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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Recent literature reveals a great deal of attention directed to-
ward the administrative evaluation of classroom teachers (Crenshaw and
Hoyle, 1981; Crews, 1981; Millman, 1981; Savage, 1982; Dunkelberger,
1982; Wuhs and Manatt, 1983: and Pace, 1984). Inherent in the task of
evaluation of instruction is dialogue among educators regarding appro-
priate criteria to be used in evaluating instruction. (Dialogue will
be used in the sense that Freire [1970] used the term; this is further
discussed in Chapter III.)

Golomon (1977) cites that since the primary purpose of adminis-
trative evaluation of instruction is to aid in improving the quality
of instruction, evaluators should discuss the outcome of the evalua-
tion with the instructor and offer suggestions for improvement. In
fact, in his same study, it was noted that 88 percent of the teachers
agreed that feedback should occur as a part of the evaluative process.

Furthermore, other studieé concerning evaluation support active
teacher involvement in the evaluation process. For instance, Pace
(1984) stated:

Historically personnel evaluation procedures mainly have

been determined by those responsible for evaluating

their subordinates with minimal involvement of those

being evaluated. It is the author's view that times
have changed and that, regardless of position, those in



the evaluation role should be involved in the process,
since it is their personal and professional well-being
that is at stake. Additionally, the involvement of
several groups--teachers, administrators, support staff
——enhances the credibility and ensures that the con-
stituent views of an organization as complex as a school
will be considered in the development process. Finally,
the development process is too complex to remain the sole
domain of any individual or particular group within the
organization (p. 8).

The major consideration of this study is that of gaining new in-
sights into the reality base of feedback sessions. The nature of the
feedback experience is addressed from the internal frame of each
participant, both evaluator and evaluatee. Further investigation into
selected teachers' perceptions of administrative evaluation of instruc-
tion appeared beneficial to this writer in determining the effective-
ness of such evaluation.

Pinar (cited in Giroux, Penna, and Pinar, Ed., 1981, p. 99)
claimed that "between 85 and 95 percent of those who work in the cur-
riculum field share a perspective that is either tied or closely
related to the dominant technocratic rationality." Kliebard (cited in
Giroux, Penna, and Pinar, Eds., 1981, p. 99) had argued that:

This form of rationality has evolved in a manner parallel

to the scientific management movement of the 1920s, and

that early founders of the curriculum movement such as

Bobbitt and Charters warmly embraced the principles of

scientific management.

Dobson, Dobson, and Koetting (1983) concur with Peter (1977) that the
curriculum field is becoming an increasingly highly skilled technology
with a primary emphasis on method. Dobson, Dobson, and Koetting (1983)
state:

Researchers have by and large restricted their focus to

areas amenable to this technology, thus creating a vocab-

ulary insensitive to the human dimension of the teaching-

learning experience. Narrowness of perspective for the

sake of research effeciency does little to contribute to
a needed body of knowledge (p. 65).



Accepting Pinar's claim to the prevalence of the technocratic
rationale in the literature, the writer contends it is possible that
perceptual differences among educators employed at a school relative to
the theory base of that particular school can result in differing per-
ceptions of reality. Likewise, if the theory base of a school adminis-
trator conducting the evaluation of teachers differs considerably from
the theory base of the teacher being evaluated, the concerns expressed
by Freire (1970) warrant examination. To elaborate, Freire states:

Authentic education is not carried on by 'A' for 'B' or by
'A" about 'B', but rather by 'A' with 'B', mediated by the
world--a world which impresses and challenges both parties
giving rise to views or opinions about it . . . we simply
cannot go to the laborers—-urban or peasant--in the banking
style, to give them 'knowledge' or to impose upon them the
model of the 'good man' contained in a program whose content
we have outselves organized. Many political and educational
plans have failed because their authors designed them
according to their own personal views of reality, never once
taking into account (except as mere objects of their. action)
the men-in-a situationto whom their program was ostensibly
directed (p. 83).

Dobson, Dobson, and Kessinger (1980) contributed another dimension
to this diséussion by concluding that an individual perceives reality
from avalue-laden perspective; an individual cannot separate himself
from his values. In essence, one's values alter one's perceptions and
vice versa; as values vary so do perceptions of reality. In this
sense, the term reality is defined as a man-made invention. Dobson,
Dobson, and Kessinger (1980) stated:

We believe there is value in confirming one's personhood
rather than seeking to conform to vague expectations as
expressed by others of what one should be. We believe that
human beings are the inventors of ideas and value and that
these ideas and values are the beacons that guide daily
lives and ultimately affect the degree to which persons
experience self as well as others. To succumb to an imposed
reality is to experience the loss or prostitution of per-
sonal ideasand'values, resulting in alienation from self as
well as others, thus leading to role behavior which may be



inauthentic. We believe that the climate of an institution

is an expression of the consciousness level of the people

therein and that most people know how they would like to

interact for the good of themselves and others. However, due

to the imposed reality of role expectation, they often

behave in manners which are contrary to what they know and

believe. We further believe that any real improvement in

schooling will occur only when each person's practices and

beliefs are in harmony (p. 21).

Considering the work of Freire (1970), Dobson, Dobson, and Kess-
inger (1980), and Dobson, Dobson, and Koetting (1983), perceptual
information is viewed in a somewhat different way. To elucidate,
teachers ——~ all of whom are being evaluated by their administrators per-
iodically--warrant closer examination in regard to their perceptions of
administrative evaluation. The writer concurs with Harris (1975, p. 77)
who stated, "to know what people think and feel, one must ask them."

By its nature, this research approach rewards the researcher for
"knowing" how teachers perceive administrative evaluation of instruction;
that is, "knowing" supporting an epistemological platform which defines
"knowing" as a supersedence of the stated or the obvious focusing upon
the authenticity of perception. This "knowing" has been recognized by
such noted educators as Dewey (1916, p. 293) who asserted that "even if
beliefs happen to be true, they do not constitute knowledge unless they
have grownup in and been tested by personal experience."

"Knowing" transcends "not knowing" and, in turn, results in better
understanding. In this sense, to understand is to know, and to attempt

to rationalize the intent of a study of this nature is in itself con-—

descending because of the a posteriori nature of the study. "Knowing"

in itself is rewarding as it promotes better understanding. In this
way, questions serve.as their own rationale.

Considering the previous thoughts, this writer asserts that the



reason(s) for this research is/are to be found in the questions them-
selves. The writer maintains that "knowing" leads to better understand-
ing and "knowing" transcends "not knowing". By acknowledging a set of
conditions and by reporting what is experienced to be true through
active participation on the part of the researcher (rather than by
observing and concluding what is to be true without actively entering
into the experience), a transcended "knowing" results. Research where
the interviewer actively experiences the interviewee (by way of dialog-
ics) serves to implement active participation.

In summary, what is to be done with the findings of this research
and how the research is to be justified remains to be found in the
answers to the questions posed. Concurring with the writings of Dobson,
Dobson, and Kessinger (1980), an invidiual cannot separate himself from
his values. The words of Dewey (1916, p. 341) support the thoughts of
the writer stating, "Knowledge furnishes the ﬁeans of understanding or
giving means to what is still going on and what is to be done." This
writer contends that the knowledge extracted from this study should
precede what is to be accomplished with the results of this study; there-
fore, after establishing the knowledge base derived from the answers
to the questions, this writer will be able to extrapolate what is to be
done with the results of this study. In this way, "men educate each

other through the mediation of the world (Freire, 1970, p. 13).
Statement of the Problem

The purpose of this study is to better understand the perceptions
of selected teachers in a southeast Kansas community regarding the ad-

ministrative evaluation of instruction. Specifically, it will



investigate the perceptions of selected junior high school teachers

using the semistructured interview.
Objectives

1. To better understand selected teacher's perceptions of adminis-
trative evaluation at the junior high level in a southeast Kansas com-
munity.

2. To better understand if the selected teachers in this study
perceived tﬁe results of administrative evaluation of instruction as
being influenced by the theory base values and perceptions of the
administrator/evaluator.

3. To inquire if selected teachers perceive administrative evalua-
tion of instruction as an important aspect of instructional improvement.

4. To better understand the degree to which teachers understand

their own perceptions and attitudes toward administrative evaluation.
Limitations

No attempt will be made by the researcher to assess the availability
of validity of teachers' perceptions of administrative evaluation. The
writer was only concerned with teachers' perceptions of administrative
evaluation and no other type of evaluation. Also, no specific attempt
will be made by the researcher to identify grade level distinctions as
far as the results of this research are concerned. With this study,
the researcher was concerned with qualitatively researching the percep-
tions of selected teachers regarding the administrative evaluation of
instruction in a southeast Kansas community. The researcher recognizes

the limits imposed by the size and nature of the study and will make a



serious effort to honor these limitations in the dissertation (Lortie,
1975). Discussions will focus on the distribution of themes; where
distributions are referred to it should be understood that they are
tentative and require additional research (Lortie,1975). The writer
includes those statements which in the writer's opinion merit attention

rather than reporting all statements that resulted from the interviews.
Assumptions

The major assumptions‘underlying the present study were drawn from
the work of Dobson, Dobson, and Koetting (1983) of Oklahoma State
University, Stillwater, Oklahoma.

1. The way educators talk (word usage) affects others'perceptions.
The phenomenon also works in a reciprocal fashion. Causal priority does
not seem particularly important.

2. Perceptions and language are reflective of the philosophic
posture (value system) of the person observing and talking.

3; The interplay of three variables--perception, language, and
value system--determines the nature of the teaching-learning experience
(communication).

4. The language of a profession can a priori determine perceptions

and consequently human experience.

Definition of Terms

Administrators - Administrators are indivdiuals who are in charge
of the management of one or more schools and who are personally respon-

sible for the evaluation of teachers with whom they work.



Junior High Teachers - Junior high teachers are those teachers who

teach grades seven, eight, and nine.

Evaluation - Evaluation is to appraise the teaching performance of
teachers relative to certain criteria either preestablished or estab-
lished at the time of the appraisal.

Veteran Teacher - Veteran teachers are teachers who have taught

15 years in one school district.



CHAPTER 1T
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction

Prior to the review of literature, it should be noted this writer
observed that a discussion of teachers' perceptions of administrative
evaluation would be incomplete without reviewing teaching effective-
ness literature. Since the evaluation of instruction is often associ-
ated with the effectiveness of the classroom teacher and because
effectiveness research influences the parameters in which competency
research is conducted, each of these three areas--effectiveness, com-
petency and evaluation--was considered in the review of literature.

Dobson, Dobson, and Koetting (1983) maintained that "during the
past two decades three distinctly different approaches to the study of
teaching effectiveness have been established" (p. 77). The three ap-
proaches included: dominant, token and ignored research. These edu-
cators concluded, "the research currently dominating the field reflects
a technical rationale." Moreover, '"research efforts receiving token
attention cluster around what is commonly referred to as humanistic
teaching." Finally, "an almost totally ignored area of research can
be appropriately labeled person-centered teaching" (p. 77). This
writer utilized the approaches presented by Dobson, Dobson, and
Koetting in reviewing the literature pertinent to the topic.

In order to better understand these three approaches--the dominant,
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token, and ignored--and how they relate to the study of teaching effec-
tiveness, a brief account of the historical roots of these three ap-

proaches is included in this chaptér.
The Dominant Approach

This dominant approach to teaching effectiveness research has its

philosophical home in logical positivism. This approach is dedicated
to the improvement of the teaching effectiveness within the framework
of the current institutional structure of schooling. Elaborating on
this approach, Sergiovanni (1977) stated:

Efficiency was to be maximized by defining objectives and

outputs clearly, by specializing tasks through divisions of

labor, and once the best way was identified, by introducing

a system of controls to insure uniformity and reliability in

workers' tasks, as well as standardization of product (p. 205).
Dobson, Dobson, and Koetting (1983) wrote that most curricularists fall
into this category. Concurring with this posture, Pinar (1978) claimed
that "between 85 and 95 percent of those who work in the curriculum
field share a perspeétive that is either tied or closely related to the
dominant technocratic rationality" (pp. 5-11).

To further familiarize the reader with this approach, Dobson,
Dobson, and Koetting (1983) stated:

Studies of teaching of this nature have followed a technical-

political model based on a scientific, rational explanation

of human behavior. This approach to explaining effective

teaching performance suggests that the proper blending of

techniques and content will significantly increase student

performance. This positivistic attitude views teaching as

a scientific technology with identifiable, observable skills

that are considered to be the 'practice' of teaching (p. 78).

In recent years, other educators have criticized the dominant ap-

proach to teaching effectiveness research. One such critic is Rogers

(1983) who perceived eight negative characteristics of this approach.
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These characteristics were:

1. The teacher is the possessor of knowledge, the student
the expected recipient. Other means of verbal intel-
lectual instruction are the major methods of getting
knowledge into the recipient.

2. The examination measures the extent to which the stu-
dent has received it.

3. The teacher is the possessor of power, the student the
one who obeys.

4., Rule by authority is the accepted policy in the class-
room.

5. Trust is at a minimum.

6. The subjects (students) are best governed by being
kept in an intermittent or constant state of fear.

7. Democracy and its values are ignored and scorned in
practice.

8. There is no place for the whole person in the educa-
tional system, only for her intellect (pp. 185-187).

In review, the roots of the dominant approach are traced to the
1920's, when scientism and scientific techmiques from business and in-
dustry began to surface in the literature relative to educational
theory and practice (Giroux, Penna, and Pinar, Eds., 1981). Subsequent-
ly it was at this time that managerial as well as administrative posi-
tions began to be viewed as appropriate for schools. A quote by
Cubberly serves to emulate this dominant managerial perspective of
curriculum:

Every manufacturing establishment that turns out a standard
product or series of products of any kind maintains a force
of efficiency experts to study methods of procedure and to
measure and test the output of its works. Such men ulti-
mately bring the manufacturing establishment large returns
by introducing improvements in process and. procedures and in
training the workmen to produce larger and better output.
Our schools are, in a sense, factories in which raw products
(children) are to be shaped and fashioned into products to
meet the various demands of life. The specifications for
manufacturing come from the demands of twentieth-century
civilization, and it is the business of the school to build
its pupils according to the specificiations laid down.

This demands good tools, specialized machinery, continuous
measurement of production to see if it works according to
specifications, the elimination of waste in manufacturing,
and a large variety in the output (Cubberly, in Kliebard,
1975 (a), p. 52).
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Commenting on this product-based orientation to curriculum, Wirsing
(1972) of the University of Colorado Denver Center expressed opposition
to this approach:

In view of the fact that the approach regards students as

finished products—-or in the jargon of the systems analysts

as 'inputs' and 'outputs'--the implications for standard-

ization and stabilization of the human material with which

the schools work are staggering. In my opinion, the program--

med mentalities of growing numbers of engineers, technicians,

and researchers of human behavior make the narcissistic flag-

waving of the Daughters of the American Revolution insignifi-

cant by comparison (p. 17).

Emerging from the management orientation of the early 1900s, Taylor
(1980) constructed a model articulating the phrase "scientific manage-
ment" relative to the school. This model focused upon three general
principles: efficiency, control and prediction (Giroux, Penna, and
Pinar, Eds., 1981). Expanding Taylor's model, Bobbitt (1981) added
that outcomes needed to be precisely predicted in order that maximum
efficiency might result; therefore, the curriculum must be specified.

As a result of the type of attention directed toward schooling at
this time, Eisner (1983) contended that "school administrators embraced
scientific management" in the hope that it would reduce their vulner-
ability to public criticism and in the process make schools more effi-
cient. In addition, with this type of educational posture Eisner
expressed that:

teachers were regarded as workers to be supervised by special-

ists who made sure that goals were being attained, that

teachers were performing as prescribed, and that the public
who paid for the schools were getting their money's worth.

(p. 7).
Eisner concluded that the industrial metaphor (which he traced
back to Thorndike and Taylor) "set the tone for American education that

is still with us" (p. 7). Eisner criticized this approach to education
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is that "personal ingenuity on the teacher's part" diminishes in the
pursuit for the "one best method that scientific management of educa-
tion would prescribe" (p. 7).

In other comments about the scientific managment orientation to
education, Eisner (1983) noted:

Unlike automobiles rolling down an assembly line where an

additive model works fairly well, (interaction effects are

small), the children a classroom teacher deals with are

unique configurations that change over time. Unlike elec-

trons or billiard balls, students have ambitions and pur-

poses and refuse to be treated as lumps of clay or sheets of

steel passively awaiting the impact of a scientifically based

teaching technology that provides little or no scope in its
assumptions for what the students make of all of this. Our

roles as teachers are closer to those of negotiators than to

puppeteers or engineers. And even when we succeed in shaping

our students' surfaces, unless we touch-their souls we will

be locked out of their lives. Much of contemporary education

in both the public school and the un1vers1ty seldom gets more

than skin deep (p. 7).

Taylor and Bobbitt (cited in Eisner, 1975) were in company with
other educational leaders, such as Snedden and Charters, who supported
the efforts of the scientific management approach. 1In fact, Charters
was asked to conduct a curriculum study for Stephens College in
Columbia, Missouri, where he was asked to develop a program whereby
women could be trained "for the specific job of being a woman" (Eisner,
1975, p. 60).

From Charters' work at Stephens College, many of the emphases that
were designed and utilized for that particular program have been viewed
as carry-over to the present day, dominant curriculum field, namely, in
the form of behavioral objectives and observable and measurable compe-
tencies (Kliebard, 1975). Dobson, Dobson, and Koetting (1982) elabo-

rated on the language employed by individuals approaching curriculum

studies along "technical lines." With regard to the aspect of how
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language affects teaching effectiveness. Dobson, Dobson, and Koetting
(1982) stated:

Educational words have power, the power to direct the pro-
cedures and purposes of research. Typical words used in
research on teaching effectiveness are behavior (student

and teacher), effectiveness, personality, achievement, out-
comes, interaction, characteristics, behavioral measurements,
and performance. More recently the literature is using

such words as 'direct instruction', 'time on task', 'assign-
ments', 'exception', 'monitoring', 'pupil task involvement',
'seat work', and a whole host of terms that reflect techni-
cal and political value bases. The metaphorical bases of
these words are industrial, military, and disease (medical)
. « « (p. 10).

Other components noted in the literature relatve to the dominant
curriculum included: the amelicrative orientation, ahistorical posture,
behavioristic allegiance, and technological orientation (Kliebard, 1975b).
The dominant approach utilized theory exclusively to guide practice:
theory anticipating and attempting to control practice. In fact, these
"traditionalists" have been criticized for the degree to which this
approach is ahistorical. For example, Kliebard (1975b) has cited that
many Ph.,D. programs subscribing to this view of curriculum do not
require a course in the history of education. Kleibard (1975) commented
on this ahistorical orientation:

Generally speaking, the foremost scholars in other fields
continually engage in a kind of dialogue with their ances-
tral counterparts—--rejecting, revising, or refining the
early formulations and concepts. No such cumulative
approachto the content of the curriculum field has yet
emerged, and this has had the telling effect on the rela-
tive permanence of curriculum thinking. Issues tend to
arise de novo, usually in the form of a band wagon and
then quickly disappear in a cloud of dust. Sometimes these
issues have their counterparts in an earlier period, but
this is rarely recognized. The field in general is char-
acterized by an uncritical propensity for novelty and
change rather than founded knowledge or dialogue across
generations (p. 41).
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In 1949, a brook written by Tyler posed four questions. Playing a
most significant role in the theoretical development of the field itself,
these questions came to epitomize the traditional scope of the curriculum
field. These four questions posed by Tyler were:

1. What educational purposes should the school seek to
attain?

2. How can learning experiences be selected that are
likely to be useful in attaining these objectives?

3. How can learning experiences be organized for effec-
tive instruction?

4, How can the effectiveness of learning experiences
be evaluated (p. 1)?

The impact of Tyler's book was evidenced in the fact that it was
widely purchased for use in college and university curriculum courses.
Furthermore, these same four curriculum questions are currently being
addressed in the literature. For‘example, Kemp (1977) expanded upon the
framework established by Tyler's four curriculum questions and idenfi-
fied eight steps to guide curriculum planning.

Kemp's (1977, p. 3) model Was‘written to remedy what was perceived
by "an increasing number of individuals" as ineffeciency and effective-
ness in education. To increase efficiency and effectiveness, Kemp's
"model was designed to provide answers to three questions that were con-
sidered to be "the essential elements of instructional technology"

(p. 8). Kemp's questions were:
1. What must be learned (objectives)?

2. What procedures and resources will work best to reach
the desired learning levels?

3. How will we know when the required learning has taken
place (evaluation) (p. 8)?

Apple (1979) criticized several aspects of this approach, one of
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which was the behavioral objectives movement which he contended has
striven toward reducing student action to "specifiable forms of overt
behavior so that the educator can have certitude of outcome" (p. 109).
Apple (1979) concluded that "superficiality" of this type is most
"disturbing" because of the fact that students are instructed as to how
they are to think, act, and feel following the completion of a teacher-
planned activity. Apple (1983) addressed the topic further and stated:

My point is not to argue against the specific curricular of

pedagogical content of this kind of material, though an

analysis certainly would be interesting. Rather it is to have

us focus on the form itself. What is this doing? The goals,.

the process, the outcome, the evaluative criteria for

assessing them are defined as precisely as possible by people

external to the situation. In the competency measure at the

end of the module, this extends to the specification of even

the exact words the teacher is to say (p. 255).

Also, Apple (1983) referred to the process of deskilling which
involves the atrophy of skills "essential to the craft of working with
children" (p. 256). Furthermore, he contended that because planning
was separated from execution in that planning was carried out at the
production level and execution was carried out by the teacher, there
was room for the introduction of material which disregarded the specific
individuals for whom it was quite anonymously designed to educate. In
this way, the variability of learner characteristics was not addressed.
Persons external to the situation oftentimes determined what was or
was not to be taught in the classroom in the form of prepackaged
materials without prior exposure to the students for whom the material
was designed. In addition, after the deskilling of instructors has
taken place, Apple (1983) cautioned against the reskilling of teachers

that involved the substitution of the skills and ideological visions

of measurement. With deskilling and reskilling, the language and
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modification techniques are incorporated into the curricular material
and "as teachers lose control of the curricular and pedagogic skills to
large publishing houses, these skills are replaced by techniques for
better controlling students" (p. 256).

Eisner (1979) expressed concern for the nature of this dominant
approach to curriculum and noted that educational outcomes were not
always predictable and could be limiting, thereby promoting preplanned
goals rather than expanding the learning process to accommodate the
learner. Eisner (1979) stated:

There is, of course, a reasonableness in the desire to have

objectives in order to evaluate the effectiveness of an edu-

cational program. Yet, the evaluative net one casts can

and ought to be much wider than the particular objective or

set of objectives specified by a particular curriculum,

The outcomes of educational programs are not completely

predictable, and hence to evaluate only for those goals

one has intended can lead one to neglect equally important,

and at times even more important, outcomes that were unin-

tended. Using objectives to serve as criteria for evaluat-

ing educational programs has an important function to perform,

but a conception of evaluation that limits itself to what has

been preplanned in terms of goals or objectives is likely to

be educationally thin (p. 174).

During the early 1950s, criticism mounted regarding the quality of
American elementary and secondary education. Men such as Rickover and
others decided that the schools were not strict enough. Responding to
the criticism, men such as Zacharias of MIT were called into the
schools to help reform the curriculum. Such noted individuals as
Zacharias, however, were scientists and mathematicians, and therefore
not affiliated with the dominant camp. It is because of their affi-
liation with another group of educators that the activities of these
scientists (along with the launching of the Soviet satellite Sputnik

in 1957) accelerated the national curriculum reform in a different

direction (Giroux, Penna, and Pinar, Eds., 1981).
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It was noted that carry-over from the technocratic rationale remain
viable and strong today (Giroux, Penna, and Pinar, Eds., 1981). Sub-
stantiating this stance:

These principles persevere today as strong considerations in

curriculum development, in selecting educational materials,

in developing instructional systems, and in other aspects of

the educational program administration (Sergiovanni, 1976,
p. 205).

The Token Approach

According to Dobson, Dobson, and Koetting (1983) the second approach
to research, which has received "token attention" in the literature has
been "humanistic teaching." This statement by MacDonald (1977) assists
in clarifying the humanistic educational perspective:

Humanistic education reflects both a contemporary reaction

to perceived negative school practices and the historically

perceived implementation of more progressive educational

practices. Movement toward behavioral objectives, instruc-
tional systems, performance contracting, test score account-
ability, and similar phenomena is often seen as a potential
threat to the human educational process. This threat is,
however, bracketed by the continuous concern for education

of the 'whole person', education related to the development

of individuals, and education that reflects awareness of

the total dimensions of humanism (p. 346).

One author who has directed considerable attention toward this
approach to effectiveness research was Combs (1964). It must be noted
that from this research, the "self as instrument" concept, presented
by Combs, depicted a personal view of teaching. Furthermore, Combs
cited that, unlike the dominant. approach, the effective professional
worker (teacher or whoever) was "no longer regarded as a technician
applying methods in a more or less mechanical fashion the way he has

been taught”" (p. 8). Combs continued by stating that the professional

worker "is a person who has learned to use himself as an effective
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instrument" (p. 8). To this extent, "creative individuals, capable of
shifting and changing to meet the demands and opportunities afforded in
daily tasks . . . will not behave in a set way" (Combs, 1964, p. 373).
Relative to the concept of the professional worker in teaching,
Combs (1965, p. 8) suggested that "teacher education programs must con-

' To continue

cern themselves with persons rather than competencies.'
Combs stated, "the good teacher has found ways of using himself, his
talents, and his surroundings in a fashion that aids both his students
and himself to achieve satisfaction--their own and society's too"

(p. 8).

Combs wrote that "if the self as instrument concept of the profes-—
sional worker is valid," (p. 8) then guidelines "for such a program"
(p. 8)need to be known. Furthermore, Combs contended that in order "to
provide the guidelines for such a program," (p. 8) these four concerns
need to be addressed:

. The nature of the self,
. How it [the self] develops,

How it [the self] may be changed, and
. What a good teaching self is like (p. 10).

M~

Combs (1965) suggested that "modern humanistic psychology supplies
us with just such kinds of understandings" (p. 10). He cited artists
"who sometimes refer to the discovery of one's personal idiom and the
expression seems very apt applied to teaching as well" (p. 9). Combs
related this to a definition of effective teaching. He stated that
the effective teacher is "a unique human being who has learned to use
himself effectively and efficiently to carry out his own and society's
purposes in the education of others." (p. 9). Combs concluded that this

way of viewing people was a different approach than "most of today's
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teacher educators grew up with" (p. 10).

Another individual who devoted considerable time and effort to
writing about this approach to research was Rogers (1983). Rogers con-
tended that the present educational system was not meeting the 'real
needs of our society" (p. 1). Furthermore, Rogers stated that the
schools in this country "generally constitute the most traditional, con-
servative,4rigid, bureaucratic institutions of our time, and the
institution most resistant to change" (p. 1). Hall (1977) reinforced
Rogers' thoughts and presented a similar perspective stating, "Somehow
in the United States, we have managed to transform one of the most
rewarding of all human activities into a painful, boring, dull, frag-
menting, mind-shrinking, soul-shriveling experience.” (p. 207).

Rahter than the "mind shrinking'" approach to education that Hall
(1977) has described in the literature, Rogers (1983) suggested there
are qualities and/or attitudes which facilitate learning in a more
humane fashion. These attitudes were expanded by Rogers and included:
"realness or genuineness" (p. 123); "prizing, acceptance, and trust"
(p. 124); and "emphatic understanding" (p. 125). To briefly expound on
these attributes, Rogers contended that realness or genuineness was
emulated by verbiage such as facilitating, which was defined as "enter-
ing into a relationship with the learner without presenting a front
or facade." (p. 122). Furthermbre, Rogers stated that realness or
genuiness involves the teacher experiencing "a direct personal encounter
with the learner meeting her on a person-to-person basis'" (p. 122)
whereby "she [the teacher] is a person to her students, not a faceless
embodiment of a curriculur requirement nor a sterile tube through which

knowledge is passed from one generation to the next" (p. 122).
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Relative to prizing, acceptance, and trust, Rogers (1983) stated:

I think of it as prizing the learner, prizing her feelings,

her opinions, her person. It is caring for the learner,

but a non-possessive caring. It it is an acceptance of this

other individual as a separate person, having worth in her

own right. It is a basic trust--a belief that this person

is somehow fundamentally trustworthy. Whether we call it

prizing, acceptance,. trust, or by some other term, it

shows up in a variety of observable ways . . . . What we

are describing is a prizing of the learner as an imperfect

human being with many feelings, many potentialities (p. 124).

The third attitude cited by Rogers, empathic understanding,
"establishes a climate for self-initiated, experiential learning"

(p. 124). Donated as "sharply different from the usual evaluative
understanding” (p. 125), this attribute surfaces "when the teacher has
the ability to understand the student's reactions from the inside, has
a sensitive awareness of the way the process of education and learning
seems to the student . . . ." (p. 125.

Rogers (1983) contended that a person-centered approach to teaching
as opposed to the dominant approach, cited earlier in this chapter,
can manifest itself if a precondition of trustworthiness existed
because one is secure in himself and in his relationships with others.
In this way, one "experiences an essential trust in the capacity of
others to think for themselves, to learn for themselves" (p. 125).
Rogers maintained that other aspects were possible if this precondition
existed, and he expounded on .these briefly: "in this growth-promoting
climate, the learning tends to be deeper, proceeds at a more rapid
rate, and is more pervasive in the life and behavior of the student
than is learning acquired in the traditional classroom " (p. 125).

For 17 years, the National Consortium for Humanizing Education,

with the assistance of Aspy and Roebuck (1975), conducted research in
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42 states and seven foreign countries with this study revealing that
many positive effects result from relating person-centered principles
to daily school practice. The investigations included students of

all age groups from.the elementary to the college level. Summarily, the
findings of this project disclosed that high levels of understanding,
caring, and genuineness promote increased learning and better behavior
in students. Illustrating the significance of interpersonal relation-
ships revealed by this research, Aspy (cited in Weller, 1977) stated:

Without stretching the data too far, it seems logical to

infer for the foregoing that teachers do not have much

intellectual respect for their students. This conclusion

seems warranted by the fact that they rarely ask them to

“think in class. It may be that most teachers do not know

how to elicit thinking behavior from students, and, thus,

cannot do so. This rests upon the notion ' that teaching

behavior is a function of response repertoire. These

studies were successful in that they led to a broad con-

firmation of the position that positive interpersonal

relationships facilitate learning (p. 130).

Goble (1970, p. 69) cited that, "Third force psychological theory
calls for a new kind of education." He went on to note that Maslow
suggested more emphasis needed to be placed on "development of the
person's potential, particularly the potential to be human, to under-
stand self and others and relate to them, to achieve the basic human
needs, to grow toward self-actualization" (p. 69). Aspects of growth
supported by this approach included those which implemented and nurtured
spontaneity, self-discipline, creativity, democracy, firsthand obser-
vation, and experiential learning. Goble (1970) stated, "all too often
the (teaching) process reduces rather than increases intuition and
creativity, although some students have gained these characteristics

through education" (p. 70).

In regard to "Third Force" classroom instruction, Goble (1970)



23

cited:

Instruction in the classroom should be related to life.
The student should learn to grow, learn the difference
between good and bad and what is desirable and undesir-
able and what to choose and not to choose. To acquire
wisdom, maturity, taste, and character requires
experience, trial, and error, success, failure, disap-
pointment, pain, marriage, having children. These are
all important parts of the learning experience (p. 70).

Kolensnik (1975, p. 53) stated that "the purpose of education is
considerably broader than passsing on the accummulated wisdom and
experience of the past." He added that "its purpose, rather is to
help each student learn to be himself, to relate to otheré, and to live
happily here and now as well as to prepare him for a social role"

(p. 53). Fﬁrthermore, Kolensnik (1975) stated:

It is to help him learn how to learn, and to enjoy learning,
and to want to continue learning. It is to help him learn

to think for himself, to make his own decisions, to form-
ulate his own system of values and beliefs. It is to help him
learn to assume and carry out responsibilities, including the
responsibility for his own education. It is to help him to
learn to love and feel and create and express himself. It

is to help him develop whatever limitations he might have.
The purpose of education, in short, is to help the individual
student become a fully-functioning. human being. Its focus,
therefore, according to the humanists, should not be on the
heritage or the material to be learned, but on the student
himself (p. 53).

Another educationalist, Trump (1972) discussed his view of human-
istic schools and cited 12 qualities that he believed were commonly
found in humanistic schools. In summary, selected examples of these
12 qualities included:

1. Focusing on options rather than uniformity.

2. Devising a program for each pupil in which he can

move forward with success in terms of his own
talents and interests, no matter how diverse they may

be,

3. Making sure that every pupil is known as a total human
being,
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4., Creating an environment in which each teacher may make
maximum utilization of his professional talents and
interests, one that recognizes individual differences
among teachers, one that provides differentiated staff-
ing to identify better the role of the professional
teacher,

5. Providing a variety of places in the school and the
community where pupils may study and work with super-
vision so that each pupil may find learning strategies
that suit him best,

6. Having continuous progress arrangements so that each
pupil may proceed at his own pace under competent
supervision with a variety of self-directing, self-
motivating and self-evaluating materials and locations,

7. Substituting constructive reports of achievements
for the threats of failure as the prime motivational
device of the school (pp. 9-11).

Dewey (1931, pp. 73-76) frequently criticized the dominant approach
in regard to "mere receptive passivity on the part of a pupil and
mere pouring in by textbook and teacher." He concluded that in the
dominant approach "material is not committed to heart: it is only
entrusted to some portion of the cerebellum" (p. 73). Therefore,
"personal cultivation is not attained" (p. 74).

In pursuit of personal cultivation, Dewey cited the importance
of another aspect of education which can help to nurture personal
cultivation: appreciation. Dewey cited:

Appreciation, in short, is more than immediate and trans-
ient emotional stir and turmoil. It shapes things that
come home to us, that we deeply realize have possibilities,
and that entail consequences. To appreciate is to trace
mentally these outleadings, to place the possibilities
before the mind so that they have felt significance and

. value. There is no fact and no idea or principle that is
not pregnant, that does not lead out into other things.
The greatest and the commonest defect in teaching lies in
presenting material in such fashion that it does not arouse
a sense of these leadings and a desire to follow them.
There is then no appreciation, no personally experienced
value, because what is presented is presented as if it had
its meaning complete in itself, as if it were closed and shut.
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Think over the teachers that you would call inspiring and
you will find that they were the teachers who made you

aware of possibilities in the things which they taught
and who bred in you desire to realize those possibilities
for yourself (p. 73-76).

The Ignored Approach

The third approach to effectiveness research that was discussed
by Dobson, Dobson, and Koetting (1983) was referred to as the "ignored
approach". Reflecting on the 1970s, a group of educators questioned
the assumptions underlying the existing modes of curriculum. .To
expound on this approach, Connerton .(1976) explained that exponents
"focus more upon critique in relation to the system of societal or
organizational constraints which are humanly producéd and which affect
negatively the development of individuals, groups, and societies"

(pp. 17-18).

To further explain the philosophy of this appreach to curriculum

Eurich (1969) commented:

The key to reforming American education is new ideas:

new ideas to challenge educational dogmas; new ideas to
stimulate change; new ideas to suggest lines of research
and development. And back of these new ideas a total
'innovative approach' which asks constantly: Why? Why

are we doing things this way rather than another, pos-
sibly better, way? Why do we assume that students learn

in such and such a fashion? Why do we limit our learning
resources to such a slim sliver of the available technology
and materials? Why do we organize our schools and colleges
into self-contained classrooms and uniform-size classes
each taught by a single teacher? Why, in fact, do we

build schools, staff them with teachers, and attempt to
education at all (p. 19)?

Leaders affiliated with the ignored approach included Greene,
Kliebard, Giroux, Pinar, and Apple. Pinar (1975, p. 359) suggested

that a common theme of this approach embraced "the contention that
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' Furthermore, "whatever

the schooling experience is a dehumanizing one.'
native intelligence, resourcefulness, indeed, whatever goodness is
inherent in man deteriorates under the impact of the school" (p. 359).
Therefore, "the result is the one-dimensional man, the anomic man,
dehumanized and, for some critics, maddened" (p. 359).

Freire (1970) contented that one practice which has occurred in the
process of schooling has been the "banking goncept." Two groups of
individuals were included in the "banking concept": those individuals
who were teaching and those individuals who were being taught. Freire
stated:

Education becomes an act of depositing, in which the students

are the depositories and the teacher is the depositor.

Instead of communicating, the teacher issues communique's and

makes deposits which the students patiently receive, memorize,

and repeat. This is the 'banking' concept of education, in
which the scope ofthe action allowed to the students extends
only as far as receiving, filing, and storing the deposits.

They do, it is true, have the opportunity to become collec-

tors or cataloguers of the things they store. But in the

last analysis it is man themselves who are filed away through

the lack of creativity, transformation, and knowledge in

this (at best) misguided system (p. 58).

Examining the roots of this approach, a curriculum conference in
1947 at the University of Chicago, was considered instrumental in
delineating the ignored approach. More recent conferences at Ohio
State University (1967) and Stanford University (1969), promoted a
"reconceptualization" of major issues and concerns. Further support
for these reconceptualized issues was drawn from such theories as
existentialism, phenomenology, psychoanalysis, and neo-Marxism.
Selected leaders affiliated with this camp maintained:

Pinar has attempted to illuminate the importance of using

a psychoanalytical framework in analyzing experiential and

gender issues in the school process; Huebner has provided
an extended critique of the technocratic rationality
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that permeates the underlying structural principles of

existing curriculum thinking: Kliebard has written

historical accounts of the 'scientism' that has not only

influenced curriculum development but also lies at the

center of the relationship that ties schools to the

logic of capitalism; Greene has written extensively

about the value of the arts for developing meaning in

the classroom encounter; finally, MacDonald and Apple

have voiced similar concerns about subjecting the

curriculum field to political and social critiques

(Giroux, Penna, and Pinar, Eds., 1981, p. 7).

At the close of the 1970s, growing influence regarding the "rejec-
tion of the positivistic and conservative nature of existing curriculum
theory and practice" mounted (Giroux, Penna, and Pinar,'Eds,, 1981,

p. 6). As can be noted, the primary focus of concern with this movement
was the human subject. Combining theory and practice was perceived as
being in the interest of "freeing individuals and social groups from
subjective and objective conditions that bind them to forces and. exploi-
tation and oppression" (Giroux, Penna, and Pinar, Eds., 1981, p. 7).

Continuing, phrases such as "self-reflection" and "value-laden
curriculum were incorporated by prominent writers affiliated with this
approach. Also, this group of curricularists suggested a learning
process whereby thought and education were "mediated by specific cog-
nitive, affective, and moral dimensions'" (Giroux, Penna, and Pinar,
Eds., 1981, p.7). Highly critical of the concept of value-neutrality,
this group of educators wasin direct opposition to the dominant group
in which value-neutrality was considered to be an objective stance
from which to conduct research and schooling. Snarey (1981) sub-
stantiated:

A 'value-neutral' position, based only on facts about

child development or about methods of education, cannot

in itself directly contribute to educational practice.

Factual statements about what the processes of learning
and development are cannot be directly translated into
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statements about what children's learning and develop-

ment ought to be without introduction of some value-

principles. In 'value-neutral' research, learning

does not necessarily imply movement to a stage of greater

cognitive or ethical adequacy (p. 172).

Another dimension which this group of educators chose to address
was the effect of a teacher's personal philosophy upon the schooling
process. In conjunction with this, Wirsing (1972, p. 4) contended that,
"consciously or unconsciously, every teacher makes a myriad of deci-
sions each day in terms of his particualr stock of underlying beliefs."

Wirsing continued by noting that the way in which a teacher
"ascertains" objectives and then "selects, structures, and teaches" '
depends upon his "theoretical framework," that is, what he believes
about "the good life, how people learn, and what they need to learn."
Dobson, Dobson, and Koetting (1983) presented ideas complementary to
this position:

Inherent in a teacher's personal philosophy are assumptions

about the purposes of schooling, the nature of knowledge, a

view of society, and the person's position within that

society. These views have an effect on what a teacher does

in the classroom. How teachers organize curriculum, evalu-

ate students, interact with students, and view themselves

within the teaching-learning context are all affected by

the basic philosophical orientation they bring to the

classroom (p. 84).

Other dimensions of this "ignored" approach to curriculum include:
examining important historically situated curriculum issues, con-
sciously abandoning the technocratic mantality; a nonprescriptive
stature; and providing educations with a variety of possibilities for
developing more flexible and humanizing forms of pedagogy (Tanner and
Tanner, 1979). It should be noted, however, that even though agree-

ment exists relative to several of the major aspects of this approach,

it has been cited that curricularists who have been affiliated with
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this camp pursue uniquely individual avenues of thought (Tanner and
Tanner, 1979).

Even with these differing opinions relative to the '"reconceptuali-
zation of curriculum,”" by the end of the 1970's the works of Green
and others attracted considerable attention as well as criticism from
curricularists outside the boundaries of the reconceptualizing tradi-
tion (Tanner and Tanner, 1979).

Even so, these individuals with their somewhat different focal
points were instrumental in reopening a heated debate in a field recent-
ly declared moribund (Tanner and Tanner, 1979). This type of discus-
sion in itself was considered an accomplishment for this "ignored"
group of educators, since it became evident, as a result of these
debates, that the work of these individual was being read and discussed.

Other philosophical differences between the dominant and ignored
approaches were very evident; the dominant approach accepted the
present social order whereas the ignored approach did not. As stated
by Giroux, Penna, and Pinar (1981, p. 94), "Because the difficulties
. « . are related to difficulties in the culture at large, they are

' It was written that those indivi-

not 'problems that can be solved'.'
duals who agree with the ignored approach perceived that the concept
created by'the dominant approach was in itself problematic. Therefore,
"a fundamental structural change in the culture is necessary" (p. 94).
Furthermore, "what is necessary is a reconceptualization of what cur-
riculum is, how it functions, and how it might function in emancipatory
ways" (p. 94) Conéluding, "it is the commitment to a comprehensive

critique and theory development" that distinguishes this ignored

approach to effectiveness research.
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Competency and Evaluation

As previously discussed, the second major area affecting the eval-
uvation of instruction was competency research. In brief, information
relativé to various states was included in the review of literature.
However, since this study was conducted in a Kansas school, this
review of literature will primarily be focused on Kansas schools.

A statement by Rogers (1983) delineated the framework from which

this discussion was initiated:

The schools of education throughout the country where young
people receive their pre-service and in-service training,
are, by and large, in a sorry state. They tend to be rigid
bastions of conventional thinking and practice, and highly
resistant to change. On many university campuses, educa-
tion courses are looked down upon as a boring waste of
time. Fortunately, there are exceptions, institutions
where a human climate for learning is created, where pros-
pective teachers experience the excitment of discovery—-
both in regard to themselves and the subject matter they
will teach (p. 163).

A statment by Koerner (1963) also warrants consideration:

The professional courses required of elementary and second-

ary teachers—-courses that still constitute the main busi-

ness of education--are not constructed around programs of

proven worth. Rather, they represent a half century's

haphazard accretions for which no very specific rationale,

either theoretical or empirical exists (p. 50).

As a result of criticisms such as these, many changes in the
structure of teacher education programs have been implemented. The major
objective of the changes has been increased teacher competency. To
illustrate the changes that are taking place at the state level, an
article by Ervay and Bowers (1981) suggested that a new approach to the
preparation of middle level teachers in the state of Kansas needed to
be implemented.

Since September, 1982, Kansas certification standards have been

revised, delineating clearer, more concise requirements for middle level



31

teachers. Prior to 1982, applicants were classified as elementary,
secondary, or all-level teachers on their Kansas teaching certificates.
Certification to teach "most of all middle school grades was granted
by the state regardlessof an applicant's classification (p. 11).

Furthermore, in accordance with the new certification standards,
applicants for middle level certification are required to complete
200 clock hours of assignments in grades five through nine (Ervay and
Bowers, 1983). 1In addition, a required course in reading in the
content area and endorsements in two middle level teaching fields are
specified.

Ervay and Bowers (1983, p. 11) state that these standards do not
meet the needs of middle level teachers "to effectively understand and

' Therefore, Ervay and Bowers proposed

work with that unique age group.’
a "non-prescriptive preservice program in the implementation of inter-
ships for first and second year teachers, with middle level schools,
and area universities serving as joint sponsors" (p. 11).

Ervay and Bowers (1983) included the following components in their
proposal to accomplish the task of preparing and certifying middle
level teachers:

1. A competency-based preservice program suitable to

the needs of the parent institution, which can pro-
vide evidence of its effectiveness

2. A sponsoring internship committee consisting of a

building teacher-sponsor, a middle level administra-
tor from another district, and a university middle
level specialist

3. A progress chart based on specified competencies

4, Xansas' new 'Preservice and Inservice Education'

plan to give the new teacher credit for recerti-
fication (pp. 11-12). '
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The article continued by stating that Kansas Governor Carlin
proposed an internship plan "based on model programs already in existence
in such states as Oklahoma and Nevada" (pp. 12-13). Essentially,
the internship model for certification of middle level teachers included
several elements. Upon completing an accredited teacher education
program, individuals would receive a two-year regular teaching certi-
ficate in Kansas. Pending program approval, teacher education units
would provide evidence of adequate preservice middle level teacher
preparation.

Following the employment of a first-year teacher, a sponsoring
committee would be assigned to evaluate that teacher. This committee
would cénsist of a teacher-sponsor who also teachers in the building,
an administrator from another district, and a middle level specialist
from a university. This committee would use a well-defined procedure
as well as specific criteria to assess the progress of the new
teacher,

Furthermore, indicators of competence appropriate to the middle
school teaching performance would be established. "Ideal behaviors
would be compared to the performance of a new teacher" (Ervay and
Bowers, 1983), pp. 12-13). A narrative description would be written
and a nonsegmented continuum ranging from ''some progress to minimum
competency demonstrated to mastery" (pp. 12-13). It was cited that
this concept is based on a holistic evaluation of teachers "as they
seek an appropriate teaching demeanor or personality" (pp. 12-13).
Members of the sponsoring committee would serve a support role in
addition to their primary role as evaluator.

After the initial two-year certification period, this proposal
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suggested the sponsoring committee retain the authority to grant
adequate inservice points to allow recertification. Meeting regularly,
sponsbring committee members would discuss and assess the new
teacher's performance and would suggest methods whereby the 'new
teacher can move more rapidly toward specified performance objectives"
(pp. 12-13). The building administrator may also be included in
committee meetings when deemed necessary by committee members. The
sponsoring committee would work with the new teacher a minimum of

one year;\two years if the committee deemed it necessary.

"In addition to providing assistance for beginning teachers, the
Kansas Plan, which was also discussed in "the Official Publication of
the Kansas-National Education Association" (1983) cited three other
target areas regarding teacher preparation. These three areas:

1. Provide continuous evaluation of student progress

and establish professional examinations for pros-

pective teachers.

2. Require teacher education faculty to maintan pro-
fessional growth programs.

3. Establish a legally autonomous standards board
(pp. 6-7)."

An article by McIntosh (1982, p. 1) explored the possibility of
"teacher-training institutions providing a warranty to school
districts for new teachers graduated from the institutions and hired
by the school district." The article continued by stating: '"This is,
in essence, a guarantee that the graduate will perform in the class-
room according to criteria established by the institution. Should a
graduate not be able to perform effectively, the college or university
must institute a system for remedying the problem at no cost to the

employing district."
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In essence, "sucha model will require teacher-training institutions
toestablish performance criteria for the teachers they graduate and
to drastically change the ways teachers are taught and supervised
(McIntosh, 1982, p. 1).

This trend toward "satisfaction guaranteed" has been called "The
Maytag Warranty" (1984). The University of Virginia, for example,
maintains that for the first year of teaching a graduate of Virginia's
program who is employed in the state and is having "trouble on the job
will have the help of a range of faculty members" (p. 64). The Uni—‘
versity of Northern Colorado hgs a two-year guarantee after a graduate
acquires a teaching position whereby the university will assist the
graduate in overcoming weaknesses identified by a teacher's supervisor.

In addition, the combined Schools of Education for Oregon State
University and Western Oregon State College have "Quality Assurance

Programs,"

which Dean Barr claims, "represents an accountability pré—
viously lacking in teacher education in the United States" (p. 64).
It was cited that "an Oregon statute specifies the teacher evaluation
systems school boards must establish" (p. 64). Furthermore, "if a
feacher is not performing well, the evaluation procedures must include
a written program of improvement and how to go about it" (p. 64).
Further courses are available to individuals for consulting and/or
program improvement.

It should be noted, however, that discrepancies exist as to
exactly what is perceived tobe the best method with which to prepare
future teachers. Recently, there has been considerable attention

directed toward the National Teacher Examination (NTE) given by the

Educational Testing Service of Princeton, New Jersey. It has been
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cited that the NTE are:

Described in the official Bulletin of Information as

'. . . standardized, secure tests that provide objective
measures of academic achievement for college seniors
completing teacher-education programs, and for advanced
candidates who have received additional training in
specific fields (Fox, 1984, p. 5).

Critics who oppose the testing of teachers to determine competency
are numerous and verbal. For example, Koerner (1963) stated:

Everywhere in the writing and research of the field, more
so now than ever, is the drift toward quantification,
toward classifying all things educational, measuring
them, counting them, listing them, finding their modes,
means, and medians, and coefficients of correlation.
Only partly is this preoccupation a reflection of the
educationists's belief in the ubiquitous usefulness of
the scientific method; partly it is the old problem of
concern for status and professionalism; and partly it

is a refuge from the necessarily imprecise, intuitional,
frustrating means that must be used in any effort to
solve the really important problems of education. Not
only does scientism in education produce little of value
in. relation to the numbers: of people, time, and
resources devoted to it, but it also has a great many
harmful effects in the education. of teachers. It diverts
them from some of the most important professional prob-
lems that they might otherwise deal with, and encourages
the pernicious belief that their teaching can be based
on some kind of exact or scientific foundation. It
tends to produce teachers who 'are afraid of offending
the golden calf of empiricism' (p. 31).

Dobson, Dobson, and Koetting (1982) cautioned against teacher ed-
ucation programs that implemented '"the xerox model of teacher education"
and explainedthat "designing the means of determing teacher effec-
tiveness and teacher competency becomes complex" (p. 12). To expound
on this stance, West (1972) stated:

By operating on the assumption that all teachers are alike

in needs, abilities, and aspirations, the school has in-

advertently sanctioned an organizational farce. That

teachers are massively and indiscriminately lumped together

is easily corroborated by a perfunctionary examination of

the single salary schedule, which not only fails to pro-
vide for a differentiation and delegation of responsibilities
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but also recognizes competence and creativity as a natural
outgrowth of coursework accumulation and years of service.
And for these alleged attributes it pays accordingly.
Viewed from this perspective, a teacher is, at best, a
carbon copy of his colleagues. The individuality he
possesses is submerged within the context of the group

(p. 249).

Coker, Medley, and Soar (1980) have reported that "little evi-
dence exists to show a relationship between mastery of a given set
of competencies and effective teaching" (p. 131). It should be
emphasized that research pertaining to the competence or incompetence
of teachers is not conclusive at thie time. However, research con-

ducted by Coker, Medley, and Soar warrants examination. They stated:
To frame an operational definition, we must ask whether
a high score on a competence measure accurately indicates
mastery of that competence. All, or virtually all, the
competence measures used in current competency-based
teacher education programs (e.g., University of Houston)
or in certification programs (e.g., the pioneering Georgia
State Department of Education program) depend on judgments
by trained observers recorded in the form of. ratings
There are no 'objective' records of the behaviors observed.
Evidence that the judgments reflect the behaviors accur-
ately, so that a high rating may be taken as a dependable
indicator that an individual possesses a specific com-
petence, is rarely or never presented. It appears that
all we can be sure of is that the teachers graduated or
certified are competent to make a favorable impression on
a rater (p. 131).

The term evaluation as defined by the Encyclopedia of Educational

Research (Medley, 1982, p. 482) "signifies describing something in
terms of selected attributes and judging the degree of acceptability
or suitability of that which has been described." Within the context
of this dissertation, the term evaluation will refer to evaluation
of classroom instruction.

In addition to the diversity of opinions voiced by educators

regarding the evaluation of instruction, lawmakers have addressed



37

the topic in the form of legislation thereby mandating teacher evalua-
tion in many states. Millman (1981) reported examples of differing
state regulations:

Several state legislatures have mandated the evaluation

of teachers and state boards have approved state regu-

lations, which have usually been formulated by employees

of the state's department of education. For example,

California's legislation, commonly termed the Stull

Act, requires the evaluation of all certified employees

from district superintendent to credentialed teacher

assistants. The Pennsylvania School Code mandates an

annual rating of all professional and temporary pro-

fessional personnel in the public schools. Various

state regulations in New Jersey call for the evaluation

of all certified public school employees, with different

rules for tenured and nontenured staff (pp. 294-295).

Wuhs and Manatt (1983) reported that prior to 1977, limited
mandatory action was taken regarding teacher evaluation; only six
states required such an evaluation. However, in the last 12 years,
the line of demarcation has been drawn in 26 states requiring that
teachers be evaluated. Purposes for mandatory evaluation of
instruction included: dismissal, improvement of instruction, and
accountability. According to Wuhs and Manatt, most laws mandate
that administrators as well as teachers be evaluated.

To illustrate the diversity of reasons cited for mandating
teacher evaluation at the state level, a synopsis of evaluation
requirements for Kansas, Oklahoma, Missouri, and Arkansas was exam-—
ined. In terms of evaluation mandates, in 1973, Kansas adopted a
statute which stated that the purpose of teacher evaluation was
improvement of instruction. According to Wuhs and Manatt (1983)
this statute has not been updated or changed since its adoption.

Furthermore, administrators were required to be evaluated in Kansas

that same year. It.was noted:
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Under the law, every local school board in Kansas must have
an up-to-date written policy of teacher evaluation on file
at all time with the Kansas State Board of Education in
Topeka. The factors in the evaluation normally include
efficiency, personal qualities, professional conduct,
ability, physical and mental health, and the ability to
discipline students. During the first two years on the
job, a teacher is evaluated twice a year. During the third
and fourth years, teachers are formally evaluated at least
once a year, After that, teachers are evaluated at least
once every three years. All evaluations of teachers and
administrators must be made in writing and kept on file at
least three years. The files are available to local school
boards and a few key, responsible representatives of the
local school district, but not to the entire community
(Kansas: The State of Education, 1983, p. 7).

In Oklahoma, a statute was adopted in 1977, which designated the
purposes of teacher evaluation as dismissél and improvement of instruc-
tion. In the same year, Oklahoma adminstrators were also required to
have mandated evaluations., At the time Wuhs and Manatt wrote this
article, Missouri had no mandated evaluation requirements for teachers
or administrators. Howevef, in 1983, in Missouri, legislation was passed
which required local school districts to implement teacher evaluation
under guidelines established by the Missouri State Department of Edu-
cation (Mallory, 1984). On the other hand, Arkansas adopted teacher
evaluation in 1971 for the burpose of dismissal; administrators were
not required to be evaluated in that state according to Wuhs and
Manatt (1983). |

It was acknowiedged in the article by Wuhs and Manatt (1983) that
states mandated evaluation of instruction for different reasons and
implemented different techniques to accomplish this task. In recent
yearé,'evaluation‘has become a somewhat controversial issue as
exemplified in .a statement by Millman (1981):

Initiation and development of state requirements for the
evaluation of teachers within school districts are
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politically expedient. They are the state government's

attempt to show the public that local districts are

being held accountable for the quality of education.

The regulations give the appearance that legislators

and boards are concerned about teacher competence. They

are held up to the public as though they alone will

somehow improve instruction. Moreover, the state govern-

ment is relieved of the responsibility for the imple-

mentation of the regulations, and no additional tax

moneys are expended for programs that assist .teachers

to improve their performance. Riessman (1978) states

that the temptation to tinker with public education is

enhanced by the fact that state and federal officials

are not, in the last resort, held responsible for what

happens within local schools (p. 295).

A recent study of teacher evaluation was conducted by the Rand
Corporation in 32 school districts across the United States. This
study reported that "teacher evaluation presently is an underconcep-
tualized and underdeveloped activity" (Funk, 1984, p. 5). Furthermore,
it was cited that evaluation generally served these basic purposes:
individual staff development, school improvement, individual personnel
decisions, and school status decisions. It was noted that .the former
two purposes involve improvement while the latter two are concerned
with accountability. Funk concluded by noting conditions necessary
for successful teacher evaluation. These conditions included the adop-
tion of an evaluation system complementary to the goals and the per-
ception of the teacher in the community, a. time commitment necessary,
for teacher evaluation, trained evaluators, and teacher involvement in
the design and oversight of teacher evaluation.

Coker, Medley, and Soar (1984) commented on problems inherent in
evaluation criteria and stated that in the past, research focused on
identifying characteristics as effective or less effective rather than

identifying the best practices. These authors cited that no evidence

suggested that scores on the National Teacher Examinations were



40

adequate predictors of teaching success. in fact, these writers oppose
‘competency tests for state certification because "teachers who cannot
pass such a test should never have been admitted to teacher education
in the first place" (pp. 44-45). Furthermore, it was denoted that
research has failed to establish the .validity of written tests of pro-
fessional knowledge.

Coker, Medley, and Soar (1984) perceived student achievement
scores as potentially unreliable sources of evaluation criteria. These
writers rejected the idea that student achievement was the most logical
criterion from which to evaluate teachers. It was stated, "we reject
this notion for three reasons; student variability, the regression
effect, and the limitations of currently available achievement tests'
(p. 45). Furthermore, Coker, Medley, and Soar contended, "We hold the
teacher accountable for preexisting differences over which they have
no control--not to mention the influence of home background and the
peer group, over which teachers also have little or no control" (p. 45).

The authors (Coker, Medley, and Soar, 1984) also discussed two
concepts frequently noted in the literature--the concepts of low in-
ference and high inference. To briefly explain these concepts, low
inference pertains to the use of a structured observation form and the
recording of specific behaviors whereby a measurement instrument with
a scoring key was utilized. On the other hand, high inference pertains
to the use of rater scales whereby teacher ratings were abstracted
from the behavior; therefore, a rater's personal standard of effective
teaching served as a .comparison to the composite of the teacher.

Coker, Medley, and Soar preferred the low inference procedure:
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In summary, we question the validity of rating scales and
of teacher evaluations based on them, primarily because
such scales reflect the beliefs of the raters about the
nature of competent teacher performance, not the actual
competence of the teachers—-and the two can vary con-
siderably. The empirical data that exist indicate that
teachers who are highly rated are no more effective, on
the average, in producing student achievement gains than
teachers who are rated low. And that nature of ratings
makes it difficult, if not impossible, to discover

whether any particular rating is valid or invalid, because
the halo effect operates to obscure what is actually

being rated and because the behavior from which a rating
springs cannot be identified by an analysis of the rat-
ing itself (p. 47).

Roelle and Wood (1980) noted guidelines that might be helpful to

' It was suggested that six

a principal in‘the "role of evaluator.'
guidelines be implemented in the evaluative process. These six guide-
lines were: preemployment evaluation; focusing on evaluation during
inservice training; establishing a regular pattern of classroom
visits; documenting everything; never overlooking an infraction of
school policies and providing teachers with opportunities for self-
evaluation. Roelle and Wood have expanded each of these suggestions

to provide a clearer illustration of their ideas. These will be
discussed in the following paragraphs.

First, preemployment evaluation involved the principal heeding
evaluation criteria while reviewing applications and conducting inter-
views of the candidates. It was noted that "making the comparison
between qualifications and expectations will help to indicate whether
the candidate will measure up to standards applied to current staff and
will increase the effectiveness of hiring decisions" (p. 36). It was
also cited that ;he school system's evaluatioh procedure should be dis-

cussed with the applicants.

Second, the guidelines of focusing on evaluation during inservice
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training was considered to be helpful to both teachers and administra-
tors. It was suggested that at least one meeting should be devoted to
explaining the evaluation process thereby affording an opportunity for
teachers to discuss the process. Roelle and Wood (1980) stated that
teachers‘should be informed of specific evaluation criteria, and it
should be made clear to the faculty how the criteria will be utilized.
Teaéher rights relative to the evaluation process should also be ex-
plained by the administrator with his indicating "what rights they have
to challenge a principal's evaluation of their performance" (p. 36).
Third, it was cited that a regular pattern of classroom visits
needed to be established thereby promoting a more "informal, nonthreat-
ening atmosphere surrounding staff evaluation" (p. 36). These
authors contended that announced visitations were not as likely to
remain necessary, therefore, allowing teachers to demonstrate a problem
area rather than "showing the class's (and their) best side" (p. 41).
If feasible, a minimum number of classroom visitations by the principal
should be established. However, it was suggested that classroom visita-
tions be made frequently during the school year; multiple visits
‘would encourage teachers "to ask for help" (p. 41).
Fourth, the significance of documentation was stressed so that
negative and positive feedback might be provided to the teacher
(Roelle and Wood, 1980). By documenting strengths and weaknesses, it
was cited fhat "meritorious acts and exemplary performances as well as
infractions of rules and faulty performance" (p. 41) could be noted.
Moreover, it was cited that documenation was mandatory in the dismissal
of a teacher. The article suggested that a meeting should be scheduled

immediately following a classroom visitation "to discuss the observation,
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provide praise or criticism or both, and to make recommendations" (p. 41).
Furthermore, Roelle and Wood maintained that a post-observation session
should be "followed by a written review of the conference highlights
and of the conclusions" (p. 41). In turn, teachers should receive
copies of all reports for their own records.

Fifth, according to Roelle and Wood, a principal should not over-
look an infraction of school policies. Moreover, a principal should be
faif and consistent with all teachers. |

The sixth and final point presented by Roelle and Wood suggested
providing teachefs with opportunities for self-evaluation. In this
way, teachers are encouraged to assess their own skills through a
separate self-evaluation form. This information could provide "an
opportunity to help the teacher with identified weaknesses" (p. 41).
Also, self-evaluation could be used to compare the observations made
by others to those observations made by the individual teacher.

An article by Tuckman, Steber, and Hyman (1977) dealt with the
perceptions of principals relative to teacher behavior and sought to
answer the question: "Do principals at different grade levels have
different ideas about what makes an effective teacher" '(p. 2)? Thirty
principals were questioned, then principals from each of the following
levels: senior high, intermediate and elementary. Using the Tuckman
'Teacher Feedback Form (TTFF), a nine;point scale was utilized to rate
a teacher's overall effectiveness.

For this study, it was cited that 300 teachers were asked to
characterize their own styles using the TTFF, which measured the per-
ceptions of four components of teaching style: creativity, dynamism

(dominance plus energy), organized demeanor (organization plus control),
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and warmth and acceptance. It concluded that the three levels of
principals questioned perceived "dynamism" and "warmth and. acceptance
differently. Furthermore, at the elementary level those teachers
rated "most effective' were rated lowest by their principals for
dynamism and highest for warmth and acceptance. In contrast, dynamism
was perceived by the intermediate and senior high principals as posi—‘
tively related to teaching effectiveness. It was found that senior
high principals perceived warmth and acceptance as being negatively
related to effectiveness.

Another finding that resulted from Tuckman, Stebers, and Hyman's
(1977) research indicated that those teachers who were 'rated by their
principals as least effective rated themselves as high on all four
TTFF dimensions as teachers rated by their principals as most effective"
(p. 17). In conclusion, the least éffective teachers (as rated by
principals) do not perceive themselves as ineffective" (p. 17).

These three authors éited that the discrepancies between principal
and teacher ratings are greatest for the least effective teachers at
the senior high level. These authors suggested that a "communication
gap" may exist at the seﬁior high school 1level due to the larger, "more
complex structure" of many senior high schools, "which tends to insu-
late teachers and principals from each other" (p. 16).

‘ To summarize many of the concepts presented in this section,
guidelines from the National Study of School Evaluation for the "process
of establishing the organization and developing the charge of design-
ing personnel evaluation means" can be noted (Pace, 1984, p. 4).

1. The development of personnel evaluation procedures

should involve representatives from the primary con-
stituent groups within the organization, specifically
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to include those who evaluate and those who are
evaluated.

2. The greater the balance (partly) in representation
among groups, the more likely that all interests
will be heard and accommodated fairly.

3. The validity and acceptance of the personnel eval-
uation means will be enhanced to the degree that
those evaluated and those evaluating perceive their
involvement to be meaningful.

4, Evaluation, as well as the process by which it is
accomplished, is a political activity in that
those involved will seek to influence its nature;
and at times the criteria reference for decisions
may become uniform malcontent rather than uniform
acceptance among all groups. ‘

5. The size of the group developing the means is
critical; it should be an ‘odd number, less than ten,
in the interest of efficiency.

6. The time frames, reporting means and approval pro-
cedures should be established as a specific charge
to the group prior to the initiation of the -
project.

7. When those assigned the responsibility of proposing
personnel evaluation means cannot develop acceptable
procedures, those who direct the organization--boards
and administrators--should be expected to establish
the means.

8. The professional credibility of the development
process and those participanting in it will influence
the quality of the evaluation process as much as any
other facet.

9. External consultants may be necessary to provide

direction in the interest of quality and efficiency
of development (p. 9).

Summary of the Review of Literature

Three areas of research were considered in this review of litera-
ture: effectiveness, competency, and evaluation. This writer observed

that evaluation of instruction.is often associated with effectiveness
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of the classroom teacher and also influences the parameters in which
competency research is conducted.

An article by Dobson, Dobson, and Koetting (1983) served as the
framework from which this writer reviewed the teaching effectiveness
literature. Three approaches to effectiveness ' research were presented
by Dobson, Dobson, and Koetting: dominant, token, and ignored reseafch.
In brief, the dominant approach was concerned with three general prin-
ciples: efficiency, control, and prediction. The token approach was
concerned with the qualities or attitudes which facilitate learning
in a more humane fashion (Rogers, 1983). The ignored approach, on the
other hand, focused wupon critique relative t6 society and organiza-
tional constraints that are humanly produced and which negatively
affect the development of individuals, groups and societies (Culbert-
son, 1981).

The second major area examined in this review of literature was
teacher competency. As a result of criticisms such as those expressed
by Rogers (1983) and Koerner (1963) changes in the structure of teacher
education programs have been implemented with the major objective being
increased teacher competency. Middle level certification changes for
the state of Kansas were discussed as well as a trend toward the im-—
plementation of "satisfaction guaranteed" teacher education programs.

The third major area researched in this review of literature was
evaluation. This section addressed the topic of mandated teacher
evaluation, noting a report by Millman (1981), which referred to
several state mandated evaluations systems. A recent study of teacher
evaluation conducted by the Rand Corporation-in 32 school districts

across the United States was also considered. Evaluative criteria as



as well as several guidelines that might be helpful to a principal
in the "role of evaluator" were also examined (Roelle and Wood, 1980,

pp. 36 and 41).

47



CHAPTER III
METHOD AND PROCEDRUES

The method utilized in this study to obtain information regarding
teachers' perceptions of administrative evaluation of instruction was
the semistructured interview whereby dialogics were utilized to promote
clarity and better’understanding of teacher response. Individually,
the veteran teachers at Royster Junior High School of Unified School
District #413, Chanute, Kansas, were interviewed. Royster Junior High
School has approximately 500 students, where 32 full-time faculty are
employed. Of these 32 full-time teachers, there are nine veteran
teachers as defined by this paper. Each teacher was asked a series of
questions; their responses were recorded on cassette tapes and later
transcribed. |

Fach teacher interviewed complied with this writer's definition
of  veteran teacher. A veteran teacher was defined as one who has taught
for 15 consecutive years at Royster Junior High School. This defini-
tion of veteran teacher was purely arbitrary; the author realized that
no such definition has been generaliy adopted by the Board of Education
for Unified School District #413. After this writer obtained permis-
sion to conduct the study from the Superintendent of Schools and the
Principal of Royster Junior High, the same principal assisted the
researcher in identifying those veteran teachers qualified to partici-

pate in the study. Those teachers who met the criteria for this study
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were contacted individually and asked if they would agree to be
interviewed.

After obtaining permission from each veteran teacher, a list of
participating teachers was compiled. All of the teachers who qualified
te participate in this study did so with the exception of one who was
unavailable for an interview. Examples of interview questions appear
in Appendix A. To serve as written examples of interview responses,
two transcripts were selected at random and included in Appendixes B
and C of this dissertation. However, it must be noted that the trans-
cript of each interview was critiqued by the writer. The results are
reported in manuscript form in the Results Section (Chapter IV). Con-
trasts and comparisons are cited in the interview results in Chapter IV.

The interviews were semistructured in that several similar ques-
tions were asked of each teacher. There were two primary reasons for
utilizing this interview format. First, the writer sought to obtain
each teacher's expressed perception to each question rather than having
a teacher select a response that was most acceptable from among a
Qariety of choices, for example, on a questionnaire. In this way, each
teacher provided some of the structure for his or her responses.
Second, the interview method allowed for additional clarification and
understanding by way of dialogics.

Morton and Kendall (cited in Harris, 1975) have described the
semistructured interview (or focused interview as it is sometimes
referred to) as possessing the following characteristics: the person
interviewed has been involved in a known situation; the significant
elements oflthe situation have been analyzed by the interviewer; an

interview guide has been developed; and the interview is focused on
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the subjective experiences of the interviewee.

Harris (1975) described some advantages of the semistructured
interview stating, "feelings and needs that lie below the surface of
the consciousness of the individual may require the semistructure of
the focused interview" (p. 77). Furthermore, Harris commented, "the
focused interview offers sufficient flexibility for the interviewer and
interviewee alike to react in ways that reduce tension and threat"

(p. 77).

A research study, which utilized the semistructured interview
method, by Buliough, Goldstein, and Holt (1982) from the University of
Utah served as a model for the methodology incorporated in this study.
In their study, 20 teachers volunteered to be interviewed regarding
a new curriculum management system (NEMS) implemented in a medium-sized
school district in the western part of the United States. The partici-
pating teachers were questioned as to how the new system affected their
teaching providing an opportunity for better understanding these
teachers' perceptions of their work and the degree to which they had
reflected upon the purposes behind their work.

To continue, Bullough, Goldstein, and Holt (1982, p. 132) wrote,
"Our problem, stated simply, was to increase our understanding of how
teachers view their work and to raise questions about how this view
might be connected to alienation." Utilizing the semistructured inter-
view, each of the 20 teachers who volunteered to participate in the
study were asked the same series of questions with their responses
recorded on video tape; later, interview responses were transcribed.
The transcripts from each interview were then read independently by

Bullough, Goldstein, and Holt who inferred from the teacher responses;
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inferences were made by these readers separately and were compared.

The research methodology incorporated by these three researchers
was expanded by Lather (1984). Lather maintained that dialectical
theory building involves interactive and action-inspiring research
design and is essential in that the goal of research is to promote self-
reflection and deeper understanding on the part of the researched. In
brief, Lather asserted, "it is a time when old paradigms for social
inquiry prove obsolete and new visions are required" (p. 3). Lather
‘questioned,

How is a priori theory to function in research committed

to open-ended, dialectical theory building which aspires

to focus and resonant with- 1ived experiences and yet- -

insist that experience must be reconceptualized to include

the need for struggle against privilege?

Lather (1984) continued by citing that the research process is a
powerful place to go for praxis to the degree that research designs can
be developed that change people by promoting self-reflection and a
deeper understanding of their situations in the world. The significance
of the interactive involvément of the participant's in the negotiation
of meaning is crucial to this type of research design.

With a research methodology of this type where the interviewee
plays an active part in the research methodology, dialogics play a
crucial‘role moving the participants from an argumentative stature;
which concentrates on issues, to a reasoning mode where issues are no
longer the focal issue. To reiterate, dialogue is used in the sense
that Freire (1970 used the term. Freire elaborates about dialogics:

. « o dialogue is the encounter in which the united

reflection and action of the dialoguers are addressed to

the world which is to be transformed and humanized, this

dialogue cannot be reduced to the act of one person's
'depositing' ideas in another, nor can it become a simple
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exchange of ideas to be 'consumed' by the discussants..

Nor yet is it a hostile, polemical argument between men
who are committed neither to the naming of the world,

nor to the search for truth, but rather to the imposition
of their own truth because dialogue is an encounter among
men who name the world, it must not be a situation where
some men name on behalf of others. It is an act of
creation: it must not serve as a crafty instrument for the
domination of one man by another. The domination implicit
in dialogue is that of the word by the dialoguers; it is
conquest of the world for liberation of men (p. 77).

Methodologically, participants are encouraged to consider how they
are dealing with a particular concern. In the reasoning mode, as
opposed to the argumentative mode, it is no longer important for the
participants to confront issues; instead, participants transcend to a
point where the answers to questions eventually are found within the
questions themselves. Since value expressions are unavoidable, through
dialogics the axiological base of an individual is exposed as a result
of self-reflection, thereby affecting the participant's perceptions.
Dobson, Dobson, and Kessinger (1980) stated:

A dialogical situation serves the purpose of clarifying

teacher's thoughts with one another; in this process

they no longer learn in isolation, but rather in a world

context with their peers. This is not only a process

involving the cognition of a given situation, but it is

also a process of reconsidering their own ways of

approaching the situation under study. When teachers

reflect on their being through the building of new

structures of meanings, they become aware that they are
building themselves in the process (p. 105).



CHAPTER IV
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Introduction

The pufpose of this study was to investigate the perceptions of
teachers in a southeast Kansas community regarding the administrative
evaluation of instruction. Specifically, it investigated the percep-
tions of selected junior high school teachers, using the semistructured
interview. This chapter will present the results of those semi-
structured interviews. Examples of questions posed during the inter-
views can be found in Appendix A.

The teachers interviewed will be referred to as Teacher A, B, C,
and so on. The complete transcripts of the interviews of Teachers B
and E are found in Appendixes B and C of this dissertation. These two
transcripts were selected at random‘to serve as writing examples of
interview responses. The remaining interviews appear in this section
of the dissertation and have been paraphrased and/or quoted. 1In

Chapter IV, the terms he/she-will be used in a generic.sense.
Teacher A

Teacher A was "fairly familiar" with the evaluation procedures
established by the local board of education. This teacher personally
did not perceive that teacher evaluation had any effect upon his teach-

ing. In fact, after evaluation results were discussed, this teacher
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felt a "little putout with some of the responses'" made by the evaluator.
Teacher A stated, "Evaluation is totally relative to the concept that
the evaluator has." He felt the personality of the teacher and the
evaluator's feelings about the teacher entered into the evaluative
process, thereby affecting the evaluation results.

Furthermore, Teacher A suggested that the most appropriate evalua-
tors might be former students rather than administrators. As an
industrial arts teacher, he noted that many of his former students
applyidéas and concepts learned in his classes to their various careers
or chosen vocations. He felt that a follow-up study of former students
regarding the application of skills learned in his class might be more
useful in evaluating his teaching performance than a classroom visita-
tion by an evaluator.

Next, this teacher expressed a belief that the majority of teachers
would probably find a check sheet evaluation instrument somewhat
upsetting, particularly when someone is observing and making comments
with the check sheet in hand. While it does not affect him personally,
he felt that some teachers have more of a tendency to be upset by the
presence of administrators in their classroom than others. It was
stated that teachers near retirement age might feel threatened by
evaluation, possibly feeling as if they could be replaced by someone
younger if they received low evaluation ratings.

This teacher shared that while he was teaching at a small high
school several years ago, a young assistant pricipal, who also served
as a classroom teacher, evaluated him. After the classroom observa-
tion was over, the teacher asked if he could attend the administrator's

classroom to see "how it should be :done." -The young administrator
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refused the teacher's request. As a resultof this and other experiences,
teacher A stated that a young principal may not have the experience
and depth to fairly evaluate a teacher.

To continue, this teacher did not feel that a fair evaluation
could be achieved in one classroom visitation. It appeared to this
teacher that an administrator should spend "quite a lot of time at
different intervals' observing the classroom of the teacher whom he is
evaluating. He stated, "I have had some principals evaluate my classes,
and they have gone to sleep during the time that they were in my class,
which probably does not speak well of my lectures, but this is true."

Furthermore, this teacher perceived evaluation as an administra-
tive tool for teacher dismissal. He stated, "there are many things
that are evaluated that I do not think have a lot to do with the way

a person teaches."

He continued, "Evaluation is a relative thing,
which the evaluator uses to meésure your performance." Moreover, "He
[the administrator] has no idea what is going on inside of you; he
evaluates you on what he sees, on your outside at that particular point."
Alsae, this teache; did not feel that teaching has "a whole lot to do
with the clothes that a teacher wears to school.”" This teacher ques-
tioned, as well, whether dress should be included on the evaluation
instrument.

In addition, Teacher A preferred that written comments be made
during the evaluation process as opposed to a check sheet format.
Teacher A shared, "I have been doing this so long--and maybe this is
not right--but maybe sometimes I have better ideas on how I should be

doing things than they do. I have done all the things that I teach

and T probably know as much about that as they do or probably more."
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Finally, this teacher asserted that he usually does not benefit
a great deal from a post-—evaluation conference and stating, "When they
.evaluate me,, i just sit down and they show me what they wrote and I

just say 'that is your business.'"
Teacher B

The complete transcript of the interview with Teacher B can be

found in Appendix B of this dissertation.
‘Teacher C

Having taught for 25 years at the junior high school in Chanute, .
Teacher C was "familiar" with the evaluation instrument employed by
Unified School District #413. He stated, "Evaluation makes a teacher
more aware of his Zfaults and keeps a teacher on his toes so if he
does have somethiﬁg he is marked down on, it could help to improve upon
his faults." However, this teacher stated that evaluation instru-
ments are often too general and "do not go into the detail that could
perhaps be more beneficial." This teacher perceived of record-keeping
and other similar duties aé a necessary part of the evaluation of in-
struction because "they are contributing factors to a teacher's job.
If it is necessary to turn in‘required reports, the teacher may need
to be evaluated on that too."

Teacher C felt that teachers are "ﬁore on their toes if adminis-

' Teacher C did not think veteran

trators drop into their classrooms.'
teachers felt as "threatened" by evaluation at the present time as
they might have during the first years of mandated evaluations. Also,

this teacher stated:
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I do not think that we should take it [evaluation] for

granted, I mean just because we are veteran teachers;

that is not to say that we are not going to be making

mistakes and getting ourselves into a rut. Maybe we

are doing the same things over and over and not realiz-

ing that we are doing them; whereas, somebody coming

in from the outside might see that we are having prob-

lems.

This teacher stated that it would not bother him if he were
evaluated by a younger administrator. "As far as that is concerned
most of the administrators that are currently in the field are younger,
so I would accept what they are saying. I feel that they are in that

position, so you have got to do it more or less their way."

However,
this teacher continued by citing that the persomality of the administra-
tor evaluating the teacher is important and that if an administrator
is sincere about what he is doing and does not act as if he is holding
the position over a teacher "the evaluation will progress smoothly."

If a teacher and administrator do not agree on the evaluation
results, Teacher C stated that they would "need to talk over their

differences"

and re-examine what the teacher was doing since "the
teacher may not be coming across on his point of view or there may be
a misinterpretation of what the teacher said." In addition, this
teacher perceived that it would be beneficial for the evaluator and
the teacher to review the results of the evaluation so that the teacher
would have an idea of "what the administrator really wanted and know
exactly where you stand." This teacher also thought that it was a good
idea for different administrators to evaluate a teacher so that the
teacher could benefit from a variety of opinions. Teacher C stated:
The principal or assistant principal, rather than
colleagues . or students, would be the best people to

evaluate classroom instruction because they more or
less know what you are doing and know a little bit more
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about the field that you are teaching in; whereas, stu-

dents may have gotten mad at you. Faculty are often

so absorbed in their field that they do not know what you

are doing. For an overall picture, I would say that the

principal or vice-principal should be the one to evaluate.

This teacher felt that it was a good idea to see the evaluation
instrument prior to evaluation in order to be more aware of what "you

' Teacher C stated that in some ways

are going to be graded on.'
evaluators' preconceived opinions do affect evalﬁation results although
this teacher did not believe that they should. Also, Teacher C felt
that evaluation results could be affected if 'an administrator person-
ally disliked a teacher. In that case, he felt the administrator would
have to try harder tb compensate for those feelings. |

In terms of the evaluation instrument, this teacher preferred a
check sheet format composed of satisfactory or unsatisfactory boxes
with additional space for further comments by the evaluator. '"Younger
‘teachers are probably nervous right at first about evaluation because
they are afraid it may jeopardize their job.'" This teacher stated
that test scores should nbt be used as the "primary method of evalua-
tion bf instruction" because "one class may have slower learners in it,
and if a teacher knows that there is an area that they will be eval-

uated in, then maybe that is all the teacher would teach about."

Teacher D

Teacher D was "familiar" with the evaluation form and had taught
at this school for 15 years. In his opinion, evaluation did not help
to improve his teaching in the classroom. Furthermore, it was ﬁis
opinion that oftentimes administrators know "absolutely nothing" about

some subject areas and tend to question techniques. This teacher felt
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that the evaluator should be someone from a nearby university, trained
in the particular subject area. Alternative evaluators might be former
students who had majored in the area in which the teacher had taught.

To continue, the teacher could not think of any positive aspects
that result from evaluation, commenting "not really, not too many at
all." FElaborating on the negative aspects, this teacher stated:

‘The evaluation tool boils down to a personal. evaluation of

one person by another person which I find very hard to

understand. I do not see how one person can evaluate an-

other person with his own eyes if he does not know anything

about that area. It just boils down to a personal

opinion of the person, and it is hard on the evaluator

because it puts him on the spot; that they have to form a

personal opinion. Precon¢eived prejudices are unavoidable

and these can prevent a fair evaluation from taking place.

Next, this teacher sstated that if preconceived personal biases
and/or personality conflicts exist, they may be evidenced in the eval-
uation results. Continuing, this teacher also felt that the classroom
climate is an important factor to consider in terms of evaluation
results. For example, if "the administrator came from a more discip-
lined atmosphere into a less disciplined atmosphere, the administrator
might look at things that bother him [the administrator]; whereas,
things may not bother others."

Furthermore, this teacher expressed the opinion that having an
evaluator in the classroom did not annoyhim personally and, in fact,
said he welcomed an administrator in his classroom. "Classroom
observation is bound to be disruptive. When the administrator comes
into the classroom and writes down notes, it interferes with the
learning atmosphere, creating hard feelings because the teacher's mind

is oftentimes more preoccupied with the evaluator than with the

students.
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In his opinion, evaluation is more threatening to a new teacher
than to a veteran teacher. Furthermore, the students change when
evaluators come into the classroom, and it is not a normal environment.
This teacher felt that most students are apt to act better when the
administrator is visiting the class.

If Teacher D disagreed with a young administrator regarding eval-
uation results, "the way that they presented the criticism would make
a lot of difference." This teacher stated that the results of evalua-
tion should be discussed on a one-to-one basis in a friendly, informal
environment. He continued:

What I mean by that is if they made a sarcastic, critical

type of comment, I would probably say that I disagree

with them and not get into a discussion so as not to get

into a personal conflict type of thing. Yet, if it was

done on a more personal matter where you could discuss it

in a give-and-take type of atmosphere, it would be great

to do whether it was a rookie or someone else; the pre-

sentation would make a difference,

This teacher did not think that student test results should be used
in the evaluation of instruction; in fact, he preferred to "leave the

students out of the evaluation."

This teacher also preferred a
written response format included in the evaluation instrument since it
has more validity than a check sheet format. "On a scale of one to
ten, what makés a seven rather than a six?" However, this teacher
added that the evaluation critique does not necessarily need to be in
paragraph form or complete sentences. Teacher D suggested that rather
than transferring notes taken during a classroom visitation to a check

sheet formatted evaluation instrument, it would be most beneficial

for the teacher to see the original notes.
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I am just not a believer in evaluation tools; again, we

are here to help the kids, and teachers and administrators
need to realize that. It often goes beyond that to a
confrontation between the teacher and administrator. I

do not see how they [evaluations] help the student that
much, and do not think that they help the teacher be a
better teacher. It boils down to a personal opinion,

and that perhaps is the most distasteful things of all about
it.

Teacher E

The complete transcript of the interview with Teacher E can be

found in Appendix C of this dissertation.
Teacher F

This teacher was "familiar" with the evaluation instrument estab-
lished by the local board of education. Teacher F felt that evaluation
had not helped to improve his ciéssroom teaching. He stated, "It
could have the potential to help teachers' however, most evaluation
instruments do not." This teacher perceived a weak point of evaluation
to be that evaluation is "just the opinion of one person, and if an
administrator likes that particular person and the things that he is
doiﬁg, then he is going to get a good report.”" This teacher continued,
"that is not to say that what you are doing is not good, it is just
one person's opinion."

Teacher F preferred multiple classroom visitations because "I like
the difference that the students respond with. They are definitely
different most of the time toward the positive (when an administrator
enters the classroom to evaluate) because they think they are perform-
ing for the principal and therefore do a much better job. This is

kind of nice." He felt this was a positive aspect of evaluation.
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Teacher F asserted that it was not necessary to be cbntacted prior
to being evaluated. In fact, prior arrangements were perceived by this
teacher as disadvantageous since an evaluator "would not be observing
a real classroom situation as you would try to prepare something per-—
haps different that might not fit in with the program. Perhaps it is
better that we do not know."

Having a principal in the classroom is a threatening situation to
thié téacher as it makes him feel uneasy. He stated that it makes
a teacher have the "feeling that you cannot be trusted to do your work
properly, and add to this the stress. I do not think that you do as
good a job when you are worrying. I do not think that it shows the
real teacher." |

This teacher preferred a post-observation conference after each
classroom visitation so that positive or negative points '"could be
discussed, providing immediate feedback., rather than at the end of the
evaluation." The teacher stated, "there might be things that the
evaluator does not like or things that I have not even noticed for the
positive or negative, but by the time the final evaluation is turned
in, specific suggestions or examples may not be remembered. Feedback
should be immediate or I do not think it helps yéu as much."” The
teacher continued, "if they are going to evaluate you and they want some
changes, then they need to let you know so that you can change before

the evaluation is completely over."

This teacher also preferred that
an evaluator observe a variety of classes because "all classes are
different." Otherwise, the administrator "does not get a clear picture

of what actually is taking place in that classroom."

This teacher felt that personal biases, personality conflicts, and
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philosophical differences "definitely" do surface in final evaluation
results. In fact, this teacher commented, "A lot of it is set even
before the evaluator visits—-a lot is already decided." For this reason,
Teacher F stated that perhaps the best people to evaluate classroom
teachers would be "coileagues from nearby schools who teach in the sub-
ject area that you do." |

Commenting on evaluation instruments, this teacher stated they are
"opinionated; it just depends on who is evaluating you." For example,
"an evaluator's opinion about‘my clothes and grooming is up to whether
the person watching you approves of your appearance; who knows, he may
not like your héirstyle or whatever." This teacher does not understand
how "they could come into the classrom and evaluate health and vitality
either." The téacher concluded that "an evaluation form should help
the teacher, and I don't think that all of these questions deal with
helping the teacher. There are too many that do not. Results of
evaluation affect the rapport between the principal and the teacher
regardless of whether they are good or bad."

Teacher F commented that the age of the evaluator, "if that is the

" would not make that much

administrator with whom you are working,'
difference. He stated, "I would hope that a younger administrator
could give me better, newer ideas because it has not been that long
since he has been in school."

In closing, Teacher F stated:

I do not think that evaluation has made me a better class-

room teacher. It might have made me more aware, but as

far as improving my teaching, no. If it were used cor-
rectly, it could, however, be a way to help teachers.
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Teacher G

This teacher has taught for 17 years at Royster Junior High
School. He was "somewhat familiar" with the evaluation instrument uti-
lized by the school, and he has been evaluated with the current evalua-
tion instrument one time. He stated that "evaluation could help;
however, it has had no effect on my teaching because it has not been
utilized extensively in my .case."

In regard to thé negative aspects of evaluation, Teacher G felt that
evaluation was too subjective. He also stated that "teachers, in
general, are often unfairly marked because personaltiy and rapport with
the evaluator become such a significant part of the evaluation process."
Teacher G suggested that "what one administrator considers to be a plué,

' He considered disci-

another administrator might feel isa negative.'
pline to be an important factor in the evaluation process, and, "this
is one aréa of evaluation that he does not enjoy."

This teacher stated that evaluation was a somewhat threatening
situation to him. However, he thought that first year teachers were
less threatened than those with more teaching experience 'because the
first year teacher would know and expect that it was going to happen,
and they would be better able to handle constructive cirticism since
they have not been in the profession for several years.”" Also, this
teacher felt that a first year teacher was still in a learning process;
therefore, he would be more open to suggestive criticism. Teacher G
stated, "After 15 years of teaching, you do not want to be told to
change your teaching methods."

Teacher G felt that the number of years of experience that the

evaluator had as a principal was not as critical as the way in which
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the evaluator "acted toward" the teacher in the post-evaluation confer-
ence. Teacher G did not like beingyevaluated, but he believed that if

" he would "require it."

he were "in the position to evaluate others,'
He said, "I suppose that evaluation is good because it is one of the
major areas of feedback, and it provides an opportunity for growth."
Furthermore, Teacher G suggested that evaluation could be useful in
improving morale within the system.

This teacher felt that there would be little merit in evaluation
if a discussion of the results did not take place. However, Teacher
G stated:

A teacher can easily become defensive and less likley to

accept evaluation results or the evaluator and his sug-

gestions. As it stands now, it is basically the important

factor because termination of employment is primarily

based on evaluation as long as terminationis not based on

a moral factor. The evaluator is normally in a position

to require compliance, whether the individual agreed or

not with the credibility of the evaluation and the value

judgments of the evaluator.

He felt that a fair and comprehensive evaluation warranted multiple
visits by the evaluator. Otherwise, he stated, "I do not think that
one can consistantly determine that you had seen a fair example in one
visit." The teacher maintained that the presence of the evaluator
distorts the situation in the classroom considerably as students "tend
toact differently in a classroom with an evaluator present. They are

' This teacher cited this

aware of what's going on, what is different.'
example: The previous day an observer was present in his classroom,
and the students' behavior was considerably different than usual. The
students "became more consiaerate of one another and more observant

of the rules and tended to participate better." Continuing, he felt

that if the observer "were present more often, the students would be
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less apt to act differently."

_He had no preference regarding the format of the evaluation instru-
ment. He reflected that the evaluator often did not write comments
down even though it might be beneficial for the teacher. This teacher
contended that "when something is written down, then there is a basis
for discussion. To use competency scores to evaluate a teacher that
would be acceptable if the teacher understood what would be evaluated

at the outset, otherwise, no."

Expanding on this, Teacher G said that
the one being evaluated a teacher "should have some idea what it is the
students are expected to learn."

This teacher suggested that the "most fair evaluators would be
professional evaluators--people who traveled throughout southeast
Kansas and evaluated all over." This, in turn, "gets the evaluation

out of the district--gets it away from people who are personally involve

with each other."
Teacher H

Teacher H has taught at Royster Junior High for 17 years. He was
"familiar" with the USD #413 evaluation instrument. Teacher H stated,
"When you are going to be evaluated, you become more aware of what you
are doing, and it helps you to improve. It makes you start evaluating
yourself."

A negative comment about teacher evaluation made by this teacher
was that "the evaluator may not be qualified in evaluating everybody.
There may be some hard feelings that come about from it. Teacher H
maintained, "Students are not qualified to evaluate; it becomes a

popularity contest. Furthermore, situations are too various, and one
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evaluator cannot possibly be knowledgeable iﬁ\all areas. Administrators
can do some good, depending on the depth of the evaluation. The people
in the field could be of some help, too."

Teacher H felt that if a teacher knew what the evaluator was look-
ing for prior to evaluation,.it would be most.beneficial to the teacher.
This teacher stated that it would be helpful to have a pre-evaluation
conference to discuss those items that were to be evaluated and "to
make it as bainless as possible; Evaluation is’threatening, anyone
with his job on the line would feel threatened. Writing comments dur-

' In his situation,

ing lectures would make most people self-conscious.’
this teacher thought that there would be no changes in lesson plans
or such after he was notified that an evaluator was coming to class.

In addition, Teacher H stated that the presence of any evaluator
affects student behavior as "they may pull things when he is not there
as opposed to when he is present." As a result, the teacher questioned
whether the evaluator was getting a clear picture of what was happening
in the classroom. Teacher H commented, "Initially, the kids wereva
little ténse, since the principal has authority over the kids."

Multiple classroom visitations were preferred by this teacher in
determining evaluation results. However, in his opinion, evaluators
should not question students when evaluating a teacher because "the
information may be biased or untrue." He felt that teachers should be
"evaluated professionally, as adults, and leave the kids out of it."

In regard to discipline in the classroom, he stated that "a
teacher needs to make his own style of discipline work." Teacher H

added that "the personality of, the evaluator definitely affects the

evaluation a teacher gets." 1In addition, he questioned the importance
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of some areas on evaluation instruments stating, "Are they. relevant?
Maybe it should ask whether you are getting to school when you are
supposed to and staying the entire day. Are you in your classroom
when you are supposed to be; are you working to try to improve your
kids? If you are doing these things, then you should have a good
evaluation; if not, then perhaps you should be elsewhere.

Teacher G stated that the age of the evaluator was not as import-
ant as the approach the evaluator used. This teacher felt that the
evaluator "needs to be respectful, sincere, and listen to the teacher,
The evaluator needs tolxaconsistent;in’how he treats the teachers, and

the administration.”

Teacher H stated, "First-year’ teachers are: more
intimidated [by teacher evaluation] than those who are not. A first-
year teacher is more self-conscious. Later, he has more success and

' This teacher felt that discus-

is more comfortable with his teaching.'
sing evaluation results was important so that 'you know where you
stand."

To summarize, in Chapter IV the writer has presented direct quo-
tations and paraphrased material which was expressed during interview
sessions with selected teachers form a southeast Kansas junior high
school. The teachers interviewed were referred to as Teacher A, B,

C, and so on. The complete transcripts of the interviews of Teachers
B and E are found in Appendixes B and‘C, whereas Appendix A has examples
of questions posed during the interviews. From these interviews, this

writer has drawn conclusions which are discussed in Chapter V of this

dissertation.



* CHAPTER V
SUMMARY

The purpose of this study was to determine the perceptions of
teachers in a southeast Kansas community regarding the administrative
evaluation of instruction. Specifically, it investigated the percep-
tions of selected junior high school teachers using a semistructured
interview. The objectives of this research study included:

1. To better understénd selected teachers' perceptions of admin-
istrative evaluation at the junior high level ina southeast Kansas
community.

2. To better understand if the selected teachers in this study
perceived the results of administrative evaluation of instruction as
being influenced by the theory base values and perceptions of the ad-
ministrator carrying out the evaluation.

3. To inquire if selected teachers perceived administrative
evaluation of instruction as an important aspect of instructional
improvement.

4, To better understand the degree to which teachers understand
their own perceptions and attitudes toward administrative evaluation.

In Chapter I, the writer maintained that "knowing" leads to a
better understanding and that "knowing" transcends "not knowing." This
is true within a certain framework and by acknowledging a set of con-

ditions and reporting what is experienced to be true first-hand

69
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(rather than by observing and concluding what is to be true without
actively entering into the experience), a transcended "knowing" results.
Furthermore, research where the writer actively experiences the inter-
viewee by means of dialogics serves to complement the first-hand
approach.

Chapter II discussed three distinctly different approaches to the
study of teaching effectiveness research, drawing from the work of
Dobson, Dobson, and Koetting (1980). These three approaches included:
dominant, token, and ignored research. Chapter II cited that the
research currently dominating the field reflected a technical rational
and therefore, was termed the dominant approach. However, research
receiving token attention in the educational literature was referred
to as the humanistic approach to teaching effectiveness research was
labeled person-centered teaching. Two other areas of study relating
to effectiveness research were reviewed in this study; the competency
of teachers and the evaluation of instruction.

Chapter III contained a description of the method and procedures
utilized by the writer in this study. Implementing the semistructured
interview technique, the responses of the selected teachers were
recorded and a videolcassette tape was later transcribed.. Chapter IV
reported the findings of the semistructured interviews by way of
contrasts and comparisons. Appendix A consisted of sample questions
posed to the selected teachers interviewed in this study. Appendixes
B and C contained transcribed manuscripts of two of the interviews that

the writer conducted.
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Conclusions

To recapitulate, the purpose of this study was to better under-
stand the perceptions of selected teachers in a southeast Kansas
community regarding the administrative evaluation of instruction. This
purpose was accomplished through the semistructured interview. From
the responses of the selected veteran teacher interviewed in this study
the following conclusions were drawn:

1. These veteran teachers had varying perceptions of administra-
tive evaluation of instruction,

2. These veteran teachers perceived the results of administrative
evaluation of instruction relative to instructional improvement in
different ways as exemplified in the selected quotations:

a. "Evaluation could help; however, it has had no effect

on my teaching because it has not been utilized
extensively in my case."

b. '"Personally, it has not affected by teaching."

c. "It could help to improve upon faults--evaluation
makes a teacher more aware of their faults."

d. "Evaluation has not helped to improve my teaching."
e. "Yes, evaluation is beneficial."
f. "Yes, I think it provides feedback."

g. "It has the potential to do so, however, it has
not."

h. "I like evaluation because it makes you more aware
of what you are doing and it helps you to improve.
It makes you start evaluating yourself."
3. These veteran teachers perceived evaluation as subject to the

personal biases of the evaluator. This was evidenced by the para-

phrased or quoted statements below:
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a. "Evaluation is totally relative to the concept that
the evaluator has."

b. The personality of the teacher and the evaluator's
perceptions of the teacher enter into the evaluative
process, thereby affecting evaluation results.

c. Preconceived prejudices are unavoidable and can pre-
vent a fair evaluation from taking place.

d. Personal biases, personality conflicts and philoso-
phical differences "definitely" do surface in evalua-
tion results. "A lot of it is set even before the
evaluator visits——a lot is already decided." They are
"opinionated", it just depends on who is evaluating
you.

e. '"Teachers, in general, are often unfairly marked
because personality and rapport with the evaluator
become such a significant part of the evaluation
process. What one considers to be a plus, another
administrator might feel is a negative."

f. "The personality of the evaluator definitely affects
the evaluation a teacher gets."

g. '"Administrators may not approve of your techniques,
your classroom may be much looser than what the admin-
istrator thinks it ought to be, therefore, you cannot
be an excellent teacher. Now, if an administrator
believed in a loose classroom then maybe they would
evaluate you as a better teacher, even though you did
not change philosophies. An administrator may think
that since 'I really feel that your classroom does not
operate the way I think it should maybe this is why
you got an average on attendance instead of an excel-
lent'."

4., These veteran teachers perceived the personality of the admin-
istrator as critical to the éost—evaluation conference.

5. These veteran teachers preferred multiéle clasroom visitations
for the purpose of evaluation.

6. These veteran teachers had divergent opinions regarding the
most qualified individual to evaluate their teaching. Several dif-
ferent individuals were perceived by these teachers as most qualified:

professional evaluators, colleagues, former students, the principal



73

or assistant principal, and professors from a nearby university who
taught in the teacher's major field of study.

Continuing, this writer concludes that as long as opinions vary
regarding effective instruction, evaluation will remain dependent upon
the perceptions of the evaluator. Because of this subjectivity; eval-
uation is a very sensitive issue which evokes numerous responses from
teachers. This study provided an opportunity for individual teachers
to communicate and express their feelings about evaluation. Through
this means of communication, two people experiences learning simul-
taneously via dialogics: the interview and the interviewee.

It has been stéted,'"It is obvious that there is more to communi-
cation than what meets the ear. There are many kinds of language, that
of words, that of silence, that of action, and that of listening"
(Buscaglia, 1984, p. 62). The "language'" provided by the semistructured
interviews allowed this writer greater flexibility and opportunity to
explore and understand the selected teacher's perceptions since percep-
tions were not limited by a list of predetermined choices. The sig-
nificance of this increased flexibility was expounded upon by Buscaglia:

Though words are still the major source of communication,

they are not the only source. We talk to each other with

smiles, with handshakes, with hugs, with laughter, with

eye contact, with touching, holding, enfolding, and a

myriad of gestures. These too, are languages. Some of

which may 'speak louder than words’ (p. 65).7

Furthérmore, it has been observed by this writer that teachers'
perceptions of evaluation are as critical to the evaluation process as
the evaluation. It was necessary, in this writer's opinion, to better
understand these perceptions since the teachers themselves are the

focus of the evaluation. This observation was reinforced through the

findings of this paper.
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Earlier in Chapter I, the justification for this research was to
be found in the perceptions of the teachers interviewed. Moreover, in
concluding this study, the writer maintains that the findings of
Dobson, Dobson, and Kessinger (1980) were supported by.the selected
teachers' perceptions such that an individual, in this instance the
evaluator, cannot separate himself from his values in the evaluation
process. The findings indicated that selected teachers' perceptions
varied concerning all aspects of evaluation.

Despite the fact that imperfect methods are being used to "objec-
tively" evaluate teachers professional classroom performance, the
selected teachers' perceptions of administrative evaluation appeared
surprisingly positive. Well-intentioned, "objective" evaluations are
in themselves subjective since value judgments of a teacher's perform-
ance remain subject to the personal interpretation of the evaluator.
In spite of biases, several of the teachers interviewed felt that
evaluation did serve some useful function. In differing ways, this
study made these teachers more aware of themselves and administrators
relative to the evaluative process. There were common opinions voiced
and similar suggestions offered; however, it became apparent to this
writer that the greatest benefit derived from these interviews was the
dialogical self-reflection of the part of the teachers occurring
during the interview process.

So that the interviewee and the interviewer could both benefit
from the interaction provided by this study, a closure session was
conducted. The writér invited the participants to her home for an
informal gathering. Seven of the eight teachers were present. The

teacher who was unable to attend did express an interest in the
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results of the study and this writer spoke with this teacher individu-
ally. The findings disclosed during this session were identical to
those discussed in Chapter V. These veteran teachers appeared most
receptive to discussing the findings of this study at this informal
gathering. As a result of this receptiveness, they continued to dia-
logically disclose their feelings during the feedback session rein-

. forcing Freire's (1970) concept of dialogue.

After completing this study, this writer maintains that before
the administrative evaluation process can fulfill the purpose of the
improvement of instruction, several changes must occur. First, teachers
must perceive evaluation as beneficial to the improvement of instruc-
tion. The use and misuse of evaluation results, coupled with vague
and uncertain purposes, unskilled evaluators, and poorly developed
evaluative instruments hés contributed to the misconceptions of eval-
uation. These misconceptions must be recognized and addressed.
Furthermore, the threat of the evaluation process, implicitly and ex-
plicitly suggested in the interviews, must be channeled from a negative
to a positive factor.

Earlier, this writgr contended that perceptual differences among
educators in the same school could result in differing perceptions of
reality despite the specific theory base of that particular institution.
As evidenced in.the interviews, these selected teachers did, indeed,
believe that individually perceived realities affected the evaluative
process. In brief, if the evaluator's theoretical perspective is not
in agreemeﬁt with the theoretical perspective of the teacher, differ-
ing perceptions of reality may result.

Finally, further study of teacher's perceptions of the evaluation
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process is necessary in order to "know'" more about teachers' perceptions
of administrative evaluation. As important as the findings, the
methodology employed in this study also encouraged self-introspection

on the part of the interviewer (writer). As a result of the study,
this interviewer (writer) was afforded the unique opportunity to better
understand the perceptions of the selected veteran teachers and in the
process‘was able to better understand her own perceptions regarding
administrative evaluation of instruction. For this reason, the writer
concurs with Lather (1984) and others who concluded that this type of
methodology should be incorporated more extensively into current edu-
cational research., A restatement of a quote by Harris (1977)\exem—
plifies this writer's concept of how this task might best be accom-
plished, "To know what people think and feel, one might ask them"

(p. 77).
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How many years have you taught at Royster Junior High
School?

Are you familiar with the evaluation instrument that
Unified School District #413 uses to evaluate teachers?

Does evaluation help to improve your classroom teaching?
If so, how? If not, why?

Please describe any positive results that come about
because of teacher evaluation.

Please describe any negative results that come about
because of teacher evaluation.

NDiscuss your feelings when an administrator enters your
classroom to evaluate your teaching?

What do you most dislike, if anything, about teacher
evaluation?

What is your preference for room visitation procedures?

How are personal biases, values, philosophy, or
personality conflicts reflected, if at all, in
evaluation results?

Discuss the value of a post-evaluation conference.

Who do you think could best evaluate your teaching?
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Interviewer:

Interviewee:

Interviewer:

Interviewee:

Interviewer:

Interviewee:
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The interview with Teacher B.

Are you familiar with the evaluation
procedure that Unified School District
#413 uses to evaluate teachers?"

Yes, I understand it and I am familiar with
it as I have been evaluated on numerous occasions.

Do you think that evaluation of your teaching
by an administrator helps to improve your teaching
in the classroom?

Yes, 1 think it provides feedback. I think it
helps an individual to be evaluated. A lot of
it depends on how the teacher looks at the
evaluation and it also depends on how the
evaluator looks at it. In my own case, I

feel it is good to perhaps have an ocutsider
give an opinion on what I am doing in the
classrocm. I may not totally agree with it
but at least it is food for thought. In a
particular area, I may get some ideas and
possibly correct what they may think is a
deficiency in that area.

Discuss your feelings when an administrator
enters your classroom to evaluate your
teaching.

Well, it doesn’t bother me to have someone
come in the classroom. I once told an
administrator that I would never invite him
into a classroom and he was always welcome.

I didn’t want him to feel that I had any ane
particular thing planned for a given day. I
realize as a teacher I have good days, 1 have
bad days, my students have good days and they
have bad days and 1 believe that an administra-—
tor or evaluator should come in and see just
a typical school day.

Do you think that in the ideal situation, it
would be best to have someone other than the
school principal evaluate you?

My own thought is that the administrator does
an effective job there, 1 see no problems.

As far as evaluation goes, he would have

to observe you several different times in



Interviewer:

Interviewee:

Interviewser:

Interviewee:

Interviewer:

Interviewee!

a classroom or in a given situation to

really understand that particular area. An
effective administrator probably will be in

and out of the classroom any number of times.
If someone else were evaluating you, maybe they
would not be able to go in and out of the
classroom area like that, or at least as often.

How is the evaluation process handled in
your school?

From the evaluation, the principal will fill

out a form and then you go in and have a
conference with him. He goes over this form
with you. 1If you have any questions about it,
you can discuss it. It is filled out before you
get there. You do have a chance to look it over
and, as I said, you may not wholeheartedly agree
with it but I think on this point it would
probably depend on the evaluator and how he or
she would get along with' that particular
individual. Some people may feel real ill-at-ease
on evaluating someone where others wouldn’t.

Do you think that an administrator could grade
down a teacher who had a very different
philosophy of effective teaching?

I definitely think that you might see some low
marks on someone in a case like this. However,

I think that the administrators understand that
in different areas you have different reasons for
doing what you do in a classroom. VYou take in a
more traditional classrocom, it may be more
organized and so on. Where in a shop class or a
physical education class, that which is non—
structured, class could be sort of lackadaisical
to some people. It could still be very organized
and yet some people would look at it as being
disorganized. But I think by just going into a
classrpoom you can tell if the humanistic approach
is being used. This in itself will tell you

a great deal. Whether it is a loosely run
classroom or not, I think there is a limit to

how loose it ought to be. By the same token

you know there are different ways to teach——
different learning situations and everything

like that.

If you could change anything about evaluation,
what would you change?

To begin, as far as the form we have at U.S.D.
#413, I think overall it’s probably a pretty good
form. However, I think there are parts of it
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Interviewee:

Interviewer:

Interviewee:

Interviewer:

that possibly would not help me be a better
teacher. It may improve me in the eyes of
superiors, my image in some areas, but as

far as improving me in the classroom, I’m not
sure that it does that. As far as any great
particular change in the form, I’m not sure
just exactly how I would go about changing it.
I know there are some drawbacks to it but I
probably would have to give it some thought
before I could give you a definite suggestion
as to how 1 would change it.

What type of evaluation instrument would you
prefer?

On our evaluation form, we have a combination
check sheet and comment type of evaluation.

Wz have a rating scale of one to five. One being
poor, five being excellent. Actually on that

one would be poor, two would be below average,
three would be satisfactory or average. Of
course, the term "average" is not too good so
they put satisfactory in there instead. Then it
has four as above average and five is excellent.
Now, I like this part of the evaluation and also
in the area to the right there is a place for a
comment where the administrator, who does our
evaluating, writes any additional comments that
may be positive or negative, either way.

So actually this is a combination of two types of
evaluations. 1 think it is working out real good.

Az a veteran teacher, would you be just as likely
to accept the critiques of the young adeinistrator
as you would if a veteran administrator evaluated
you?

I think that is a good question. First of

all, it would come down probably to the attitude
that he had when he was evaluating me. There is
only one person that I know of that has all the
answers and he is not evaluating me here in
person. I think overall, probably I wouldn’t
mind being evaluated by a younger person, mostly
because most of the people that have evaluated
me have been younger than what I am. As far as
being evaluated in my own classroom setting, I
have faith in my ability as a teacher on '
presenting ideas, and so on, in the classroom.
Regardless of the evaluator, I would feel that

I am confident in my area.

How are personal biases, values, philosophy, or
personality conflicts reflected, if at all, in
evaluation results?
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Interviewee:

1 definitely think that personal biases could
have some bearing on evaluation. I know by the
same token, that I don’t mind being evaluated by
administrators. 1 think this paossibly could be
an interesting area. I believe in evaluation of
administrators and who evaluates administrators?
Usually, it would be his superior and they do not
see him in an everyday situation like a teacher
does. Whereas, the principal or administrator,
whichever the case may be, who is evaluating the
teacher should see that teacher any number of
times in a classroom setting. I think if a new
person came in, and even if he knew all the
answers, you ought to be able to get some good
points out of an evaluation, even if you do

not agree with it. We are not supposed to agree
with everything, however, if you had a conflict of
personality there is no doubt that it would have
a bearing. That’s why perhaps if you did

have an extremely low evaluation, it is a good
idea for teachers to be evaluated by different
individuals so as to do away with this particular
problem. Just having the same person evaluate you
over and over again would not be helpful.
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Interviewer: How many years have you taught here at
Royster Junior High?

Interviewee: 1’ve been here 17 years.

Interviewer: Are you familiar with the evaluation procedure
that the #413 school district uses to evaluate
their teachers?

Interviewee: Yes.

Interviewer: Do you think that evaluation of your instruction
helps to improve your teaching in the classroom?,

Interviewee: O0Oh yes, 1 think instructional evaluation is
beneficial. However, I think that the evaluation
form itself is based a lot more on the knowledge
that the evaluator has of the individual. There
is sc much material that if a stranger walked into
the classroom and was asked to spend a couple of
hours and evaluate that person, I think they
would probably have a lot more difficulty than
the building principal would that worked with .
that person both in and out of the classroom and
had a background knowledge of the teacher. I
don’t think the form itself would do it for them.

Interviewer: Please describe any positive results that come
about from teacher evaluation.

Interviewea: I really don”t think I can gave any particular
results, at least. that I recall right at the
aoment. I think in simply examining the
evaluation procedure and realizing, or having
knowlaedge of the areas that are considered in
an evaluation process and realizing those are
the areas that I should meet or excel in, that
those are the things that you keep in mind
when you are trying to set up your classroom
as far as behavior and instruction. Realizing
that you are a professional and that as a
professional you have certain responsibilities
to other members of the staff and this type of
thing. Knowing that this is what most people
base an evaluation on, then you tend to keep
those things in mind when you are making deci-—
sions, either about your personal appearance,
your personal qualities, or in dealing with
other people. 1t doesn’t make any difference
whether I agree with what that person is doing.
It is simply the fact that they may have a
different method than I have, they may have



Interviewer:

Interviewee:l

Interviewer:

Interviewee:

Interviewer:

Interviewees:

a different procedure so we simply trade ideas
and use the ones that work and forget the ocnes
that don’t.

Would you just as soon know what was going to
be on an evaluation instrument prior to your
being evaluated?

I think that I would probably rather see the

form. I’m not too sure. Again, I’'m not too

sure how much of a difference the outcome the

of the evaluation is going to have because

a person pretty well operates according to deci-
sions that they have made. But again, I think the
form should be open because, like I said, it gives
you a chance to know what the evaluation is going
to be based on. You know, therefore, what your
district and your administrator considers to be an
effective teacher and that is going to produce
results in your district.

Discuss your feelings when an administrator
enters your classroom to evaluate your teaching.

To begin, if you have feelings of inadequacy
and you have a building principal or a superin-—
tendent of schools or a parent walk into the
classroom, some teachers, I believe, would feel
threatened. Most veteran teachers;, 1 think,
would feel very confident in regard to what they
are doing in the classroom and they are not
going to feel threatened unless they fall into
that category of where they have a feeling of
inadequacy. Which again is the basic purpose of
evaluation and that person should be very aware
of finding out exactly why they feel that way
and where the inadequacy is and take care of it.
I know from most of the people that I work

with, the veteran teachers, they would invite
the building principal into the classroom at

any time. No problem because it is not going
to be a threat. There may be a little bit of
anxious moments in knowing whether or not
Johnny is going to be himself or which personality
he is going to be on that day. But, they know
as well as the building principal knows that

the student’s reaction is not the teacher’s
reaction. What the building principal should

be concerned about is what the teacher’s
reaction to the student reaction was like.

Who do you think would be most “anxious’, a
first year teacher or a veteran teacher? Why?

Oh, absclutely the first year teacher. There
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would be a big difference. Your first and
second year teacher, I think, even a teacher
that is both strong in subject and is strong

in ability has to establish, shall we say, a
reputation for themselves in that school and
establish the proper rapport with the students,
and the proper preparation for the classroom——
lesson plans, whatever it takes. You see, they
still haven’t found out whether or not their
methods are going to be accepted, whether their
ideas are going to be accepted, and not neces-—
sarily just by the kids, either. They are going
to want to be accepted by their fellow teachers.
Also, is the building principal going to say,
*hey, the way you are doing this is not the way
I think you ought to do it” or is your building
principal going to let you do it the way that you
think it will work best for you? They don’t
know that yet. You take a teacher that has been
here for 15 or 2¢ years, they know what the
principal expects, they know what works and

what doesn’t work. Plus, the student that comes
into the classroom very possibly has had an
older brother or sister that has gone through
the classroom, particularly if you have been here
for 17 years and they already have a preconceived
notion of *hey, who is Teacher E, well Teacher E
is this guy that you can get away with murder,”
or Teacher E, “hey, in there you are going to
work and you are going to do and you are going
to learn.’” In this case, students already know
what to expect, so they go into there and say,
*okay, now then, I know this is either going to
be play time because that is what it has always
been in the past or this is going to be work time
because that is what it has always been in the
past.” A first or second year teacher doesn’t
have that to fall back on, so a first or second
year teacher has to establish a reputation of
*hey, this is either play time or this is work
time.” If I indicate that we are going to
approach it from this direction and I have been
here for a good number of years, the students
know that it must work because he has been
around and he knows what he is doing. With a
new teacher, you know, the students are still
questioning this teacher, “does he really know
anything about the subject matter yet.’ So, yes,
I believe this is true. That’s not to take
anything away necessarily from the process of
evaluations, but I think that well, we all went
through those first and second years, and 1
think it is more difficult for them than it is
for the veteran teacher.
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If you had a younger, less experienced admini-
strator evaluate your teaching and he found it too
inadequate, or found shortcomings with regard

to several of the items on the evaluation format,
would you be less likely or more likely to accept
the results of the evaluation as a veteran
teacher, than if the administrator were a veteran
administrator also?

I don’t think there would probably be a whole
lot of challenge on that with your veteran
evaluator or a younger evaluator. But when you
move into the area of instructional skills, and
school procedures it might be different.

You have been here for 17 years, you have grown
up with the school and here comes an admnistrator
along and after being here one year he is

going to explain to you what the school’s
procedures are. I have a feeling you are going
to say *now, just a minute here’ because you are
going to feel that you are pretty well-informed.
So I think there that you would probably have

a little bit of difficulty accepting a change.
And, that may also be true in regard to
instructional skills unless, well, just like
that new teacher we were talking about, unless
that administrator can convince me that there

is a new idea that I have not heard of, or
thought of, or considered using. Again, I am
going to have to be pretty well convinced

before I am going to accept very strongly their
belief. So, I think in areas such as that,
school procedure, and so en I think it would be
difficult to accept. Professional qualities, to
me, I think are always up in the air anyway.
This is something which there is no fine line,
only broad lines and they overlap quite a bit so
you might find things of discussion on those. 1
think the big thing would be in certain areas yes,
I would have difficulty, other areas 1 would
accept their opinion because if I was evaluated by
3¢ different people in some areas 1 would figure
all of them would fall within a general area,
not a broad area but a certain limited area.

Who do you think could best evaluate your
teaching, for instance, students, colleagues, or
anyone else?

Well, junior high age level students are not,
in my opinion, in a position to rate a teacher.
The junior high age may be very interested

in certain subjects and not in others. Junior
high age may be very interested in satisfying
the desires of all of the older generation.
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Interviewee:

A student may think, ’he is the teacher and

my mother says 1 do whatever he wants me to do.’
That does not necessarily evaluate the teacher.
So, the junior high age student is not on the
level, I don’t believe, or in the position,

to formally evaluate a teacher. However, if
that teacher is effective, if that teacher
really is aware, he can look out over his
classroom at any given moment during a class
period and those students, without ever knowing
it, will tell that teacher of his effectiveness.
And there are many different ways of doing that,
behavior, educational response, we could make
quite a list, but to say a formal evaluation, no.
I’m simply saying that they have a very limited
ability to formally evaluate the teacher. But
any teacher that wants to know what the students
think, all he has to do is stop at any given
moment and examine what is going on in the
classroom or what is not going on in the class-—
room and they will get their evaluation from
the students right then, without too much
difficulty. I think I would probably consider
the most valuable evaluation and probably my
toughest evaluation would probably come from
the other teachers. Now;, that is from my
particular stand point. If I did not consider
that I was, maybe if I didn’t, wasn’t sure
whether or not I was an effective teacher, I
might say that my toughest evaluation would
possibly come from the principal but at least
from my viewpoint, 1 think I would be more
concerned and more anxious in regard to the
evaluation given by fellow teachers than I would
by the building principal. If the three
teachers down the hall graded me down on
something, I definitely would have to say my
fellow teachers could praobably best evaluate

me.

Please describe the negative aspects of the
evaluation.

The evaluation form used at #413 has four levels:
five is excellent, four is above average, three is
average, and of course below average and poor. So
we have an item on here that says attendance and
we have gone through a half year of school and 1
haven’t missed a day yet so I get a three,

three says average so I ask a very simple

question in regard to why a three. Well, three

is what is expected and what is expected is
average so, therefore, you get a three on a
perfect attendance. If that is true, how

do you get a four which is above average

97



Interviewer:

Interviewee:

Interviewer:

Interviewee:

Interviewer:

98

and a five which is excellent. Well, if the
answer is, you can’t’ then what are they doing
there? 1f the answer is ’you can’, then how do
I get better than perfect attendance? Here,

I think you get into part of the fallacy of
evaluation, not saying that all evaluation is

a fallacy, but this is an example of part of it.
Would you possibly be willing to agree with me
if I drew a conclusion in regard to the fact
that that administrator was trying to figure out
some way to prevent me from being rated as an
excellent teacher simply because he didn’t

think I was an excellent teacher!

Are personality conflicts included in the end
results of evaluation or not?

In some cases, 1°m sure there would be personality
conflicts. Administrators may not approve of your
techniques, your classroom may be much looser

than what the administrator thinks it ought to

be so, therefore, you can’t be an excellent
teacher. Now, if a different administrator
believed in a loose classroom then maybe he would
evaluate you as a better teacher, even though

you didn’t change philosophies. An administrator
may think, ’since I really feel that your
classroom does not operate the way I think

it should maybe this is why you got an average

on attendance instead of an excellent.”?

Do you find any value in a post-evaluation
conference?

Oh, yes I would, and not necessarily on the

ones that I scored well on. For example, if

an administrator marked me as being above

average or excellent in regard to continually
striving for improvement. Well, in what areas

do you recognize that I have done this. If that
administrator could not give me some particular
examples, then I know what kind of an evaluation
I have received and in asking a question such

as that of course, you may have created a problem
for yourself, too. Maybe that is why I didn’t
get an excellent in one of the other areas

where it says tact and discretion. So anyway,

I think it might be as interesting to discuss

the ones in which you were achieving in as those
you weren’t, to determine whether or not there is
a meaning behind some of the items that are

being evaluated.

What type of evaluation instrument would you
most prefer being evaluated by?
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Interviewer:

Interviewee:

Most evaluation forms are designed--to be quite
honest with you—-—for busy administrators. In
other words, I can fill it out in 3¢ seconds.

I am not necessarily putting down administrators
but, ’I don’t have time because I have to evaluate
30 other people today or this week or this
semester. I don’t have time.” The more complex
the evaluation form, I believe, probably the more
value it has as far as that’s concerned. To be
quite honest with you, I would think the toughest
evaluation that could be made is one that I know
is used. Fortunately, I never had to go through it
but that would be for somebody to come into

your classroom for two or three days and tape
your classrcom and then make you sit there and
watch those tapes. 1I’ve heard of that happening,
I wouldn’t even want to do that because I think
that would be the toughest form because who is
doing the evaluating? 1 think that would be the
toughest form of evaluation. No one is telling
vyou this is good or that is bad. You are the

one who has to make that decision.

Do you think that teachers should be evaluated,
in part, on the basis of improved scores that
their students have on standardized tests?

If I knew what kind of a test the students are
going to take, in a few weeks 1 could probably
raise their test scores. They may not be able to
function any better in life than they could
before, they still may not be able to read the
stop sign at the corner but they may be able to
score better on a particular type of test if I
have them for a few weeks and I know what type of
a test it is that they are going to be working on.
To give you an example, ninth grade American
History. As a history enthusiast, I know that in
the past we used to teach history and no student
in the classroom even had a book. What did we do?
We simply spent the day or the hour or whatever
memorizing. What happened in 1885, or in 184§,
or in 18497 Now, there may have been a million
things that happened in 1869, but I know one of
them and whenever 1 hear 1869 I can tell you at
least one thing that happened. I may not know
why it happened, I may not know what happened
because it happened, but I know what happened,
and at that time we thought we were teaching
history. The fact that nobody had books, that
was about the extent you could go really because
we didn’t have the other material to allow the
student to dig into trying to determine why it
happened or what happened as a result of it.
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So we did it through memorization. Unless there
is a particular physical or mental problem,

I can get a bunch of students to memorize most
anything. I don’t know though, did they learn
something if they memorized it? So again, I
think it is a two prong type of situation that

I would have difficulty in measuring ay teaching
effectiveness by necessarily competency on a
test. I just have difficulty with that.
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