Eisner's "retrospective" generalization does 

not require random sampling. Rather it utilizes information 

from individual cases to provide insights and understanding 

that can function like a map upon by which one can direct or 

examine future events. It may not always provide for an 

accurate prediction of events, but it does provide a context 

of experience from which one can draw from. Generally, 

theoretical sampling attempts to specify the conditions 

under which certain phenomena exist rather than focusing on 

how the phenomena can be generalized to a larger popUlation. 
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In theoretical sampling, concepts emerge as the result of 

being contrasted and compared against new information. 

Sampling for this study has focused on identifying, 

developing and relating concepts that generate those teacher 

evaluation issues that will contribute to this research. 

primarily due to the limitations of time and financial 

resources afforded this study, sampling for this study 

occurred in sites wherein access was available to the 

researcher. Patton (1987) refers to this approach as the 

"opportunistic" strategy. The selection of ten sample sites 

provided an ample range of concepts for the purposes of this 

particular study. Samples were made from among the 

following CES Areas: U.S. Utah Davis; Utah Provo North; 

U.S. Utah Salt Lake Valley East; U.S. Utah Salt Lake Valley 

South; U.s. Utah Weber; U.S. Arizona South. 

Various experts in qualitative research approximate 

the number of interviews found to be sufficient in 

conducting a thorough qualitative study to vary according to 

tl.e needs of the study (Guba, 1985; Douglas, 1985). The 

determining factor in the number of individuals interviewed 

in this study was largely dependent upon arriving at a point 

of theoretical saturation, i.e., wherein no new information 

was being uncovered (Lincoln, 1985; Strauss, 1990; Maykut, 

1994) . 
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Data collection in the natural setting 

The focus of naturalistic inquiry is on examining 

phenomena in natural settings, utilizing methods that are 

least obtrusive to the nature of that setting. With the 

acknowledgment that personal meaning is tied to the context 

or setting in which phenomena occur, the data for this 

research was collected in the seminaries and offices of 

those teachers selected for sampling. 

Emphasis on "human as instrument" 

Naturalistic inquiry suggest that humans as 

instruments for data gathering have the sufficient 

adaptability to encompass and adjust to the variety of 

realities that will be encountered (Lincoln, 1985). In 

their earlier work, Lincoln and Guba (1981) note the 

characteristics of the human as the instrument necessary for 

naturalistic inquiry: 

(1) Responsiveness. The human-as-instrument can sense and 

respond to all personal and environmental cues that exist. 

By virtue of that responsiveness he or she can interact with 

the situation to sense its dimensions and make them 

explicit; 

(2) Adaptability. Humans are virtually infinitely 

adaptable. The mUltipurpose human can collect information 

about multiple factors-and at multiple levels 
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simultaneously; 

(3) Holistic emphasis. The world of any phenomenon and its 

surrounding context are "all of a piece," and the human 

instrument is the only one available capable of grasping all 

this buzzing confusion in one view; 

(4) Knowledge base expansion. The human instrument is 

capable of dealing simultaneously in the realms of 

propositional and tacit knowledge. Extending awareness of a 

situation beyond mere propositional knowledge to the reaLm 

of the felt, to the silent sympathies, to the unconscious 

wishes, and to the daily unexamined usages will lend depth 

and richness to our understanding of social and 

organizational settings; 

(5) Processual immediacy. The ability of the human 

instrument to process data just as soon as they become 

available, to generate hypotheses on the spot, and test 

those hypotheses with the respondents in the very situation 

in which they are created; 

(6) Opportunities for clarification and summarization. The 

human instrument has the unique capability of summarizing 

data on the spot and feeding them back to a respondent for 

clarification, correction and amplification; 

(7) Opportunity to explore atypical or idiosyncratic 

responses. The atypical response has no utility on an 

ordinary instrument; it may even have to be discarded 



77 

because it cannot be coded or otherwise aggregated. The 

human instrument can explore such responses not only to test 

their validity but to achieve a higher level of 

understanding than might otherwise be possible. (Lincoln, 

1985) 

Qualitative methods of data collection - Interviewing 

This study utilized the in-depth interview as the 

primary form of data collection. The interview can be an 

effective qualitative method when attempting to obtain 

participant perspective by analyzing the language and 

meanings they provide (Taylor, 1984). Elliott Mishler 

(1986) describes the process of interviewing as a method of 

data collection. 

"An interview is a joint product of what interviewees 
and interviewers talk about together and how they talk 
with each other. The record of an interview that we 
researchers make and then use in our work of analysis 
and interpretation is a representation of that talk" 
(p. vii). 

The interview schedule utilized in this study (Appendix A) 

was developed by following guidelines prepared by Maykut et 

al. (1994). The process of developing the interview 

schedule development was as follows: 



TABLE 3 

Brainstorm words, phrases, concepts, questions, 
topics that relate to the focus of inquiry , 

Analyze the brainstorm for similarities, group similar 
ideas together, and describe each group of ideas with 

a word or a phrase. These groups of ideas then provided 
potential categories of inquiry. , 

Decide which categories to include in the interview , 
Write each category or question on a separate piece of 

paper to facilitate interview guide formatting. , 
Write broad open ended questions derived from each 

selected category into a useful sequence. , 
Prepare a draft of the interview guide or schedule, 
including at the beginning a personal introduction, 
purpose statement, statement of confidentiality, a 

request for permission to audio-tape, and an explanation 
as to why the interviewee had been selected. , 
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Practice the interview with a few people who were similar 
to the intended sample and who will provided feedback on 

the interview guide and my skills as an interviewer. 

Make necessary revisions in the interview guide , 
Begin interviewing 



Balance was provided to the interview schedule by 

utilizing six different types of questions outlined by 

Patton (1990): 

1. experience/behavior questions; 

2. opinion/value questions; 

3. feeling questions; 

4. knowledge questions; 

5. sensory questions; 

6. background/demographic questions. 
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Interviews were conducted with teachers in their respective 

buildings. Each interview occupied one hour or more and was 

audio-taped for full transcription. It was intended that 

each interview transcription was then to be analyzed before 

proceeding to the next interview, however the lengthy 

process of transcription and the time constraints of meeting 

with each of the teachers made this impossible. 

Technically, this adjustment suggests a non-emergent 

approach to data collection and analysis. The literature 

makes this distinction between what was intended to be an 

emergent research design and a non-emergent design on the 

basis of when analysis occurs either as an ongoing process 

or at the end of data collection. While perhaps less 

desirable in some aspects, this researcher believes that the 

non-emergent approach utilized was more than sufficient to 

yield the important data needed to conduct the study. 
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Access to the Field 

Approval to use the initial interview schedule was 

sought and obtained from CES administration along with the 

necessary written permission to visit the field and conduct 

interviews (see Appendix C). Access to the field also 

required verbal permission from each of the Area directors 

and Principals where interviewing was to occur. 

Data analysis 

Data analysis was conducted by utilizing the constant 

comparative method. The constant comparative method is an 

outgrowth of the grounded theory concept of Glaser and 

Strauss (1967). Glaser and Strauss (1967) describe this as 

a method of analyzing qualitative data combined with 

inductive category coding while simultaneously comparing 

each unit of meaning obtained. Lincoln and Guba (1985) 

describe the category coding process as the "reasonable 

reconstruction of the data" collected. This method can be 

illustrated as follows: 

TABLE 4 

Inductive category coding and simultaneous comparing of 
units of meaning across categories . 

• 
Refinement of categories. 



, 
Exploration of relationships and patterns across 

categories. , 
Integration of data yielding an understanding of 

people and settings being studied. 

Prior to beginning the process of coding, each of the 

transcribed interviews were read a minimum of two times. 
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These readings provided this researcher with some initial 

ideas regarding likely topics or code words that would allow 

the grouping of data into similar categories. The open 

coding of the substantial amount of transcription data was 

aided by the use of The Ethnograph IV software by Qualis 

Research Associates. Transcriptions were changed into an 

ASCII format and loaded into The Ethnograph IV program. 

Transcriptions were made verbatim from the taped interviews. 

An occasional editing of the transcribed interviews occurred 

where the language was unintelligible or unclear. Any 

editing that may have occurred was done with sensitivity to 

the context and integrity of the statement. The first stage 

of analysis involved the open coding of all transcribed data 

by reading the data and utilizing a "look alike - feels 

alike" approach to grouping the data and labeling it with a 

code. This initial open coding process yielded 69 
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categories of ideas. Recognizing that through this process, 

several codes represented similar content, the category 

codes were analyzed and transcriptions were revisited to see 

if similar codes might be combined. The first merge of 

codes yielded a new total of 54 categories. A second more 

serious and time consuming attempt to merge codes yielded 34 

categories which provided a more manageable number to work 

with as well as a more logical grouping of ideas. 

Having completed the open coding of data, the coded 

categories were then printed for further study and axial 

coding. The process of axial coding is to analyze the data 

within categories and began to look of for patterns and 

themes that emerge from the data. I found that in reviewing 

the data, the process of axial coding was assisted as I 

utilized a technique suggested by Maykut (1994). While 

studying the data I would write down "I am finding that 

teachers (believe, feel, experience, value, identify, 

etc.) ... " In writing down discrete findings as I reviewed 

entire categories I could then examine those discrete 

findings to determine the emergence of a salient theme or 

pattern. As I proceeded to identify and write rules for 

inclusion pertaining to a particular theme or topic, often 

the focus would shift and a new theme would emerge that 

provided a better explanation of what I was observing in the 

data. While The Ethnograph IV was indispensable in open 
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coding, merging codes, and printing the results of code 

searches, I found that in the second stage of axial coding, 

it was not particularly amenable to the purpose. 

The process of establishing a theoretical rationale was 

an ongoing process throughout the research. As different 

themes came into focus separately and then as a whole, the 

relationship between and among themes began to take shape in 

a way that addressed the questions raised by this research 

regarding the congruency between purposes and practice. 

Trustworthiness of the Research 

The question of trustworthiness in a qualitative study 

essentially asks: To what extent can confidence be placed 

in the reported outcomes? (Maykut,l994) ~rovisions of 

trustworthiness have been established in the following ways: 

1) As categories of meaning began to be established, 

selected follow up interviews were conducted to provide a 

measure of clarification and to validate interpretations. 

2) A research journal has been kept throughout the research 

process that provides a history of the thought processes and 

theoretical development of this study. 

3) Presence of an audit trail - code lists, transcripts, 

printed categories, which would enable others to examine the 

work from beginning to end and gain an understanding of the 

processes undertaken by the researcher. 
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4) Colleague review - periodic inspection of the design and 

conduct of this research occurred by several individuals 

associated with the research, including approval of the 

study's design by Church Educational System officials. 

TABLE 5 

Stage I -

Schedule of Data Collection and Analysis 

Development of interview schedule 

Stage II -

Stage III -

Stage IV -

Stage V -

Stage VI -

Stage VII -

Stage VIII -

Field access. Approval of interview schedule 
by CES administration. Obtained permission to 
visit th8 field and conduct interviews. 

Purposive sampling. Made arrangements to 
interview teachers and begin to sample 
teachers in the designated CES Areas. 

Transcribed data into word processor. 
Transferred data into The Ethnograph IV. Read 
and studied transcriptions. Analyzed 
transcriptions of data begin open coding by 
attempting to discover and label categories 
that "look and feel" alike. 

Axial coding. Categories are identified, 
labeled, and rules of inclusion were written. 
Examined conditions, strategies and 
consequences that occur between categories 
and subcategories. 

Selective interviewing of interviewees to 
provide for clarification and validation. 

Findings Presented. 

Discussion of Findings. 



Chapter IV 

Presentation of Findings 
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The purpose of this study has been to examine the 

congruence of teacher evaluation practices in the Church 

Educational System with the institutionally stated purposes 

for which teacher evaluation is to be conducted. 

Specifically, this study has focused on 10 full-time 

employees of the L.D.S. Church Educational System's 

Released-time Seminary program and their perceptions and 

experiences with teacher evaluation. Their experiences and 

views regarding teacher evaluation were recorded in an 

interview setting where questions (Appendix A) focused on 

issues relating to the stated purposes of teacher evaluation 

in the Church Educational System. Specifically, those 

purposes are as follows: 

1. To encourage the personal and professional growth of CES 

personnel by -

a. Clarifying performance standards and expectations 

b. Improving performance through edifying feedback. 

c. Reinforcing CES values and their application. 

2. To provide administrators and employees with needed 

information for quality placement and career planning by -

a. Identifying the degree to which each employee is 

suited for and satisfied in a CES career. 



b. Assisting the employee in life and career 

planning. 

c. Assisting the administration in effective 

placement and utilization of personnel. 
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Analysis of the interview data has provided a number of 

themes that are instructive regarding the practices of 

teacher evaluation in CES. The presentation of the findings 

will represent those thematic patterns which emerged from 

the data. Discussion and theoretical interpretation will 

follow the presentation of findings in the chapter that 

follows. 

Mixed Messages 

Teachers described their confusion regarding 

conflicting messages being communicated via teacher 

evaluation. Natriello's (1990, p.35) use of the term 

"unintended consequences" seems apropos in reviewing 

teacher's comments regarding clarity of performance 

standards through teacher evaluation. While the teachers 

suggest that teacher evaluation does clarify standards and 

expectations, there is little consensus regarding what those 

standards refer to and what they consist of. Teacher 

comments revealed a wide variety of concerns regarding 

conflicting standards reflected through teacher evaluation. 

In particular, the implicit standards imposed by way of the 



student evaluation survey and certain CES foundational 

readings that include Charge to Religious Educators, The 

Charted Course of Religious Education, and Teaching the 
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Gospel. Speaking of his administrator's concerns about the 

student evaluations; 

"I perceive they (student evaluation survey) are 
concerned about whether or not I'm popular, but 
everything I hear from the brethren is, you know, look, 
you don't need a following, and you need to teach the 
truth and help the students and love them and 
strengthen them so they can go off on their own when 
you're not there, so don' t get a following. It 

Another teacher suggested that if the student evaluation 

surveys were written with the readings taken from The Charge 

to Religious Educators as a reference point, there would be 

a completely different emphasis regarding those aspects 

considered to be important in a teacher's relationship to 

students. Another teacher expressed his concern regarding 

the messages that are communicated via the student 

evaluation survey and the focus that is provided in the 

recently published core document Teaching the Gospel. 

According to this teacher's analysis, there seemed to be 

little correspondence between what is suggested to be our 

primary focus of responsibility found in this important 

document and those items on the student survey. 

It was evident that to some of the teachers 

interviewed, the student evaluation survey constitutes a 

significant part of the teacher evaluation experience as a 
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whole. When first asked about teacher evaluation, three of 

the teachers interviewed began immediately talking about the 

student surveys as if they equated student evaluation 

surveys with the whole of teacher evaluation. The strength 

of the message that is communicated to many of these 

teachers is accomplished by virtue of the considerable 

emphasis apparently placed upon this one method of 

evaluating teachers. 

"you tend to get the feeling that that's all we're 
concerned about as teachers, at least from the 
evaluation side, is whether or not they are popular. 
If they can pack them in, we'll have no complaints 
about them whatsoever, regardless of, it doesn't matter 
what they teach, it matters whether the kids like him 
and think he's a good teacher." 

Another message about performance standards that is 

being "clarified" to teachers has to do with what one 

teacher described as "administrivia". According to half the 

teachers interviewed, there is considerable emphasis placed 

upon such concerns relating to personal appearance, office 

cleanliness, attendance at faculty prayer meetings, work 

schedules, building items and so on. When asked how teacher 

evaluation helped them in clarifying standards, several of 

the teachers responded by discussing issues that deal with 

personal and professional standards of appearance and 

conduct rather than those things directly associated with 

teaching or instruction. While they may have responded 
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differently had I specifically suggested that I wanted them 

to address teaching standards, I think it is interesting 

they recognize an emphasis in teacher evaluation on these 

other issues; 

"BH: 
you ? 

What kind of standards are they communicating to 
Does that make sense ? 

T4: I think so. You'll know by how I answer it, I 
guess. Uh. 

BH: What are they concerned about? You know, what are 
the standards that are being. uh, ... 

T4: Well, I think that they are concerned for the kids 
and what they think of their seminary teachers. Can I 
learn from this guy? Does he appear, even look like 
somebody I can learn from? .. . Urn, being a professional 
in every sense of the word. Staying as long as you're 
supposed to, coming when you're supposed to, wearing 
what you're supposed to, saying and acting like you're 
supposed to." 

When this same teacher re-emphasizes this point in 

discussing his concerns about being observed in the 

classroom he comments; 

"I am more concerned about is my tie straight, is my 
hair cut, you know, do I look spiffy, is there 
something wrong I should fix." 

Stodolsky's (1990, p. 17S) comment referring to teacher 

evaluation methods that "procedures are not neutral" also 

has bearing on the instruments that are used in clarifying 

expectations. When one teacher was asked how teacher 

evaluation clarifies what CES expects from him as a teacher, 

he made reference to the year end evaluation instrument that 



90 

has three columns for rating the performance of teachers. 

In using this particular form, if a teacher gives himself 

the highest or lowest rating, a written explanation needs to 

accompany the form providing some justification. 

"The year end evaluation, maybe I guess they expect all 
of us to be average. With only three categories in the 
year end evaluation, if I'm exceptional, I've got to 
explain why I'm exceptional; if I'm bad, I have to 
explain it, and I guess maybe that gives us some 
expectation. I don't think that's the expectation that 
is wanted - to be average. Maybe we're all so 
excellently average, but I really personally have a 
hard time with the year end evaluation. Especially as 
I try to evaluate myself for to sign it, I think 
that some of those areas, I do very well on, ~nd yet I 
don't think it really helps in clarifying what I ought 
to be doing ... " 

Even the absence or lack of evaluation communicates a 

message to teachers about what is expected of teachers. One 

teacher suggests that he has learned that if he can avoid 

making any waves or raising any flags then he is left alone. 

He has come to see teacher evaluation as an attempt to deal 

with problem teachers. The expectation he is left with is 

to stay out of trouble and always try to look good for the 

supervisor. His success in doing so has resulted in 

infrequent visits from his supervisor. Ironically, this same 

teacher who teaches in a single man setting, describes his 

loneliness and his desire to have someone come and see him 

teach. 

"I guess it's nice to know that I'm not considered a 
problem here, and so I'm not evaluated. And that is 
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comforting and nice, but I don't believe that it helps 
me improve as a teacher because of that. In all the 
years that I have been here, I have not felt one thing 
to improve me as a teacher. And that makes me feel 
then, that the evaluations are to be used in time of 
problems and not as a helpful tool. And it gives me a 
real perception of what we use - what we think about 
evaluation, and I guess maybe that's partly why 
evaluations cause me stress still. Because of the 
perception that I have, that evaluation is not there to 
help me" 

It appears that wh~1e teachers do not seem to see teacher 

evaluation serving to establish instructional standards, it 

is clear that the practices and methods we employ certainly 

do establish certa~n expectations that teacher have in 

regards to their employment as well as to the purposes of 

teacher evaluation. 

The Mystery of Teacher Evaluation 

Teachers are uncomfortable with the sense of mystery that 

pervades the consequences of teacher evaluation practice. 

In virtually every interview there was reported a seemingly 

pervasive sense of mystery surrounding the consequences of 

teacher evaluation. Teachers are uncomfortable with not 

really knowing what becomes of the information collected as 

they are evaluated. 

T9 "I think something that is a little bit bothersome 
about evaluations, too, is that they go somewhere. You 
know, they end up in the file, and so what is said 
about me in the file, I don't know. I mean, some place 
someone has a file on (teacher's name) and in that is 
an evaluation from I assume all the way back to (first 
administrator), my first evaluation. I assume some 
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place there's a person saying, boy , he was on 
probation. You know, and not knowing the situation, 
there I am in a file. That's a little bit 
disconcerting. I like the idea of knowing what people 
have written, you know, the idea of okay, here's an 
evaluation, here's what I'm thinking. I see these 
strengths, I see here is something you could work at, I 
like the idea. So I like the idea but, uh, and I 
suppose if I went and asked somebody to see my file I 
could see it, I don't know, you know, it's not secret 
or private, but there it is anyways, the file l" 

The sense of frustration accompanying this mysteriousness 

about where the information is sent and who reviews it and 

how it will effect their career was equaled only by the 

cynicism reflected in their comments. 

" ... evaluation is vague and you don't understand what 
it's for, what the purpose is for. And I think that 
frustrates a lot of teachers. That's why I hear 
comments like "before I retire, I'd like to see my file 
down there in the central office". That indicates to 
me that there's a lot of teachers out there who feel -
have no idea what those evaluations are used for, and 
that there's some file in the central office and 
(administrator xl and (administrator yl goes through 
that and says, "Oh boy, this brother has too many marks 
against him, we could never place him in a position of 
trust. So I think a lot of teachers, myself included, 
feel frustrated and not having any idea what these are 
used for. Why do we do these? They don't really have 
a clear vision as to why administration feels so - for 
instance, it's so important to have year end 
evaluations every year, and what happens to those. 
Where do they go? Does the area director keep them in 
a file never to be read again. I think that's what 
probably happens. So why are we doing them ?" 

The lack of information regarding why we evaluate and 

precisely how we utilize that data that is collected creates 

a division of sorts between those who know the mystery and 



those who do not. It is an apparent source of frustration 

to teachers that causes them to question the motives of 

those who are evaluating. 
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"So I guess part of the problem with those evaluations, 
was I felt they had no clue as to who I was and what 
help I needed. And they were trying to fit me into the 
, you know, the round peg into the square hole type of 
thing. Since then, I've had a little bit better 
evaluations, but I still struggled a little with what 
the goal of evaluation was and what the purpose of it 
was, and I haven't felt that the people who have 
administered them had any real idea what the goal and 
purposes of them was either. Now, maybe they did, but 
that didn't come across to me, so I've kind of felt 
like, well, this is some dumb thing that we're supposed 
to do and I don't know what good it does or who it 
helps or what it for even" 

Another teachers comments: 

"The least helpful ones (evaluations) have been when I 
felt like they didn't know me and they were doing 
something that I had no clue to why they were doing it. 
And sometimes I've walked out of those thinking are you 
just here to beat me up or why did you come." 

This divisiveness certainly doesn't mix well with attempts 

to reinforce shared values and principles of edification 

(see Appendix B). 

There are a number of revealing responses given in 

answer to the question of where does the information 

collected for teacher evaluation end up. 

T2: "One year I had somebody that sat down and read to me 
what they wrote, both positive and the negative and 
then had me sign it and went through it with me. Only 
once have I ever had that happen. 
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BH: Did you keep it? 

T2: Oh, no. 

BH: It was sent on? 

T2 : Oh, yeah. 

BH: To where? 

T2 : Its sacred stuff. I have no clue. Hmmm. (pause) 

Two teachers comment in reference to student evaluations. 

First conunent: 

BH: Who administers it? 

T4: Um, it's the principal that administers it. It's kept 
quiet, um, it's a very private thing. He puts it in a 
manila folder and sends it off to the Zone 
Administrator, I believe. 

BH: What happens then? 

T4: Um, I don't know if he looks through them or not. Uh, 
I guess they go to the Church Office Building and are 
looked over and evaluated there. It's just, uh, a 
bubble system, I think they use. I don't know who 
reads the backs of them, you know, where kids make 
comments. I don't know. And I'm sure they've got a 
scheme that they throw those bubbles into. They throw 
all the lows and the highs out and they take an average 
of the in betweens. 

BH: Yeah. Do you get them back? Does anybody review them 
with you? 

T4: I don't think we get reviews. 

BH: I mean, do you ever get to see your scores and look at 
the ... 

T4: I don't think so. 

Second comment: 
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BH: Who collects them? (student evaluations) 

T3: Somebody collects them, I mean, we collect them. I 
gave them to the principal last time and he sent them 
down to the magical mystical computer thing and we got 
back you know whatever. We got them back with you know 
a statistical analysis of what was there and some 
graphs, whatever, which was helpful". 

References to "sacred stuff" or the "private" or to the 

"magical, mystical computer" give rise to questions 

regarding the very nature of such notions and what ~upports 

their continuation or acceptance. 

While some teachers did talk about having the 

opportunity to see the results of their student evaluations, 

they did not know what consequences result or even where the 

information ends up or how it might influence their career. 

One of the most trOUbling concerns for one teacher has to do 

with the this sense of mystery and issues of placement. The 

following teacher expressed his frustration in not being 

able to talk about potential opportunities that may exist 

within CES due to the mystery surrounding placement. 

"I've felt if I brought that up (placement) that it 
would sound disloyal. So the most helpful situation in 
my mind is where I can explore all of the possibilities 
that are out there for me in terms of CES, not just n 
the present classroom and what I'm doing now, but being 
able to see a bigger picture and given encouragement to 
develop myself in those ways. Right now, I'm feeling 
restricted in that area, that the main message to me is 
put your best foot forward, dress in appropriate ways, 
act in appropriate ways, be a good CES guy and things 
will work out for you. And, that's okay, but I would 
also like to be able to say, you know, this gripes me 
or this is , this is frightening to me, urn, is there 
any possibility of this, without getting a cryptic 
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response like, well, I don't know how those decisions 
are made, they are made at some other level than mine, 
urn, the best I can tell you is this. I don't know how 
I expect them to respond, but sometimes I get real 
frustrated with, urn, how you come of age in CES. I 
don't understand the system like I, you know. In a 
professional growth situation I don't know how to ask 
the questions or what. With this current administrator, 
I don't know what to do. I get the same feeling from 
him that he has the same frustration, that he is, you 
know, not sure how to deal with the person at the next 
level. And so there's sort of a let's all just be real 
careful kind of thing." 

It may not be the case that teachers are not knowledgeable 

of the basic procedures of the placement process in CES but 

rather I get a sense that they are saying that they are 

unsure as to how teacher evaluation may have influence in 

placement decisions as opposed to perhaps less formal kinds 

of feedback. In other words, perhaps teachers know how the 

system works but feel frustrated in not being able to work 

the system to their benefit. I think there is an underlying 

sense that placement is influenced by other types of 

informal assessments that are made regarding performance. 

The experience is then perceived by some to amount to a sort 

of game to be played and the frustration is in not knowing 

the rules. The previous teacher's comment regarding "corning 

of age" in CES may have reference to this very idea that in 

time the mystery of the placement process will be understood 

- if you're careful and cautious. Teachers indicate that 

being kept in the dark so to speak intensifies this "game 

playing" between those who know and those who don't. One 
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teacher expresses this frustration regarding this concern: 

T3 "I've had principals before that they'll see you doing 
something wrong and then they'll bring it up in a 
faculty meeting. And they'll say, we have had this 
situation happening in the building. And I can't even 
analyze it, just tell us what you saw and who did it. 
But he wants to keep it ambiguous and let everyone know 
and it's kind of like, he who has the most information 
wins kind of thing. " 

Teacher comments also reflect that this mysteriousness 

is reinforced by administrators who consciously or 

unconsciously recognize the control factor it provides but 

it is also reinforced by virtue of the expectations that 

seminary teachers should be obedient, loyal, meek and 

submissive to their file leaders. 

"I really get nervous about blowing up in some place, 
you know, and doing some stuff that, you know, of 
saying something that I'll really regret, you know, and 
I don't want to do that. And I think that that's one 
of the reasons that sometimes tilat style of 
administration stays in power, is because the strengths 
of the teacher are used against them, because we want 
to be sensitive , we want to be humble, we want to be 
loyal. It gets used against us and who are you going 
to take it to, and who's going to read the evaluation." 

What I found to be of interest was that invariably the 

teachers interviewed indicated their satisfaction with their 

current assignment. Many of their comments that reflected 

some negativity regarding placement issues were discussed in 



the context of some concerns they had heard from other 

teachers. 

The Threat of Formal Teacher Evaluation 

The initial responses of most of the teachers 

interviewed suggested that formal teacher evaluation is 

viewed as a necessary but unwelcomed experience. 

BH "What has teacher evaluation meant for you? 

T4 It's put fear in me, right off the bat. 

BH Has it? 
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T4 Yep. I'm under scrutiny. There are people looking at 
me and, I can't, I have to say rightfully so though, I 
have to agree with what they're doing." 

Regardless of whether or not teacher evaluations have 

actually had a negative impact upon their career, the 

possibility of such an experience seems to loom relatively 

near. Teachers recognize the difficulty associated with the 

job supervisors have to do given the general lack of 

familiarity with the context in which they teach. They are 

naturally concerned that what they do may not be understood 

or appreciated. This concern is heightened as they 

recognize the potential impact the evaluation might have 

upon their careers. 

T2 "People are afraid of the unknown and so like I 
mentiQned about the letters being written in where you 
know somebody is scared to death that they're being 



black balled for an assignment if they say something 
bad. Or if they say something critical, that means 
they're not being supportive ... we can't say anything 
critical ... so you have a lot of fear associated with 
evaluations." 
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Another concern of teachers is that they are never 

quite sure of just how or when they will be evaluated. This 

element of not knowing what to expect in terms of procedure 

as well as the results of an evaluation lends even more 

mystery to the process of evaluation and further contributes 

to the unsettled feelings teacher have regarding teacher 

evaluation. 

While teachers may feel comfortable with the work they 

are performing, there is no guarantee that an evaluation by 

a supervisor will exact the same perception. Teacher 

recognize the subjectivity of evaluators and also the 

potential impact that a less than shining report may have on 

potential assignments to be offered. 

Some of the teachers recognized the inherent conflict 

that exists in the role of the CES administrator. Part of 

their responsibility is to conduct a summative judgment 

regarding the performance of the teacher. Simultaneously, 

the administrator is to provide formative assistance for 

teachers that allows them the opportunity to grow without 

the concerns associated with summative evaluation. Teachers 

recognize the difficulty associated with this role conflict. 
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T4 "Un, instead of just the area director and the 
principal, both of which are players in what this guy's 
career is going to end up like, okay. Have somebody 
else who isn't a part of that gentleman's career 
evaluate him also, like a fellow seminary teacher. Um, 
maybe get somebody, maybe get a parent or two to write 
a letter in." 

T2 "They can have a relationship on both lines, but I 
think there are a lot that can't. And that's where you 
get, I think you get stuck in that, uh, you have a 
nonprofessional profession." 

The process of teacher evaluation is often seen by 

teachers as an attempt to uncover problems and to mandate 

corrections. 

T2 "You get some that will let you know up front, uh, that 
when they are doing the evaluations that well, I've got 
to write something negative on here because there's a 
negative spot and I need to. There's a certain amount 
of room here and they'll say, so I don't mean to be 
unkind, but we need to find the part that you need to 
work on the most or where you're struggling the most 
and fill this in. 

TIO "I think we need to be accountable to the system. 
Okay, but I also think that if an administrator's focus 
is to find the problems they will. It's impossible to 
walk into a classroom of 36 kids ... and not have some 
struggles in the class." 

TIO "Because it's very distressing, very distressing to be 
trying to do your best and feel like somebody's coming 
through to find a problem ... And when somebody comes and 
picks and picks and picks, it just drives you crazy. 
All I can tell you is when he comes into the building, 
everybody knows." 

TI "To my mind, the problem has been how its (teacher 
evaluation instrument) used and, I realize the area 
director may not like what they've been given and so 
they're not doing it consistently, but the problem 
comes up when they perceive there is a personnel 
problem out there in the field in one way or another. 
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Like all people, and it very understandable, they 
think, oh, man, what do I do, what do I do? And they 
realize they have this tool to help them and that's 
when they use it and so the perception is that its used 
because there's a problem. And that injures the 
instrument entirely because it taints it. And every 
time you go in and its used or you go to a new are a 
and the new area director uses it more, you're feeling 
almost automatically is that, oh, man, they don't trust 
me, do they feel there's a problem with me, what's 
wrong?" 

Teacher evaluation for some amounts to being asked to 

conform to the evaluators idea of what you should be doing. 

Tl "I didn't feel like they were trying to help me at all. 
I felt like they were trying to mold me into their view 
of what I should be, and they had no idea what I was, 
and whether I needed to be molded in this direction oz' 
that direction." 

T9 "And the worst of those I typically left thinking 
you're here without knowing who I am, you've decided on 
what the problem was, what needed to be fixed, and how 
to fix it, and you came and told me how to do that, and 
the problem was I didn't see anything that you 
presented to me having any match with the reality of my 
experience in the classroom. And those have been 
frustrating experiences." 

One teacher suggests that he supposes he is doing okay 

in the classroom because he hasn't been evaluated for some 

time. His comments likewise reflect the perception that 

teacher evaluation is used to find problems. 

PR "I guess it's nice to know that I'm not considered a 
problem here, and so I'm not evaluated. And that is 
comforting and nice, but I don't believe that it helps 
me improve as a teacher because of that." 
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The Survival Mode 

The perceived threat felt by teachers from the formal 

evaluation process may not only fail to induce greater 

performance but may also cause teachers to resort to a sort 

of survival mode wherein they will subvert the process in 

order to receive a more favorable report. Teachers are 

keenly aware of the potential impact that teacher evaluation 

may have upon their employment (albeit somewhat unclear due 

to the mystery quotient) and the kinds of assignments that 

may be proffered. 

T4 "My administrator is the guy who is going to decide, 
you know, if I want to move, he's going to decide, he's 
going to have a say whether I move or not, or whether 
or not I become a principal, or whether or not I stay 
here if I want to stay here." 

In a year end evaluation interview where the teachers are 

required to rate themselves across a three-point scale, one 

teacher decided he would rate himself in the highest 

category on one item even though it meant he would have to 

justify his choice by writing a letter to accompany the 

rating. It is clear that he felt like if he didn't force 

the issue that perhaps he would not somehow be represented 

as positively as he ought be and so he took matters into his 

own hands. 

T7 "On the other hand, you and I talked about this before 
on this little thing about well, is it exceptional, 
satisfactory, marginal, that kind of thing, you know, 



103 

and if you're exceptional, you gotta write a letter and 
a~l that stuff. You and I talked about that and this 
year for the first time, I said, hey, one of these is 
going to be exceptional. He said, well, you write a 
letter and . .. so I wrote a little letter, I thought what 
the heck, you know. 

BH What motivated you to do that? 

T7 Pride (laugh)" 

Teachers collectively recognized the dilemma teachers are 

placed in when they do not perceive teacher evaluation as 

being a help but rather as a judgement that may have 

negative consequences associated with it. Several teachers 

made reference to a sort of "game" that is played by some 

teachers when they resort to this survival mode. In 

reference to student evaluation surveys and classroom 

observations the following are what might be regarded as 

classic examples of teachers resorting to game playing. The 

following reference is to student evaluations; 

T 10 "You know who's clicking and who's not clicking. And 
see, the evaluations cannot work that way. I mean, 
I've talked to guys who have promised the kids, give me 
a good evaluation and I'll make you waffles tomorrow. 
And then at that moment the tool is completely useless 
(laugh), you know, it's over." 

Another teacher comments on classroom observations; 

Tl "You know, we all say when the evaluator comes, if you 
raise your left hand that means you don't know the 
answer, if our right hand is raised I'll calIon you. 
Or you know, if I do well I'll give everyone candy 
bars. 
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BH Yeah. 

Tl There's ways to get past those instruments that have 
really no bearing, and when you can make jokes on that, 
um, you recognize the weakness of the instrument. If 
its an instrument solely for their benefit, you can 
cheat around it. If you looked at the SOAS (student 
survey) as a tool for my benefit as a teacher, when 
they come in and do 50AS that's for me, that's not for 
them, uh, I'm going to look at that quite a bit 
differently, I'm not going to be telling the kids, 
here's candy bars if I do well because I want to 
evaluate myself and grow myself. So I think, you know, 
it comes down to what the teacher's perception of what 
they are doing that SOAS for. Are they doing it to 
help me or are they doing that to evaluate me, and if I 
feel I'm a little low then I'm going to try to do 
something to get that SOAS up, which mayor may not 
have anything to do with what I should be doing in the 
classroom. " 

While the teachers recognized this survival mode as a 

reality, it is for some a very unpleasant reality that they 

would just as soon not have to deal with. 

T8 "Um, my biggest frustration is when I feel like I have 
to play games, I have to politic or do something 
because my needs aren't being met. Occasionally I have 
felt like I had to kind of put my best foot forward and 
sort of pretend rather than just, you know, get down to 
some of the things that frustrate me and worry me and 
those kinds of things. " 

Teacher Evaluation versus Professional Development 

There appears to be a distinction teachers make in 

separating efforts to evaluate teachers and those that focus 

on professional development. Rather than viewing teacher 
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evaluation within the broader context of professional 

development, there is a tendency to see it as a disconnected 

activity. 

T8 "There's the professional aspect of that, you know, but 
that's different than teacher evaluation. You know, 
there's the personal and professional development but I 
think that stands aside from evaluation. In my own 
mind it does. 

BH Talk to me a little bit more about that. What do you 
mean by that ? 

T8 Well, what I'm, I'm trying to develop myself personally 
and professionally but I don't do it because I want to 
be evaluated in a positive way. You know, I'm doing it 
so I can be a better teacher and meet the needs of the 
kids. And make myself happier because it's fun to be 
creative and those kinds of things, but I don't see 
that as being attached to the evaluation process. They 
may notice it. That would be nice, but I think on the 
other hand, I see PDP (Professional Development 
Program) and development of myself professionally in 
terms of going to school, um, writing curriculum for 
the class I'm trying to teach, you know, that 
experience, um, trying to do something unique in the 
classroom. All those things, um, to me are in a 
different box than evaluation. 

The foregoing comments reflect what I believe the practice 

of teacher evaluation in CES has reinforced about the role 

of teacher evaluation. Teacher don't see a connection 

between teacher evaluation and professional development 

efforts. While personal and professional growth are stated 

purposes for which teacher evaluation is to be conducted, I 

believe that has been effectively translated by teachers and 

administrators to refer to some kind of requirement imposed 
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by teacher evaluation for teachers to perform at a certain 

level of competency. Beyond that definition, teacher 

evaluation is not typically regarded by teachers as an 

opportunity for growth. 

BH "Do you feel like the practices and procedures of 
teacher evaluation reinforce shared values ? 
Essentials of edification ? 

TiD I think it's good every once in a while to look back 
and be reminded of them, but I think that's the focus, 
that should be the focus of inservice and not the focus 
of evaluation. 

BH Hmm. 

TiD Because if we could keep touching on these values and 
having people come in to teach, we've got this huge 
body of professional teachers here who can share things 
with us, and you know, and share outlines with us, and 
share handouts, and share insights to help us come back 
and focus on those in inservice, but that's not what it 
ends up being most of the time. And I've got to tell 
you, a brownie, and an apple, and a pat on the back 
isn't enough to make me want to go to inservice. It's 
not enough. I want to be fed. Just like my students 
want to be fed. They want to learn something new, they 
want to feel something, and I think that that's the 
administrative function. And if the evaluation isn't 
helping them to grow then the evaluation needs to be 
evaluated." 

As one teacher discusses a professional development 

opportunity involving visits to observe other teachers in 

their classrooms, he describes it as having been a "notable" 

experience, nonetheless, he doesn't register what he is 

doing as related to teacher evaluation. 

BH "Can you think of any experiences which have been 
particularly notable in your career, for one reason or 
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T3 May not be at all what you mean, uh, but notable to me 
was not really an evaluation, urn, I this last spring, 
uh, I took a day and visited other classes, which again 
is not really an evaluation. That was a very notable 
thing for me, the opportunity for me to visit, uh, 
other classes and other teachers and other places. " 

The Benefits of "Informal" Teacher Evaluation 

Teacher responses unitedly reveal a desire to 

participate in what they refer to as "informal" teacher 

evaluation. Informal teacher evaluation is variously 

described as forms of evaluation that involve self 

evaluation and collaborative evaluation efforts that involve 

such things as peer observation and peer coaching. Teachers 

suggested that the best feedback they receive about their 

teaching comes from those who are closely associated with 

the context of their teaching. Teachers are clearly desirous 

of being evaluated and getting feedback but in a setting 

where they feel free to be themselves and not encumbered by 

the pressures associated with the sumrnative evaluation of 

formal evaluation. Teachers generally expressed the feeling 

that their fellow teachers were in a position to appreciate 

their teaching to a greater degree than anyone else. 

TIO nI think when a teacher starts to become ineffective in 
the classroom and is struggling in the classroom and 
they bring in the evaluations, urn, I think it can add a 



108 

lot of stresses. And I think that sometimes the other 
teachers in the building have their finger on the pulse 
of what's happening more than anyone else." 

Another teacher comments about the value of frequent 

feedback provided by those working most closely with the 

teacher. 

T4 "I have a couple of teachers who, with whom I speak at 
lunch, and I say, oh, this lesson went so well, I know 
you're going to be around the corner on this lesson, 
you know, this lesson is coming around your corner and 
you're going to be there. Why don't you come and sit 
in for 15 minutes and they'll come and sit there and 
they'll do that. And I'll do that with them and its 
usually just the same teachers though. In such a large 
group, we, you know, I'm over here in the northwest 
corner with 2 or 3 other teachers, and its just, I 
don't know, out of convenience I guess that their 
offices are closer and you just go talk to them. But 
administrators know. You know, I know what the 
administrators rules are, you know. I've got a 
handbook, too, you know. They are supposed to come 
into my office, or into my, uh, classroom here so many 
times a year and they do that. And they come and sit 
in there so many times a year, but I don't think that's 
enough. 

BH Would you want them to do more? 

T4 I would, but not by administrators only. I would think 
it would be great if (fellow teacher) could come in and 
evaluate my class and my performance. He's in the 
trenches with me, you know, he's not out of touch. 
He's had some of these same kids, he knows who these 
kids are. He knows how they react." 

Clearly one of the benefits of "informal" evaluation is the 

fact that it occurs for most teachers with much greater 

frequency than do formal evaluations. None of the teachers 
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reported being observed more than once a year, however at 

least half of the teachers reported not being observed for 

several years and that fall and spring interviews were brief 

and relatively weak in terms of providing any instructional 

feedback. The worth of what teachers call "informal" 

evaluation becomes all the more valuable. 

BH "You have already talked a little bit about the fact 
that self-appraisal has helped you perhaps more than 
formal approaches. Is that a fair statement? 

T6 Helped me? 

BH Has it helped you more so, than say you supervisor 
coming in for the year end evaluation. 

T6 Yeh! 

BH Why? Why is a self-appraisal more helpful than a 
formal appraisal where an expert teacher can come in 
and help you to see some things? 

T6 Because it happens more often. 

BH Frequency then? 

T6 Yes. Everyday, every class you go, "ok now how was 
that and can I improve upon it? Then I have the 
opportunity to talk with other teachers who have met 
the same place talking about the same kinds of lessons 
and I go, ok now how does the experience I had with 
that lesson compare with the experience they had in 
their classes?" 

Whether they teach in a multi-teacher or single teacher 

setting, this study and others (Lortie, 1975) suggest that 

teachers are relatively isolated in the work that they do. 

With the infrequency with which formal evaluations are 
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conducted, teachers really crave opportunities to talk about 

their teaching. 

BH "If it were up to you and you could re-design teacher 
evaluation and do anything with it you wanted to, what 
would you do, how would you change it, or would you 
change it? 

T6 Uh, having read some of the things I've read and then 
researched and I don't know how I'd do it, I'd just 
have a feel for giving opportunities to teachers to 
give each other more feedback on how they do things, 
what they do, how to improve what they do. 

BH More feedback? 

T6 Well, more opportunities for communication and 
interaction, so that, see, and that may be different in 
a multi-teacher setting. I've never been in a multi
teacher setting, so I couldn't tell you, but in a 
single man seminary, unless I get on the phone and go 
talk, and say, how are things today, and most days that 
won't happen, I don't see anybody in the hallway, so 
anything like that and that would be ... and really, the 
research, I get the impression that even people that 
are in large schools that happens that same way, so I 
would say, formalize a way for teachers to get 
more ... give and get more feedback from other teachers." 

From another teacher; 

T7 "Because, honestly the informal evaluation is more 
important to me, has been in my teaching day to day. 
The relationship with other teachers and what they are 
doing and my comparison of myself to what they are 
doing and kind of looking and reflecting has been more 
important. 

BH Your own self-evaluation? 

T7 It has been more helpful. Sometimes my own self
evaluation but also that comparison, ok what is the guy 
down the hall doing and how do I relate to that. 



Relationship with the Evaluator 

A similar response was obtained from each teacher 

relating to the perceived effectiveness of teacher 

evaluation and the relationship that exists between the 

teacher and evaluator. Where each of the teachers 

interviewed have had experience with at least two or more 
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evaluators, they were able to speak from both their current 

as well as previous experiences with teacher evaluation. 

Interviewing these teachers that had experience in a variety 

of settings was helpful in that they were able to 

discriminate their feelings on the basis of multiple 

experiences. Where teachers felt like the evaluator was 

genuinely concerned about them and their success as a 

teacher, those positive feelings were likewise reflected in 

their comments regarding the effects of teacher evaluation 

in making accurate sumrnative judgements that teachers felt 

good about. 

BH "What is it about the individual that evaluates you 
that's most important in an evaluation? 

T8 What kind of relationship I have with them. If they 
care about me, if they are communicating to me that 
they, um, they're interested in me personally. 

Other teachers with similar responses: 

T3 "They helped me the most when I feel like the person 
who is interviewing me is really plugged in to what's 
going on and its not just a question/answer thing, but 
where I can really tell them what's going on. 
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T6 "For me the most important is my personal relationship 
with them. Do I feel comfortable with them and do I 
feel like they have my best interests at heart. Do 
they support me." 

Conversely, teachers who describe relationships with 

evaluators that were less than ideal likewise reflected less 

than ideal results from the teacher evaluation experience. 

BH "What is it about an individual that conducts an 
evaluation that's most important? 

TIO Most important is the stuff like I was saying before 
about whether or not I can tell this person cares about 
me. And if theY're really trying to help me. If I 
feel like it's a burden for them to come, and I can 
tell right off that it's a burden and that they're 
hating being there, and theY're looking for a problem, 
that's not going to benefit me at all. It feels abusive 
and anything that feels like abuse, ticks me off, and I 
don't want to be a part of it. 

Another teachers responds: 

T6 "To me what would be most important is that, uh, I feel 
like there's somebody who cares about you. That they 
are there being helpful, looking to be a help, not 
there because it has to be because it's the end of the 
year or because he has to be because it's the end of 
the year or because there's a problem. Either one of 
those. 

The nature of a positive relationship and its effect on one 

teacher are illustrated in the following commentary. 

T4 "He, uh, was really, was very good at being a super 
example. He, he did not shy away from the fact that he 
was an imperfect administrator trying to do a perfect 
job. Uh, he tried to draw from us many suggestions, he 
was very open to suggestions. I felt that he loved me 
because he, uh, whenever he addressed things that I 
could improve on, urn, he, I always felt the spirit when 
I was with him, yet we talked like two old friends. He 
was very good at letting me accept responsibility for 
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good and bad. Um, he wouldn't step in there as an 
administrator and block for me, he'd let me learn from 
my mistakes. He talked to me often, very often and he 
shared experiences with me that he was having, you 
know, and helped me think that I could have an impact 
on how he was doing. You now, it was just another 
thing he did to, to, uh, help me feel like I had a say 
in things, even if I really didn't. He made me feel 
like I did, because he heard me." 

Teachers acknowledge that the nature of the relationship 

with their evaluator can bias the evaluation outcomes for 

good or ill. 

T9 "A lot of times, the evaluation is based upon the 
personal relationship, too, between the supervisor and 
the individual. And so if you get along really well, 
obviously you're going to get a much better evaluation. 
If there's something that is a little bit of friction 
between the two of you, and I'm sure that happens more 
than just in one or two areas in the system, uh, you're 
no going to get as good an evaluation being the exact 
same teacher, doing the same things. And that's a 
little bit frustrating." 

The same teacher continues on by offering what he regards to 

be as an example of the foregoing bias. 

T9 "I was in one situation where the principal and I 
taught in the same room and that was difficult because 
the room, the building was too small. And that made it 
difficult, but, uh, I made a couple of comments and 
suggestions in faculty meeting that, uh, dealing with 
unity in our grading and attendance policy. He had 
been in that building for so many years he said, we've 
gone over this a hundred times, we just cannot come to 
a consensus, we just can't do it. You do what you want 
to do and that's how it's going to be handled. And I 
said, well, that kind of makes me out to be the bad guy 
if I'm harder than anybody else. And just from that 
little confrontation there it was, this teacher is some 
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kind of rebel. Anyways, I think I probably got a very 
low evaluation. 

On the other hand where a more positive relationship exists 

there is a sense that the relationship will favorably 

compensate. 

T4 "But if I know he cares about me, then that's good 
enough for me. Everything else will work out. 

Another teacher: 

T3 "And so, I, uh, I feel really confident in every 
evaluation, in any instrument that would be used this 
year on me because I know that if it comes up short on 
paper, I know that it will be compensated by my leaders 
because I feel like they're plugged into me. And that 
doesn't mean that they're just going to make excuses 
for me." 

Another teacher: 

Tl "When I felt the administrator trusted me and thought 
that I was a good teacher, I felt like the evaluations 
were for my benefit, to help me be better and help me 
improve, which I've always got room for ... . when I felt 
like the administrator didn't know me at all, that's 
when I felt that the evaluations were abused. He 
didn't know whether I was a good teacher or a bad 
teacher. " 

Evaluator Credibility 

Most of the teachers interviewed expressed serious 

concerns about the credibility of their supervisors as 

evaluators of their teaching skills. There appears to be a 

connection between the nature of the relationship between 

the teacher and his evaluator and the teacher perception of 



the evaluators ability to assess his performance as a 

teacher. While those who believe that their current 
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administrator was very qualified to evaluate their teaching 

they volunteered no comments to suggest how or why they 

believed that to be the case. Later when asked about their 

supervisors they suggested that because of the positive 

nature of their relationship, they felt that it didn't 

matter what instrument was used, or what evaluation method 

was used because they believed that somehow their 

relationship with the evaluator would compensate for any 

deficit. This is not to suggest that evaluators would wear 

blinders but rather that they knew the man well enough and 

his situation that they could appropriately weigh what 

whatever data was collected in the context of his knowledge 

about the teacher and his situation. 

Where teachers did not experience positive 

relationships with their supervisors, they were critical as 

might be expected, of their abilities to evaluate their 

performance as teachers. Several comments were made 

regarding the supervisor not really knowing the teacher well 

enough to be able to conduct a proper evaluation. 

T6 "Um, I think it's very difficult though for an area 
director to evaluate something he knows nothing about? 

BH Hmm, meaning teaching? 
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T6 No, no. Because I suspect most area directors are and 
have been good teachers. I don't mean that. I mean 
the individual that they don't know about. 

BH Hmm, interesting comment. 

T6 How could an area director evaluate me when he doesn't 
know where I'm coming from and why I'm here? 

Other concerns expressed by teachers have to do 

directly with the administrators abilities to relate to what 

is actually going on in the classroom. 

T9 "I don't think they take into account what type of 
evaluator they'll be when they make them a supervisor. 
So, I mean, you know, the perception I know by some 
people is you get to be older, so you're put in as an 
area administrator. You're not as relatable. If you 
don't relate as well with the kids then we move you 
into institute or up into, uh, administration. And I 
think to an extent that's true. I think if you put, I 
know if you put my area administrator in the last year 
in the classroom he would have been eaten alive. It 
wouldn't have been pretty. And, and yet, here is a 
person evaluating me as a teacher." 

Another teacher: 

TIO "I think the administration needs to be teaching a 
class. I really do, I know they're busy, I know that. 
But, I think they could take 50 minutes a day to teach 
a class, because if they do, they're going to be in 
touch with what's going on. And the reality is, that 
we know that they're in those meetings and stuff, 
they're dealing with the administrati7e end of it, and 
of course that is going to be their focus." 

For some there is a concern regarding the preparation 

evaluators receive to perform their duties responsibly. 

T6 "I think that he has the desire to evaluate 
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effec~ively. I don't know what his pas~ experience has 
been. I suspect that he could be better trained to do 
what he does. I, again, I don't know where he came 
from into this, but I do know his first several years, 
I felt like he was really groping, trying to figure out 
how and what to do, I think he's becoming comfortable 
with what he's doing, but I still don't know that he 
has been trained very effectively to evaluate. Maybe 
it's something that you grow into and and maybe that's 
the only way to learn it. But I have never felt, 
again, like I've gotten a ~horough evaluation. I do 
feel that he has a great desire to do good, and maybe 
it's just not his nature, or whatever. Maybe he has 
been trained adequately and its just not his style." 

Additional responses suggest that some administrators have 

been relegated to their position because they no longer 

possess the skills necessary to be successful in the 

classroom. 

TIO "I'll tell you a statement and it sound bitter, but 
it's one that I've hear several guys repeat. And that 
is, if you prove that you can't teach they make you an 
administrator, but if you can't administrate what do 
they do with you? If you can't teach and you can't 
administrate, what do they do with you? Well, they 
just leave you there until you drive everyone else 
crazy, okay. And that sounds really cynical, but I 
hear guys saying that." 

Another teacher: 

T2 "I've had people interview me and I know the reason why 
they're in that position is because they couldn't cut 
it in the classroom any more, I have a hard time taking 
advice, or if they want to call it constructive 
criticism, from them if they're not doing it 
themselves. And there are people that I respect 
because of their personal lives and the way they are 
personally, and so any advice they give me, I mean, I 
don't know" 

BH Credibility then? 
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T2 I don't know, maybe that's kind of shallow on my part. 
I've had interviews where he'll ask me a question, I'll 
give him an answer, and then they'll go, yeah, twenty 
years ago when we were doing it I remember when I had 
something similar like that happen, and the I just sit 
back and listen for the next twenty minutes, I listen 
to war stories. 

Infrequency of evaluation 

Teacher's responses collectively suggest that formal 

teacher evaluation is an infrequent experience. Although 

what teachers report by way of frequency is not inconsistent 

with CES policy, there is a general feeling manifested that 

somehow they are not being evaluated as often as they think 

they should be. Perhaps this impression is the result of 

required observation and evaluation during the first two 

years of teaching which then after is conducted at the 

discretion of their supervisor. The following responses are 

in reference to classroom observations. The first comment 

reflects the most frequent report of classroom observation 

by any of the teachers. 

T6 "I'd say he sat in on probably two or three classes in 
the last two years. I don't remember. He sat in on 
one this year. He was in my office and I was in there. 
He came an hour early and sat in here, was taking care 
of some business, but it became obvious in our 
conversation that he was keeping track of what was 
going on in there, as he was in there taking care of 
some things that he needed to get done. And he's done 
that a couple of times, and I don't mind that, because 
I know that he's there." 
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T2 "Um, but, he's never sat in. I haven 't, unless you 
request that he is. I guess nobody really knows what 
goes on in your classroom. And I've taught with 
teachers that, that like it that way. They don't want 
to let it be known." 

Another teacher: 

Tl "Well, we've done classroom evaluation, we've done 
year-end appraisals every year that I've been in CES. 
The last SES (student evaluation) was probably three 
years ago, kind of infrequent. The classroom 
observations have probably been less frequent than the 
SES's. It 

Tl "Nobody really came to visit my classroom other than 
when I was in a two man seminary and the principal was 
there all the time. He had a free period and he'd sit 
in and we did stuff together and got along great, but I 
don't know if he was evaluating me or not at all. It 
didn't strike me that he was. But he certainly could 
have been." 

Teachers express a concern that the frequency with which 

they are evaluated may be insufficient to give the 

supervisors the kind of information they need to know about 

what kind of teaching is going on and to appreciate the 

context in which they are teaching. Teachers are skeptical 

about the nature of information supervisors have to work 

with in making critical personnel decision when they have 

spent little actual time in their classrooms. 

T8 "My current administrator was in my class two years ago 
and that was the last time. I was playing a game with 
the kids. It was just a goof off day and I had, you 
know, 

BH That's the last you've had someone in your class? 
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T8 Yeah, and I'm okay with that but if he's going to make 
decisions about my placement, he's going to have to do 
it based on something other than what he sees me doing 
in the classroom. He's got to base it on how I look in 
faculty meeting, my loyalty statements, my statements 
of gratitude, my statements about "I'll go where you 
want me to go It • You, know, it's got to be something 
other than from being in my class. I think personally 
that they do have some skills at making those jumps. 
He's happy, he looks happy, his fellow teachers say 
he's doing fine, he must be okay. I'm not real 
uncomfortable with it but sometimes it is frustrating. 

Another teacher expressing similar concerns about the kind 

of information used in making critical decisions. 

T4 "Not one of those administrators had sat in my room 
like my kids did. My kids know what's going on in 
there. And I honestly think an administrator would 
have to see, ... if I were a principal I would feel to 
make those kinds of, uh, career moves for this seminary 
teacher, by putting on paper what I think about him as 
a teacher, I had better know him at home like the paper 
says, how am I at home. I had better know about him in 
the classroom, how he is with others that he works with 
and if I have to know what he's like in the classroom 
I've got to sit in there at least twice a month, at 
least. 

BH Yeah, that's interesting. 

T4 You know, so that you can get again, not a one angle 
picture of this man. You know, get a well rounded, 
fair picture of this guy. Then, then I could sit down 
with him and I could say, I think your weak points are 
this and .. . he'd agree with me." 

The Superficiality of Teacher Evaluation 

While teachers will readily acknowledge the intent of 

CES in conducting teacher evaluation for the purpose of 
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seleoting and maintaining an excellent teaching staff, 

teachers are quick to agree that teacher evaluation 

procedures are by and large superficial and often a waste of 

time. They neither provide helpful information that directs 

teacher development nor effectively serves to eliminate 

incompetency within the ranks. 

BH "Do those year-end appraisals help you ? 

T4 "Not really, no. I do it because I have to do it. 
When's this thing due? Okay, I'll get it in by then. 
You get it over with. I come right in here and try to 
sit down and collect my thoughts, put them down there 
as quickly as possible." 

Another teachers comments: 

T6 "The yearly evaluations, the beginning and end of the 
year, um, have not, to me haven't been effective. Uh, 
the last four years when I've been here by myself I 
fill out the form and write down my own evaluation and 
this is how I think I'm doing. An area director looks 
at it, signs it and says, yeah, that's good. And so 
I'm evaluating myself, urn, which I guess it's important 
to look at yourself, uh, but it also would be nice to 
have other people say, well, this is what you need to 
do better at" 

For some teachers, the superficiality of teacher evaluation 

is represented by the paperwork that accompanies the 

process. 

T3 "I've had evaluations where they've given me the 
paperwork and said you fill this out and I'll come back 
and we'll talk about it. And I've done that. 

BH Is that helpful? 

T3 They've read through it and it was pretty much a waste 
of time. I didn't get anything out of it. It was just 
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The teachers responses may likewise be superficial and are 

admittedly coated with a degree of political correctness. 

While recognizing that the interviews with evaluators may be 

superficial, it is nonetheless important to provide correct 

answers on evaluation rating scales so as to avoid further 

evaluation or to raise any concerns. 

BH "So when you fill it out, is it a calculated kind of 
thing? I mean, or do you fill it out on the basis of 
how you think you're really doing, or do you, do you 
kind of put down what you think your evaluator wants 
you to put down? 

T4 Well, your honesty gets to you. You know, I really 
think I could improve in this area, but then you put 
that mark there and you think, what do they think when 
they see this. They're going to say, this guy has no 
confidence in himself, or this guy must really need 
some help, let's not move him anywhere or let's not 
give him, you know, he's not ready for this position or 
that, you know. So I just weigh between the two and I 
find a happy medium there and I put something down that 
I'm happy with. And then I give it to my administrator 
who brings it in and does his mark on it and so far 
it's been completely different from whatever I put 
down. " 

Teacher recognize that administrators are pressed for time 

and that it contributes perhaps to the feeling of 

superficiality. 

T8 "I've found that these brethren really are concerned 
about us but the nature of the beast is that they can't 
attend to everything." 

T4 "I think they are spread pretty thin. I do. To make a 
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proper evaluation of a man that they are working with, 
um, I just think they are spread too thin." 

Teachers expressed frustration with regards to the 

superficiality of interviews dealing with placement issues. 

Where these interviews deal with matters that involve 

changes in assignments and possible relocation, it is taken 

seriously by the teacher. Several of the teachers 

interviewed felt as if the placement interview was simply a 

matter of going through the motions and that they really had 

very little input in regards to what would result. 

T2 "I've just come from kind of a frustrating situation 
where the formal interviews were just more frustrating 
than anything else because it was just a, something 
they had to do, and I really didn't feel like, urn, the 
only reason they were trying to plug into me and what 
was going on was tecause they had to. Uh, the 
interviews sometimes started by a couple of weeks 
before, we've got to get these things done so I can 
turn them in to the area director and so I need to get 
appointments with you. So that makes it sound like 
its, uh, a real personal thing that we need to get 
together. And then, we sit down and talk. I had one 
where the question was; Where would you like, (this was 
part of the formal interview) where would you like to 
be next year in the seminary program? And then I told 
him and he told me all the reasons why that wasn't a 
good idea and, uh, he just told me it wasn't possible 
and everything. And that was with me and my wife 
sitting there and we kind of looked at each other like, 
well, thanks for asking the question because the answer 
was you're going to be here next year. So we thought, 
well, why even ask the question. We were really 
frustrated that year." 

In another sense, some teachers regard CES teacher 

evaluation as superficial in that it appears to be 
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their judgment are no longer effective in the classroom: 
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BH "Is the current process of teacher evaluation able to 
know what's going on in the classroom? 

T7 I don't think so. I think that a principal who is 
right there with teachers maybe is afraid to own up to 
problems, whether its that he wants to cover or whether 
he doesn't want to take responsibility or that he just 
wants to take the Pollyanna approach, uh, I don't know 
why it happens. But I don't feel that our evaluations 
are effective in weeding out those that maybe should 
not be teaching seminary. Uh, I believe very strongly 
that there are some teachers that have lost sight of 
what theY're doing and why they are doing it, and I 
don't think our evaluations have any impact on them. 
Why, I don't know. Again, uh, maybe it's just, I don't 
know but, I'm concerned with the lack of teaching that 
I thinks happens, um, I don't, I don't think seminary 
students are getting the quality of seminary teaching 
that they should get, that many teachers are capable of 
giving. And I don't think the evaluations are having 
any impact." 

Teacher recognize a wide scale of approaches taken by 

different evaluators, but with each approach there remains 

this sense that it is just something that we have to do. 

Whether the approach is seen as problem finding, or whether 

the evaluator has the teacher fill out the form and then 

signs it, the message that is communicated is that we need 

to get the forms turned in. 

T3 ·You get some that will let you know up front, uh , that 
when they are doing the evaluations that well, I've got 
to write something negative on here because there's a 
negative spot and I need to. There's a certain amount 
of room here and they'll say, so I don't mean to be 



125 

unkind, but we need to find the part that you need to 
work on the most or where you're struggling the most 
and fill this in. And then you have the other side of 
the coin, week I don't know how I can judge you because 
you're doing such a wonderful job, I don't think you're 
doing anything wrong, so they leave that space entirely 
blank. And then you have other principals that will 
sit there and they will say, I need your signature on 
this, I want you to review it and let me know if 
there's anything you disagree with, and then others 
that don't ever see it." 

Values not Reinforced 

The majority of teachers didn't consciously register any 

notions that the process of teacher evaluation specifically 

reinforced the CES values. 

BH "How has your experience with teacher evaluation 
reinforced the CES values? (pause) Or has it? If it 
has how? If it hasn't why? 

T6 (pause) Do we value things in CES? Am I supposed to 
know something here? (laugh) I'm sorry. 

BH You know what I mean when I refer to the values, okay. 

T6 Yeah I do. 

BH Would you like to look at this? (card with the values 
and essentials listed on it) Does it matter? 

T6 No. 

BH Not really? 

T6 I'll look at it. No. it really doesn't. Um, (pause) 
How has my experience with evaluations reinforced my 
values? I can't honestly say it has. Um, I really 
can't think of a situation that it has reinforced. Uh, 
maybe I'm missing something. I cannot think of a way 
that it really has. 

BH How about this question? Is the way in which teacher 
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evaluation is conducted, does it exemplify those values 
and essentials of edification? 

T6 (pause) Um, I, I, don't see, no. (laugh) Um, no. 

BH Why not? I mean, can you think of a reason? I'd like 
to push you on this a little bit. 

T6 Ask me about a specific area? 

BH Is the reason you say no, because you really can't 
think of how it does, or because you're thinking of the 
essentials of edification and thinking that the worth 
of your soul has not been recognized, my agency has not 
been honored. I mean ... are you thinking I'm not 
really versed enough in the values and essentials to 
think .... I mean, what is it you're saying when you say 
no? 

T6 I think I'm saying, that I'm so limited on the basis of 
being evaluated. You know, in the last four years, I 
think what I really mean is that I'm answering no 
because of a lack of evaluation. I haven't felt or 
gained much of anything. 

Another teacher: 

BH "How has your experience with teacher evaluation 
reinforced CES values that are taught in our 
professional development program? 

T8 Hmm. Maybe if you gave me a value, I could, I could 
tell you. Like ... 

BH Understanding the Word of God, or building 
relationships of trust. Oh, that's an essential of 
edification. 

T8 Yeah. 

BH Uh, living in harmony with the will of God. 

T8 You can tell by my ... 

BH You don't have to address these specifically. And 
maybe there's two parts to this question. One would be 
does the process reinforce those values as standards in 
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your teaching and in your life? The second level might 
be does the way in which, uh, the evaluation is 
conducted reElect the evaluators commitment to those 
values. 

T8 Um, I guess my response to that would be that I'm sure 
that it does, but that I don't think about it. I don't 
think about that as being the purpose oE the 
evaluation. Um, I think about the values of CES 
translating more to, um something that's going on 
between me and my students and, it's an interesting 
question. I mean it's causing me to think that's why 
I'm not talking. Um, (pause) 

BH How about the essentials of edification? Are those, 
uh, are those reElected in the process of teacher 
evaluation? 

T8 (pause) I guess my response is, again it's similar, 
it's yes, I'm sure they are but, you know ... 

BH It's not a conscious ... 

T8 It's not conscious to me. I don't check them oEf in my 
mind. I don't say, is he recognizing my worth, is he 
honoring my agency, is he building trust? But as I 
look at the list of ediEication, yes, he is. But I 
don't think about that as being sort oE a goal. But it 
certainly is happening without me thinking about it. 

While aware that certain of the instruments reflected the 

language of the Professional Development Program there was 

no awareness that what was being accomplished by way of 

teacher evaluation had any connection to CES values. In 

asking teachers whether or not the teacher evaluation 

process reinforced the CES values none of the teachers 

interviewed could even identify the CES values or principles 

of edification without considerable assistance. 

BH "How have the essentials of ediEication and the CES 
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T3 That's a good question. I think I've only had one 
where any of the stuff even came up. Um, or at least 
specifically came up." 

When asked if they felt that the evaluators reflected those 

values, almost all of the teachers made some indication of 

the respect they had for the evaluator's personal life. 

When asked if the values were reinforced by virtue of the 

way evaluators interacted with teachers, most seemed 

confused by the question or simply responded that they did. 

BH "When you are being evaluated in a formal setting are 
the values or principles of edification referred to and 
discussed in terms of your performance in the classroom 
or your relationships with other teachers? 

T4 Um, I'm not too familiar with that in my experience, 
no. The year end interview, you know, do you live the 
gospel, you know, those things are all in there. 
They're on the form, you know, and my administrator is 
discussing them with me and my administrator doesn't 
even know me. 

BH Okay, then related to that. The second question is, do 
you feel like the men who are in supervision over you, 
who evaluate you, demonstrate these values and/or 
essentials of edification in their relationships with 
you? 

T4 (pause) I'm not sure I understand the question. Do 
they, when they evaluate me do they, are they judging 
me by these characteristics? 

BH Uh, no, do they exemplify those things in the way in 
which they deal with you on a professional basis? 

T4 Okay. Yes. I would say yes and, uh, it sure sticks 
out like a sore thumb when they don't and they fall 
under criticism when they fail to do these things. 
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(pause) That's kind of stumped me, but they do these 
things, everyone of them, they've been super examples 
to follow, good examples." 

What is perhaps more insightful is the fact that in 

reporting what teachers would regard as the abuses of the 

current teacher evaluation system, the only references or 

connections were verbally made to any of the principles of 

edification being violated carne after being specifically 

asked to address them. Having to remind them of what the 

values and essential were and the fact that they did not 

make any reference to them suggests that the language of the 

CES values and principles of edification are clearly not a 

part of their conscious thinking. 

The Absence of Career Planning 

When asked how teacher evaluation has helped them in 

their career planning, teachers generally gave similar 

responses. 

T3 "He'll routinely ask us what our career plans are, but 
its really hard to have career plans now when, uh, I 
don't even know what is available." 

Another teacher's response: 

BH "Another aspect of the teacher evaluation program is to 
assist you teachers in career planning. Has it done 
that for you? 

T4 I'm not even aware of that. I didn't even know that. 
Um, I guess there are a couple of questions at the end 
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of every year that ask, you know, what I would like to 
do or where would I like to be, and, uh, it seems, uh, 
I just haven't got what it takes to be there yet. It 
seems like I need nothing but time, I need more time in 
the program. It's the seniority thing again." 

Another interview: 

BH "Has teacher evaluation experiences assisted you in 
planning your career? 

T2 (pause) Not significantly, no. Anything that, uh ... 

BH Why not? 

T2 Umm, I feel like, uh, I'm pretty motivated myself and 
if when we sit down and make goals in these 
evaluations, they are thing that I'm pretty much 
already working on ... I can't think of anyone of them 
(interviews) that I've walked out and had any career 
change decision or direction or even a recommitment or 
anything like that." 

One teachers expresses a concern whenever the Career 

Orientations Inventory is suggested for use. His concerns 

stems from a fellow teacher who was asked to use the 

inventory and then felt like it was used against him. 

Tl "Uh, as I recall, very early on I did one of those 
COI's, which is like eight or nine years ago, and I 
don't even remember very well what it was like because 
you know, I was a brand new teacher. This is something 
else that you have to do. Um, I've seen them used very 
rarely. And my only experience has been negative of 
other teachers who the administrator came up to and 
said, "Here, fill this out. We're moving you out of 
here. Wha t do you want to do?" And so they fel t like, 
you know, that was used as a tool to get rid of them, 
decide what you want to do, but its not going to be 
anything around here. So I've kind of, it's been 
enough distance from the COI that I haven't used it and 
don't really remember but what I've heard has been 
negative, how it's been used. So I'm kind of leery of 
an administrator handing me the COI and saying "Here 
you gO.K 
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Overall there was clearly a sense that career planning has 

not been a part of the teacher evaluation process for these 

teachers. One of the teachers indicated that he had been 

asked about what he would like to do in CES in terms of his 

career. His response: 

Tl "And he would ask "And what career goals do you have?" 
And I thought, hmmm, to teach seminary. (laugh) And 
they said no, no, like do you want to be an area 
director or a zone administrator. Well, Why would I 
want to do that? I hired on to teach seminary, didn't 
I? I was thinking that was my career goal. I, you 
know, I really didn't have a concept of number one, how 
broad CES was, and what was open to me, and I didn't 
really have a desire to do anything other than what I 
was doing, so I felt at a loss on some of those. 

Summary of the Findings 

The analysis of teacher interviews just presented 

offers several emergent themes that reflect teacher 

perceptions of teacher evaluation purposes and practices in 

the L.C.S. Church Educational System. These themes 

represent patterns of relatively consistent teacher 

responses as identified by frequency of occurence and by the 

strength of statements provided. The following themes were 

identified and presented; 1) Mixed Messages - teachers 

described their confusion regarding conflicting messages 

being communicated via teacher evaluation; 2) The Mystery 

of Teacher Evaluation - teachers expressed a considerable 

degree of uncomfortability with the sense of mystery that 
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pervades the consequences of teacher evaluation practices; 

3) The Threat of Formal Teacher Evaluation - teachers view 

formal teacher evaluation as a threatening experience; 

4) The Survival Mode - the percieved threat of teacher 

evaluation causes teachers to resort to survival tactics 

wherein often the process of teacher evaluation is 

subverted; 5) Teacher Evaluation versus Professional 

Deyelopment - teachers fail to view teacher evaluation as 

part of the broader context of professional development; 

6) The Benefits of "Informal" Teacher Evaluation - teachers 

reveal a desire to participate in evaluation activities they 

refer to as "informal" teacher evaluation. These include 

self-evaluation, peer observation and coaching and other 

"informal" approaches; 7) Relationship with the Evaluator 

- teachers describe the effects of their relationship with 

their evaluator; 8) Evaluator Credibility - teachers 

expressed serious concerns regarding the credibility of 

those who have responsibility for evaluation; 9) 

Infrequency of Evaluation - teachers suggest that teacher 

evaluation is an infrequent experience; 10) The 

Superficiality of Teacher Evaluation - teachers acknowledge 

aspects of superficiality in the practice of formal teacher 

evaluation; 11) Values not Reinforced - teachers do not 

consciously register the notion that the processes of 

teacher evaluation reinforce the CES values; 12) The 
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Absence of Career Planning - teachers failed to recognize 

career planning as a part of the formal teacher evaluation 

process. 

These twelve themes combine to represent a picture of 

CES teacher evaluation that enables the consideration of 

congruence between perceived practices and stated purposes 

for which teacher evaluation is supposed to function. 
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Chapter V 

Discussion of the Findings 

The purpose in discussing the findings of this research 

are two fold: 1) to discuss CES teacher evaluation practices 

in light of the stated purposes for which it is to be 

conducted. 2) to propose a theoretical explanation that 

represents a plausible rationale of CES practices that is 

grounded in the findings of this research. The first part 

will be addressed by utilizing the first two purposes found 

in the Purposes of Accountability in CES as a framework for 

discussing the findings and the degree to which they are 

congruent with practice. 

Purposes of Accountability in CES 

1. To encourage the personal and professional growth of 
CES personnel by -

a. Clarifying performance standards and expectations. 

b. Improving performance through edifying feedback. 

c. Reinforcing CES values and their application. 

2. To provide administrators and employees with needed 
information for quality placement an career planning by 

a. Identifying the degree to which each employee is 
suited for and satisfied in a CES career. 

b. Assisting the employee in life and career 
planning. 

c. Assisting the administration in effective 
placement and utililization of personnel. 
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Part I - Discussion of conaruence 

1. To encourage the personal and professional growth 
of CES personnel by -

a. Clarifying performance standards and 
expectations. 

Research on growth producing teacher evaluation systems 

suggest that among the essential conditions that need to 

exist in order for growth to occur are the following; 

1) All individuals in the system understand the criteria and 

processes for teacher evaluation; and 2) All participants 

understand how these criteria and processes relate to the 

basic goals of the organization; i.e., there is a shared 

sense that the criteria reflect the most important aspects 

of teaching, that the evaluation system is consonant with 

their educational goals and conceptions of teaching 

(Darling-Hammond, et al., 1983). 

The findings of this research suggest that neither of these 

preconditions are effectively met by CES teacher evaluation. 

The evidence suggested by teachers is that they receive a 

variety of mixed messages regarding standards and 

expectation and they are unclear about which ones reflect 

the most important aspects of their teaching. Teachers for 

the most part largely did not equate standards for teacher 

evaluation with criteria that pertain to the instructional 

facet of their work. I sense that teachers are much more 

aware of what standards CES holds for their performance, 
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however the point is that teachers did not reflect their 

teacher evaluation experiences as being a help in clarifying 

what is expected of them. 

Clearly different procedures and ~nstruments of 

evaluation focus on a variety of things particular to a 

teacher's work. Where different procedures or instruments 

are designed to evaluate different aspects of a teachers 

work, teachers and administrators need to be clear about the 

specific purposes the process is targeted to evaluate in 

order for it to benefit teachers. 

1. To encourage the personal and professional growth 
of CES personnel by -

b. Improving performance through edifying 
feedback. 

Another essential precondition of a growth producing 

teacher evaluation system is that teachers perceive that the 

evaluation procedure enables and motivates them to improve 

their performance (Darling-Hammond, et.al., 1983). The 

findings of this research suggests that the climate for 

growth in CES teacher evaluation is stunted by feedback that 

in some instances is threatening to the teacher, and at 

other times is viewed as a superficial requirement having 

little significance. In either case, growth does not appear 

to be the result of current teacher evaluation practices. 

Add to those the infrequency with which feedback is provided 
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as well as the lack of credibility given administrators and 

you have a system which may have difficulty accurately 

assessing competency let alone promoting growth. Research 

on feedback that promotes teacher growth suggests the need 

for a system that provides teachers with credible sources 

(evaluators and instruments), provides helpful ideas for 

improvement that are given in terms of the teacher's working 

context, opportunities for frequent evaluation, and provides 

feedback in informal as well as in formal settings 

(Duke, 1988) . Interestingly, the desire for what teachers 

referred to as informal feedback (peer, self, evaluations) 

seems to provide for each criterion suggested above. 

1. To encourage the personal and professional growth 
of CES personnel by -

c. Reinforcing CES values and their application. 

The introduction of a set of shared values as a part of the 

Church Education's overall mission and philosophy were first 

presented in the CES Professional Development Program begun 

in 1985 (see Appendix B). 

The concept of shared values originally stems from the work 

of Chester Barnard (1938) in his seminal work on 

organizational theory, The Functions of the Executive. 

Paraphrasing the Barnard's ideas regarding shared values 

Dunham (1989) states: 
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"Organizational values and purpose are defined more by 
what we do than by what we say" 

In a statement to CES religious educators, Church 

commissioner of Education Henry B. Eyring (1983) likewise 

commented: 

"Remember a value is not what you say, but it is that, 
which by your behavior, I know you prize" 

In connection to this study, those words have an important 

implication. The very question of examining the congruence 

between purposes and practices of evaluation is in actuality 

a study of shared values. The findings of this study 

suggest that the CES shared values while perhaps a part of 

the personal lives of teachers and administrators they are 

clearly not emphasized through the process of teacher 

evaluation. Further, findings from this study obviously 

reflect a violation of the principles of edification in 

regards to the way teachers feel they are dealt with by 

their supervisors. Where teachers are left feeling 

uncertain about the consequences of evaluation, or left 

feeling as though they've been "beat up" there is certainly 

little regard shown for the worth of the teacher. Where 

teachers perceive teacher evaluation as something that is 

done to them, there is little feeling that suggests teachers 

are experiencing growth through participation and so on. 
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2. To provide administrators and employees with 
needed information for quality placement an career 
planning by -

a. Identifying the degree to which each employee 
is suited for and satisfied in a CES career. 

Evidence of some incongruency between this particular 

purpose and objective may perhaps be best explained by the 

infrequency with which teacher evaluation is conducted. As 

reported in the findings of this research, many teachers do 

not regard the frequency or amount of time spent with 

evaluators as sufficient to render judgement as to their 

capabilities or job satisfaction. Those teachers that did 

believe their supervisors had such information, 

characterized them as leaders that were "plugged in" to the 

teachers and registered genuine concerns regarding their 

welfare. 

2. To provide administrators and employees with 
needed information for quality placement an career 
planning by -

b. Assisting the employee in life and career 
planning. 

The obvious concern regarding the issue of career 

planning was the lack of understanding or the "mystery" 

associated with the consequences of teacher evaluation and 

its potential impact upon their careers. Not having a clear 

understanding of either career possibilities or expectations 

was a point of frustration for most teachers. This 
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"mystery· finding suggests that the stated purpose of 

assisting the employee is somehow confounded in the process 

and therefore suggests further incongruency. The general 

lack of assistance referred to by teachers in regards to 

career planning likewise suggests a gap between purpose and 

practice. Infrequency of evaluation is undoubtedly a 

contributing factor. 

Part II 

A Theoretical Rationale 

The purpose of this section is to suggest a theoretical 

rationale that posits certain relationships or propositions 

regarding the findings of this research. Doing so requires 

the consideration of some of the basic assumptions that 

underlie the practice of CES teacher evaluation. Kemmis, 

(1989) suggests that often in critically reflecting on 

educational practices, aspects of the organizational 

structure may be identified that are anti-educational and in 

opposition to the stated values of the organization. 

Analysis of the findings of this research and the basic 

assumptions that are implied in these practices suggest that 

CES teacher evaluation may qualify as one such instance. 

It is this researcher's contention that the assumptions 

underlying CES teacher evaluation practice draw support from 

theoretical elements of classical Weber ian bureaucracy and 
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related organizational theory. Further, it is contended 

that the findings of this study suggest that the implicit 

assumptions of a bureaucratic conception of teacher 

evaluation are inaccurate and therefore inappropriate for 

the advancement of stated purposes of promoting teacher 

growth and providing needed information for effective 

placement. The incongruency between purpose and practice can 

therefore be explained by addressing the inaccuracy of the 

assumptions that underlie practice. 

The balance of this chapter will focus on: 1) the 

identification of CES teacher evaluation as a 

bureaucratically conceived system; 2) the identification of 

assumptions underlying practice as evidenced by the findings 

of this research; 3) elaborating the theoretical connection 

to extant conceptions of bureaucracy and related 

organizational theories; 4) demonstrating the inaccuracy of 

those assumptions as evidenced by the findings of the 

research. 

A Bureaucratic Conception 

While school settings have been typically characterized 

as being "loosely coupled" organizations, (Weick, 1976) or as 

"anarchies" (Cohen,1974), more recent analyses of school 

organizations have revealed that while certain aspects of 

the schooling enterprise may fit the loose coupling or 

anarchical characterization, there remains a great deal of 
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what occurs in the operation of schools that more 

appropriately fits a bureaucratic characterization 

(Ingersoll, 1993; Conley, 1991; Darling-Harnmond,1986). 

Darling-Hrummond suggests that despite efforts to reform 

traditional teacher evaluation practices, the common and 

unchanged features of most systems are those that are 

central to what she describes as a "bureaucratic conception 

of teaching work." These characteristics include: 1) 

evaluation is designed and conducted chiefly by 

administrators; 2) ratings are based on a few inspections 

of classroom activities; 3) standardized checklists based 

on standardized criteria are use to record generic teacher 

behaviors and to derive ratings (which, on a three or five 

point scale, are intended to reflect teacher performance); 

4) All teachers are evaluated on the sarne schedule 

(generally once a year) using a common instrument and 

uniform procedures; 5) this standardized process is 

intended to serve simultaneously as the primary vehicle for 

discussions of individual teaching practice, for 

professional development guidance, and for personnel 

decision making. A comparison based upon the findings of 

this research is as follows: 
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TABLE 6 

"Bureaucratic model" CES Teacher Evaluation 

1) evaluation is designed (same) 
and conducted chiefly by 
administrators conducted by principals and 

or Area directors 

2) ratings are based on a (same) 
few inspections of required first two years 
classroom activities and optional thereafter 

3) standardized checklists (same) 
based on standardized 
criteria are use to record Year end appraisal form 
generic teacher behaviors Student surveys 
and to derive ratings 

4) All teachers are (same) 
evaluated on the same Fall - career interview 
schedule (generally once a 
year) using a conunon Spring - year end appraisal 
instrument and uniform 
procedures 

5) this standardized (same) 
process is intended to 
serve simultaneously as the 
primary vehicle for 
discussions of individual 
teaching practice, for 
professional development 
guidance, and for personnel 
decision making. 

The implication of a bureaucratic conception of teacher 

evaluation is essentially that the performance of teachers 

can rationally and efficiently be dictated by those 

hierarchically superior through a standardized assessment of 

performance. Weber, who is recognizably responsible for the 

development of modern bureaucratic theory, characterizes 
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bureaucracy as an organization emphasizing rationality and 

organization above individual interests and concerns. 

Weber's own postulations (cited in Clark, 1990) about 

bureaucracy reflect this emphasis. He writes: 

"Bureaucratization offers above all the optimum 
possibility for carrying through the principle of 
specializing administrative functions according to 
purely objective ccnsiderations .... The objective 
discharge of business primarily means a discharge of 
business according to calculable rules and without 
regard for persons." 

The characterization of CES teacher evaluation as a 

bureaucratic model begins to help address the questions 

regarding what CES teacher evaluation implicitly assumes 

about teacher growth and the information needed for 

placement. 

Motivation 

An essential precondition of a growth producing teacher 

evaluation system is that teachers perceive that the 

evaluation procedure enables and motivates them to improve 

their performance (Darling-Hammond, et.al., 1983). The 

findings of this research suggests that there is an implicit 

theory of motivation assumed by teacher evaluation practices 

that is perceived by teachers to be relatively ineffectual 

in promoting their professional development. Clark (1990) 

suggests that a bureaucratically conceived system of teacher 

evaluation makes assumptions about basic human nature that 
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correspond to what McGregor (1985) has labeled as Theory X. 

Theory X assumes that: 

1. The average human being has an inherent dislike of work 
and will avoid it if he can. 

2. Because of this human characteristic of dislike of work, 
most people must be coerced, controlled, directed, 
threatened with punishment to get them to put forth adequate 
effort toward the achievement of organizational objectives. 

3. The average human being prefers to be directed, wishes 
to avoid responsibility, has relatively little ambition, 
wants security above all. 

The summative approach utilized by CES assumes the promotion 

of professional development will occur as supervisors 

evaluate performance and require accountability to certain 

standards. Given the authority and influence the supervisor 

holds in relation to the teachers career, the teacher is 

required to conform or deal with whatever consequences may 

result. As reflected in the findings, teachers often feel 

threatened by this process and even resort to game playing 

to avoid unpleasant consequences. While acknowledging this 

approach as a legitimate and even necessary in maintaining 

some degree of competency within the teaching ranks and in 

providing needed information in making personnel decisions, 

if used exclusively, it ignores additional opportunities to 

promote growth. More recent social science research in the 

area of personal motivation suggests another view that is 

currently not reflected in formal CES teacher evaluation. 
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McGregor (1985) asserts Theory Y as an alternative to the 

traditional bureaucratic viewpoint. Theory Y assumes: 

1. The expenditure of physical and mental effort in work is 
as natural as play or rest. The average human being does 
not inherently dislike work. 

2. people will exercise self-direction and self-control in 
the service of objectives to which they are committed. 

3. Commitment to objectives is a function of the rewards 
associated with their achievement. 

4. The average human being learns, under proper conditions, 
not only to accept but to seek responsibility. 

5. The capacity to exercise a relatively high degree of 
imagination, ingenuity, and creativity in the solution of 
organizational problems is widely, not narrowly, distributed 
in the population. 

The effectiveness of teacher evaluation as a means of 

promoting growth can perhaps be best evaluated by the ends 

it achieves. Willers, (1977) purports that typically and 

historically, the ends to which bureaucracy has been used 

have been inhumane and misanthropic. He writes: 

"Control, manipulation, fear, insecurity, self
denigration, deception, and disregard of personhood 
constitute but a few of its own results by which 
bureaucracy presents itself, whatever the intended 
purpose. " 

Findings regarding teacher evaluation as a threat to 

teachers reflect a perception that is not uncharacteristic 

of the foregoing statement. 

Findings that suggests teachers sometimes resort to a 
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surviva~ mode to avoid the unp~easantness is characteristic 

of what Lipsky (1980) refers to as the coping mechanisms of 

a street-level bureaucrat. 

The inaccuracy of a bureaucratic assumption regarding 

human motivation therefore suggests a partial rationale for 

the incongruency of purpose and practice regarding the 

promotion of personal and professional development. 

Knowledge 

Akin to Darling-Hammond's description of a 

bureaucratically conceived system of teacher evaluation is 

Haefele's (1992) deficit model that suggests that teachers 

are deficient and that supervisors possess the requisite 

knowledge to correct the deficiencies. Maier (1976) calls 

this the "tell and sell" approach wherein teacher 

participation in a teacher eva~uation setting amounts to the 

teacher taking a passive role as the supervisor outlines 

what problems need correcting and how to do it. Bennis 

(1966) provides a bureaucratic conception of man as "a 

passive, inert instrument, performing the tasks assigned to 

him." Where teacher evaluation is so conceived. the process 

becomes something that is done to teachers rather than 

something they participate in. This assumption further 

promotes the management/labor distinction of a bureaucracy 

that prevails in business and industry today and is 
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represented in CES organizational structure. Weber (1968) 

explains the bureaucratic approach in the dissemination of 

knowledge to subordinates. He suggests that this approach 

serves to sustain those in authority by virtue of the 

knowledge of which they supposedly have exclusive 

possession. He writes: 

Bureaucratic administration means fundamentally 
domination through knowledge. This is the feature of 
it which makes it specifically rational. This consists 
on the one hand in technical knowledge which, by 
itself, is sufficient to ensure it a position of 
extraordinary power. But in addition to this, 
bureaucratic organizations, or the holders of power who 
make use of them, have the tendency to increase their 
power still further by the knowledge growing out of 
experience in the service. For they acquire though the 
conduct of office a special knowledge of facts and have 
available a store of documentary material peculiar to 
themselves. While not peculiar to bureaucratic 
organizations, the concept of "official secrets" is 
certainly typical of them. 

Findings of this research regarding informal feedback 

suggests that teachers are not uncomfortable with having 

someone come in an evaluate their strengths and weaknesses. 

However, teachers did express their concern regarding 

teacher evaluation that amounts to what one teacher 

described as "being molded to fit their view of what I 

should be." A "procrustean" approach to teacher evaluation 

rejects commonly accepted ideas employed in the teaching of 

students in the classroom. Providing for students the 

opportunity for a discovery experience and resisting the 



temptation to exclusively utilize teacher-centered 

approaches, are widely accepted principles within CES 

(Teaching the Gospel,1994) that appear to be ignored when 

applied to evaluating teachers. 

What Seeley (1977) writes in regards to students and 

bureaucracy might well apply to teachers and their 

involvement in the teacher evaluation experience. 

149 

"They must be perceived as an integral part of the 
process, not as the targets of the process. Everyone 
else in the educational system ... are best thought of as 
facilitators of ... learning, not as the prime producers 
of learning." 

Findings regarding the lack of familiarity teachers have 

with shared values may also be connected to the imposition 

of knowledge by superiors. The evidence that teachers 

strongly supported the content of what coustitutes shared 

values suggests that while teachers acknowledge common 

beliefs, those beliefs are not grounded in the language that 

has been identified to represent those beliefs. However, I 

believe that with the considerable emphasis CES has given 

shared values, teachers generally acknowledged a benefit 

resulting from the personal internalization of the CES 

shared values despite their own inability to utilize the 

language chosen to represent those values. I sense that the 

personal internalizing focus may have occurred to the 

exclusion of analyzing administrative practice and applying 
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those same values to organizational procedures and 

practices. Darling-Hanunond (1986) notes: "Personnel 

evaluation reveals what is valued in the organization." 

Provided that statement is accurate, the findings of this 

research suggest that there is a considerable gap that 

exists between what is intended and what is accomplished in 

teacher evaluation. 

Control 

The whole notion of "mystery" surrounding the 

consequences of teacher evaluation supports the 

characterization of CES teacher evaluation as a bureaucratic 

approach. The assumption that it is in the best interests 

of the organization to be somewhat guarded or secretive 

regarding personnel evaluations and placement matters does 

as Bates (1980) suggested, provide for: 

"relations between individuals (administrators and 
teachers that) are hiearchized, routinized, and 
rationalized in ways which again serve organizational 
rather than individual purposes." 

The bureaucratization of teacher evaluation supports a 

hierarchical labor/management distinction and suggests that 

management has possession of and control over knowledge and 

information relative to an employee's career. Weberian 

theory provides its rationale for this bureaucratic 

characteristic. In Weber's words: 
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"The superiority of the professional insider every 
bureaucracy seeks further to increase through the means 
of keeping secret its knowledge and intentions. 
Bureaucratic administration always tends to exclude the 
public, to hide its knowledge and action from criticism 
as well as it can ... This tendency toward secrecy is in 
certain administrative fields a consequence of their 
objective nature: namely, wherever power interests of 
the given structure of domination toward the outside 
are at stake .. . The concept of the "office secret" is 
the specific invention of bureaucracy, and few things 
it defends so fanatically as this attitude which, 
outside of the specific areas mentioned, cannot be 
justified with purely functional arguments 
.. . Bureaucracy naturally prefers a poorly informed, and 
hence powerless, parliament--at least insofar as this 
ignorance is compatible with the bureaucracy's own 
interests" 

Burke (1965), an expert in literary and rhetorical criticism 

has posited a theory of organizational behavior that is 

characteristically similar to Weber's notions regarding 

secrecy. Burke describes four key terms that form the basis 

of his theory; hierarchy, order, mystery, and 

identification. He suggests that hierarchy is the old, 

eUlogistic word for bureaucracy. Burke argues that 

hierarchical stratification is "ubiquitous and ineluctable". 

Further he argues that the division of labor initiated 

status differentiation which in turn required the 

distribution of order or authority. Burke suggests that the 

control factor for bureaucracies lies in the access of 

knowledge. The use of mystery then is naturally the 

corresponding condition for a bureaucracy. Tompkins (1975) 

in writing about Burkean theory states: 
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"Mystery ... is used as a device or an active way of 
maintaining cultural cohesion and unity of action among 
the diverse roles of the hierarchy. Mystery, with its 
properties of glamour and magic, serves to induce 
cooperative action, but it also inhibits the criticism 
of those at the top by those at the bottom. Bad news 
comes down the line; only good new goes up. In 
relation to organizational communication, mystery 
arises at that point where different kinds of beings 
are in communication. In mystery there must be 
strangeness" 

While not wishing to suggest that the mystery surrounding 

teacher evaluation is necessarily a conscious effort to keep 

teachers in the dark, it is more reasonably the result of 

the organizational constraints by which teacher evaluation 

is conducted. The result then is that our teacher 

evaluation practices are a reflection of the way in which 

teacher evaluation procedures are structured rather than a 

reflection of stated shared values. Again, the problems 

associated with teacher evaluation appear to stem from a 

teacher evaluation model whose net effect is contrary to 

intended purposes. 

Efficiency 

Central dimensions of the efficient bureaucratic model 

according to Bennis (1966) include among others; 1) a 

division of labor based on functional specialization; 2) a 

well defined hierarchy of authority; 3) a system of rules 

covering the rights and duties of employees; 4) a system of 
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procedures for dealing with work situations. These 

dimensions provide what is considered by classical 

bureaucracy, the most rational approach to the efficient 

achievement of organizational objectives. Ironically, the 

assumption of efficiency promised by bureaucracy is widely 

recognized to be one of its shortcomings. In fact, for 

many, the term bureaucracy has come to be associated with 

images of inefficiency and waste. 

Seely,(1977) suggests that historically, bureaucracy in 

education developed during the industrial era as the need to 

efficiently and economically educate larger numbers of 

students grew rapidly. While not explicitly stating 

efficiency as a primary objective, CES teacher evaluation 

nonetheless is required to deal with increasing numbers of 

teachers and to treat them in a manner that is equitable and 

fair within certain fiscal constraints. However, the 

standardization of procedures and instruments of evaluation 

intended to scientize and efficiently conduct teacher 

evaluation seemingly can result in activity that is 

perceived as meaningless and superficial. Findings of this 

research that suggest that teacher evaluation practices can 

produce a feeling of superficiality raises questions 

regarding the desirability of efficiency at the sake of 

effectiveness. 

Bennis (1966) provides what he considers to be other 
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flaws of the modern bureaucratic approach. Likewise these 

problems are also represented by the findings of this 

research. They are as follows: 1) bosses without (and 

underlings with) technical competence; 2) arbitrary and 

zany rules; 3) an underworld (or informal) organization 

which subverts or even replaces the formal apparatus; 4) 

confusion and conflict among roles; 5) cruel treatment of 

subordinates based not on rational or legal grounds but upon 

inhumanity. The following chart attempts to correlate some 

of the findings of this research with the foregoing list. 

TABLE 7 

Bennis' Flaws of Fir.dings of CES Teacher 
Bureaucracy Evaluation 

Bosses without (and Some question regarding the 
underlings with) technical credibility of those who 
competence evaluate 

Arbitrary and zany rules Feeling of superficiality 
regarding procedures 

An underworld (or informal) Teachers described efforts 
organization which subverts by some administrators to 
or even replaces the formal make changes to policy to 
apparatus better meet needs 

Confusion and conflict Teachers observed conflict 
among roles of roles in conducting 

summative and formative 
evaluation. 

Cruel treatment of Teachers described the 
subordinates based not on "fear" and threat 
rational or legal grounds associated with teacher 
but upon inhumanity evaluation. Some refer to 

it as "abuse" 
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Each of these dimension question the efficiency assumption 

promulgated by a bureaucratic conception and further draw 

into question the desirability of such an approach given the 

intent to promote teacher growth. 

Summary 

This examination of teacher evaluation practices as 

perceived by a sample of teachers reflects a degree of 

incongruency between the institution~lly stated purposes for 

which teacher evaluation is to be conducted and its actual 

practices. The characterization of CES teacher evaluation 

as a bureaucratic model carries with it certain assumptions 

about the basic nature of people and their interactions 

within the organization. The findings of this research 

suggest that those assumptions constitute an inaccurate 

foundation for the accomplishment of CES teacher evaluation 

purposes. 

CES Teacher Evaluation as a bureaucratically conceived 

model of teacher evaluation is defined by the following 

themes in the foregoing theoretical rationale; 1) 

Motivation - findings of this research suggest an implicit 

theory of motivation assumed by teacher evaluation practices 

that is inaccurate and counterproductive; 2) Knowledge

findings suggest that CES teacher evaluation assumes a 
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deficit model orientation that requires supervision to 

provide the requisite knowledge needed to make improvement; 

3) Control - findings of this research suggest an implicit 

assumption that it is in the best interests of the 

organization to control information relative to an 

employee's career; 4) Efficiency - The assumption of 

efficiency is characteristic of the bureaucratic model and 

yet the findings of this resear~h suggest that the irony of 

this characteristic is found in the inefficiency of 

bureaucratic reality. 

In conclusion, it is this researcher's contention that 

the evidence of bureaucratic characteristics demonstrated in 

the findings of this research suggest a plausible 

theoretical rationale for the incongruency between the 

stated purposes for which CES teacher evaluation is to be 

conducted and actual practices. 

Recommendations for Future Practice and Research 

Typically, the approach taken in the improvement of a 

teacher evaluation system is to make some adjustment or 

correction in the procedures or instruments designed to 

collect data (Iwanicki, 1990). The findings of this 

research suggests that the problems percieved by teachers 

are not the result of procedures and instruments per se. 

Rather they reflect a deeper seated problem lying within the 
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organizational culture that functions in a manner 

inconsistent with the purposes for which teacher evaluation 

is meant to accomplish. 

It is this researcher's recommendation that the L.D.S. 

Church Educational System strategically identify and work to 

alter practices that reflect a bureaucratic model of teacher 

evaluation and begin fostering the establishment of a 

culture that promotes teacher professionalism. The 

following recommendations are provided for the consideration 

of the L.D.S. Church Educational System in the examination 

of teacher evaluation policy and practice. 

1) Recognize the necessary but different purposes for 

which teacher evaluation data can be used and provide 

for the separation of summative and formative teacher 

evaluation efforts. (Completely separating these 

purposes minimizes the likelihood that teachers will 

confuse the purpose for which evaluation is being 

conducted. It also prevents the typical exclusion of 

teacher evaluation for growth by providing a separate 

approach to formative evaluation. 

2) Participate in evaluation opportunities that are 

connected to and identified by the values and 

principles that govern L.D.S. Church education. 

3) Reconceptualize the function of the administration 
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towards servicing teacher and student needs rather than 

as an agency of management and control. (This does not 

suggest that the adnri.nistration would not perform a 

sumrnative role in dealing with personnel issues. 

Rather, this suggests a shift that promotes formative 

teacher development while maintaining a vital interest 

in sumrnative issues. 

4) position teacher evaluation within the broader 

context of the professional development efforts already 

strongly established by CES and not as a separate 

endeavor. 

5) Posit responsibility for evaluation (responsibility 

and the requisite authority) with local teachers and 

leaders for planning, participating, and integrating 

teacher evaluation into the context of site based 

professional development. 

6) Improve communication and collegiality between 

teachers and leaders within local sites thereby 

reducing the isolation that teachers experience even 

within multi-teacher settings. 

i) Provide learning opportunities for evaluators and 

teachers to develop their skills of evaluation and to 

appropriately utilize methods that will fulfill the 

specific purposes for which they are intended to be 

used. 
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8) Utilize evaluation practices that are contextually 

sensitive to the environment in which each teacher 

works in an attempt to meet individual teacher needs. 

(Context to be considered may include; years of 

teaching experience, age of students, number of 

students, time for preparation, and so on.) 

9) Establish a clear understanding of mutually agreed 

upon standards and expectations relating to the 

profession of teaching in the CES. 

10) Focus on teacher evaluation as an ongoing practice 

of professional reflection and planning for improvement 

rather than as year end inventory of strengths and 

weaknesses to satisfy some policy requirement. 

11) Collect data from multiple sources (i.e., 

students, parents, peers, lesson plans, portfolios, and 

the recognition that each source is qualified to 

represent only certain perpectives regarding a teachers 

work and not individually as the definitive 

representation of a teacher's abilities. 

12) Encourage the use of supplemental contract time 

afforded teachers to focus professional development 

efforts towards those areas of needed improvement 

identified by teacher evaluation. 

13) Evaluate of the performance of administrators in 

servicing the needs of teachers and students. 
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Additional research is needed that further investigates 

the congruency between purpose and practice utilizing 

additional samples of teachers throughout the system. This 

additional information may be helpful in understanding more 

about those issues addressed in this research or by 

revealing additional issues for consideration. Additional 

research into the development c~ teacher evaluation systems 

that promote teacher professionalism and growth would 

further serve efforts to refocus CES teacher evaluation. 
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Interview Schedule 

preliminary discussion 

Self-introduction - personal life, schooling, career 
experience. 

Research - explanation: The purpose of this study is to 
explore and attempt to understand the dynamics of teacher 
evaluation practices and how they mayor may not reflect 
those goals adopted by CES administration. Explain that 
this research is part of my doctoral program. with the 
research approach that I have adopted, my interest in 
exploring teachur evalua~ion issues focuses on gaining a 
greater understanding of the factors that influence the 
process rather than depicting a representative picture of 
the what is going on system-wide. I am interested in 
obtaining a representative picture of the pertinent issues. 

Discuss confidentiality issues. While this research 
has been approved by CES - no information regarding names, 
locations or any other identifying factors will be shared 
outside of myself and a part-time transcriber. 

Ask again if tape recording our interview would be 
acceptable - this will help me to think and reflect on our 
conversation as I rewrite questions and look for themes that 
persist throught subsequent interviews. 

Test tape recorder together - ~alk about taking notes -
tape recorder. 

Questions -

1. I wonder if you would share a little about yourself and 
your family. 

2. Tell me about your career with CES 

3. How did you get started with CES ? 
service experience did you have ? 
consisted of) 

What kind of pre
(where, who, what it 

4. How was your teaching evaluated for hiring? What was 
the basis for your being hired ? 
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5. Why does CES conduct teacher evaluation? 

6. What has teacher evaluation meant to you? 

7. How has teacher evaluation practices varied from year 
to year or from supervisor to supervisor ? 

8. Describe how your teaching is or has been evaluated by 
your supervisor ? 

9. Describe some of your experiences with teacher 
evaluation throughout your career. 

10. Which approach helped you most in terms of your 
personal or professional growth? Why? What about 
that approach helped you grow ? 

11. Describe the experience or approach which bothered you 
the most ? Why ? 

12. Describe the experience, approach, or aspect of teacher 
evaluation that has had the least impact on you 
professionally? Why? 

13. How has your experience with teacher evaluation 
reinforced the CES values ? Why? (Present teacher 
with a list of the CES values and Essentials of 
Edification if necessary). 

14. Does teacher evaluation effectively identify the degree 
to which you are suited for your current assignment ? 
How? Why or Why not ? 

15. Has teacher evaluation assisted you in career planning? 
If so how? If not why ? 

16. Has teacher evaluation affected your career in regards 
to the assignments you've been offered? How or why 
not ? 

17. Can teacher evaluation provide the kind of information 
that the administration needs to make wise placement 
decisions ? 

18. What are your feelings regarding the way in which your 
teaching is evaluated by your supervisor? 

19. What opinion do you have regarding your supervisors 
capabilities as an evaluator of your teaching ? 
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20. What are your personal feelings for those who supervise 
you? How does th~t effect your feeling about teacher 
evaluation ? 

21. How effectively does teacher evaluation clarify what 
CES expects of a teacher? How are standards 
communicated ? 

22. What do teacher evaluation procedures communicate to 
you about the job of teaching? 

23. How do you feel about teacher evaluation? 

24. Does feedback you receive from teacher evaluation 
result in improved performance? Why or why not ? 
What is the determining factor in whether or not 
feedback results in change ? 

25. What factors most affect your respons~ to feedback? 

26. How is feedback generally given? (format and feeling) 

27. In your opinion what is it about the individual that 
conducts an evaluation that is most important ? 
Examples or nonexamples 

28. How would you redesign teacher evaluation in CES if it 
were up to you ? 
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CES VALUES & PRINCIPLES OF EDIFICATION 
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THE VALUES OF CES RELIGIOUS EDUCATION 

1. DOING GOD'S WORK (Moses 1:39) 

Doing God's work means being engaged in bringing to pass the 
eternal life of His children. 

2. UNDERSTANDING THE WORD OF GOD (D&C 1:37-39) 

Understanding the word of God includes searching the 
scriptures, listening to the living prophets, and seeking 
the direction of the Spirit. 

3. LIVING IN HARMONY WITH THE WILL OF GOD (D&C 84:43-45) 

Living in harmony with the will of God is obeying the laws, 
covenants, and ordinances of the gospel. 

4. TEACHING TO EDIFY (D&C 50:13-26) 

Teaching to edify takes place when, by the power of the 
Spirit, the teacher and the student understand one another 
and both are uplifted and rejoice together. 

5. SERVING LEADERSHIP (D&C 121:41-46) 

Serving leadership is serving others in an edifying way as 
we perform our administrative responsibilities and follow 
CES guidelines and policies. 

6. GROWING TOWARD PERFECTION (D&C 58:27-28) 

Growing toward perfection is improving our performance as we 
strive to become like God. 
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THE PRINCIPLES OF EDIFICATION 

The essentials of edification are those principles which if 
follow assist individuals in internalizing the values of CES 
religious education. 

1. RECOGNIZING THE WORTH OF A SOUL (D&C 18:10) 

Recognizing the worth of a soul is treating others as 
children of God who have the potential to become like Him. 

2. HONORING THE AGENCY OF OTHERS (D&C 58:27-28) 

Honoring the agency of others is allowing all individuals 
their right to think and act for themselves. 

3. BUILDING RELATIONSHIPS OF TRUST (D&C 121:41-44) 

Building relationships of trust is working with others in 
such a way that they recognize our love for them and feel 
confident and secure with us. 

4. NURTURING GROWTH THROUGH PARTICIPATION (D&C 88:122) 

Nurturing growth throllgh participation is helping those we 
live, work, and associate with obtain the greatest and most 
lasting progress through active participation. 

5. EXPANDING VISION (Proverbs 29:18) 

Expanding vision is helping others enlarge their 
understanding and discover new perspectives. 

6. CREATING UNITY (D&C 38:27) 

Creating unity is achieving oneness through commonly held 
values. 

7. SERVING WITH AN EYE SINGLE TO THE GLORY OF GOD (D&C 
121:34-37) 

Serving with an eye single to the glory of God is 
consecrating our performance to the Lord and free ourselves 
of personal desires and ambitions. 
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APPENDIX C 

LETTER OF APPROVAL - FIELD ACCESS 



Church 
Edllcational 
S ys tern T?~ Church af I~sus Chrisl 

aJ Lall~r-day 5amls 

Stanley A. Peterson 
Administrator 

TO: Selected Personnel 

MEMORANDUM 

FROM: Stanley A. Peterson 

DATE: 6 April 1995 

SUBJECT: Evaluation Project 

169 

This letter will introduce G. Bradly Howell, an instructional designer with the Church 
Educational System (CES). Brad is currently a member of the CES evaluation council and is 
working on a project designed to provide an evaluation package for CES personnel. The data 
he collects will also be used, in part, for his graduate program. 

As part of this project, he has been asked to interview a number of teachers and 
administrators, and to consider their recommendations in the development of this evaluati'Jn 
package. Your cooperation in assisting him in the gathering of data that will assist his 
research will be greatly appreciated. . 

Thank you for your assistance in furthering the work of the Church Educational System. 

Sincerely, 

Stanley A. Peterson 

/jl 

Religious Education and Elementary and Secondary Education 
50 East .Vorth Temple Street. Room 960· Salt Lake City. Utah 84150 - (801) 240-3482 
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