l* - National Libr
of Canada x

Canad{an Theses Service

du Canada ’

v

© Ottaws, Canada s - -2
) ~ K1A ON4 g ‘
| ..
) \‘ o
L |
CANADIAN{ THESES

NOTICE. ! .

The quality of this microfiche Is heavily dependent upon the |
quality of the original thesis submitted for microfiiming. Every.
efforthas been made to ensure the highest quality of reproduc- _

tion-posslble 4

If pages are missing, contact the university which granted the .

degree. T

Some pages may have indistinct print especially if the original
pages were typed with a poor typewriter ribbon or if the univer-
sity sent us an inferior photocopy.

o

Previously copyrighted materials-fjournal articles, published
tests, etc.) are not filmed.

Reproduction in \full or in part of this film is gow)erned by the
Canadian Copyright Act, R.S.C. 1970, c. C-30.

[

. THIS DISSERTATION
HAS-BEEN MICROFILMED
NEXACTLY AS RECEIVED

% t

NL-339(r.86/06)

‘Bibliothéque natlonate

S

Services des théses caradiennes

o

p—

THESES CANADIENNES

.

) ) AVIS

La dualtté de cette micfotiche dépend grandement de la qualité
de |a thése soumise au microtilmage Nous avons tout falt pour
assurer une qualité supérieure de reproduction

1

S'll manque des payez:, veuillez communiquer avec I'univer-
sité qui a conféré le grade.

La qualité cﬂmpresslon de certaines pages peut laisser a
désirer, surtout si les pages ortqtnales ont été dactylographlée}s
4 l'aide d'un ruban usé ou sl 'université nous a fait parven
une photocople de qualité inferieure.

Les documents qui font déja v'cpjet d'un droit d'auteur (articles
de revue, examens publi&s, etc.) ne sont pas mlcrotllmés

La repraduction, méme partielle, de ce microfilm est soumise
a la Loi cangtlienne sur le droit d'auteur, SRC 1970, ¢. C-30.

. LA THESE A ETE _
MICROFILMEE TELLE QUE
NOUS L'AVONS RECUE



--

Linda K.Stroh

o

A’ Thesis
e | ;n
Th;”Department
o?

Education

-\

¢ ‘ Btud!nt Evaluation of Ttachcrs.
" The Impact On Teacher Effectivencss and Pro#&ssionalitq
\ ' | -
' t
] I .

' Pﬁesented in Partial Fulfillment of the chuirements

. for the Degree of Master of Arts at
Congordia University .
‘Montreal, Québec, Canada '

" January 1986

[ : ' .

® - Linda K. Stroh., 1986

-
Sa
>

<>



Permission__has been granted
to” the National Library of

Canada. to microfilm this -

thesis and to 1lend _or sell
copies of the film.

Q

The qythar (copyright owner)
has reserved other
publication rights, and

neither
extensive

the thesis nor
extracts from it

may be printed. or otherwise

reproduced
written

without his/her
‘permission.,

3

{

a

L'autorisation a ®t& accord&e

~a la Biblioth&gue nationale

du Canada de microfilmer
cette these et de pré&ter ou
de vendre des exemplaires du
film- A

! L'auteur (titulaire du droit

d'auteur) se ré&serve les

“autres droits de publication;
ni la th2se ni de longs
extraits .de celle-ci 7ne
doivent @&tre imprimé&s |/ ou
autrement reproduits sans;son
autorisation 2crite.

ISBN ©-315-36626-2

\ .



]

.ABSTRACT .
- Student Evaluation of Teachers:
The Impact On Teacher Effectiveness and Professionality

Linda Stroh

-

This study explored the issue of student evaluation of
teachers by comparing high school student evaluations of
ﬁlgh: schoo}l student teachers Qlth the classroom teacher
eva{uatlon of the student teacher, and alsolthe university
professor’s, evalu;tlon ;f student teachers’ eFfectlvents:.

The study suggested hFhe accepted traditional . methods , of

research {in the area of teacher evaluation is llmiteq by

a solely quantitative, empirical viewpoint. Theistudy dravs
on a qualitative, sociological perspective of high school
‘student evaluations of ﬁéachlng, - by addressing Hoyle'’s
(1980) theory on professional tea;hlng perspectives. The
resdltg of this research suggested high school/ students can
appropriately evaluate teaching ef}ectlveness when - the
students perceive their ratings are lmaortant to their
teacher (student teacher) and when the teacher (student
'teacher) also respects the high school students’ opinion and
intends to“ﬁse the high school students’ suggestions. Two
_issues became apparent in the research:” 1) The high 9cQool
student- evaluations of teachers must be cpnfldentlal; and 2)
The high school students were concerned with fairness to the

student teacher.
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Introduction \\‘T// .
This thesis investigates two aspects of the high school

. teacher. First, the study is concerned wlth_iﬁ!_évaluatlon
of teacﬁer'effectiveness. Student evaluations of teaching
has become an important measure of teaeher‘effectlvoﬁoss at
the university level, but this lssue has not .been adequately
addressed at the high school lével. Secondly, this study
suggests that a teacher’s professional perspective must
effect the accéptance/reJectlon of the use of research 1in
general, and spegcifically effect the wuse of reseqrch
regarding student evaluation of teachers. /As will be noted
in the following review of thg iiterature regarding student
evaluation of teachers, the accepteq tradition of research

f
in this area i% almost entirely of. a quant}tatlve, empirical

nature. Many researchers suggest t@at this form of student
evaluation of ‘teachers has renderéd this field the most

|
researched area of teacher evaldatlon (Marsh, 1984) .

However, MacMillan and Garrison (1984) criticize the sole -
- !

uvse of empirical research on ieathng and point to varfous

reasons for their <claim. For {nstance, ~t.he_se authors
suggest the use of empirical research "constrains" research
in the educational field because it limits investigation to
quantifiable data. Secondly, causation subgests teacher
_behavior leads. to some specific (also general) student

outcome. VYet, these authors suggest this accepted tradition

N

Sy



of research does not allow for th% "intenttions” of the

. O
student ‘or the teacher to be refiechgg tn the data.

Although these authors are criticizing the use of empirical
research rebardlnq the general toplc) of process/product
— - -
research, the following quote also seems appropos regarding
Y

the sole use of empirical research in the area of student

evaluatfons of”feachert

All too of ten the methods’ of process-product

research focus on perlpheral aspects of teaching
rather than attempting to - penetrate its core.
The central 1issue is not whe ther process-product
research is true or fals;, but .whether it

o

lives up to expectations one_might have for any

health of a research tradition is to be gauged: by
‘ A

v

its own questions, at solving ,its own problems, be

they empirical or conceptual (MagMitian 5:3 Garrison,

1984, p. _19).
AN

~

———t

The following literature review suggests that we might

- = -
= e

question the progress of this accepted research tradition

and attempt to establish an alternative perspective within

this field. This qualitative research couldr"perhaps, allow

room for the "intentions' and perspectives of the teacher

and the student; thus, providing further insight in the

_ progressive research tradition. In the end, the



s
analysis of teacher effectiveness and teachers’ professional

perspectives.

These empirical educational researchers have, {ndeed,

.created a reliable form of data collection. . Yet, with

-

repsect to thé edd%atlonal fileld, one must be more concerned
with reality, That is, -, teachers, - students, and
educationalist do not live tn the world that- empirical
theorists have created, but rather in one which is affected
by both the persﬁecblves' (intentions’) of the
teacher/student and the broader social context of the

]

educational field. Sociél scientists must be concerned with
the alternative 1mpli€atlons one might dlscoverwwhen taking
a.broader view than that of the controlled ekgquments. For
instance, student evaluation empirical scientists have often

studied what teacher characteristics effect ratings. Some

suggest that the number of years of experience make a

"uifference in ratings (Sullivan and Skanes, .1974), while

others «claim this variable {s insignificant (Tuckman and
\
Oliver, 1968). Perhaps, by taking a step back and

attempting a broader perspective, -one may claim that it is

~not years of experience on the part of teachers, but rather

-

a teacher‘s intentions to make use of the ratings.
Possibly, if students think their teachers will actually use

their ratings, the stude(?s will be more concerned with an

accurate rating. The-aboye example is merely one citation



of the way that empirical scientist night‘ocoue -up Qtth
valid, reliable data--data which perhaps, - only presents

half truths; data which can often perpetuate false

impressions and sterebtyplcal notions.

kY

“Persell (1977) claims “...any theory of " educational
'outcpmes must:begin blth an examination of education in ({ts

wider social context" (p. 5). Persell, therefﬁre, suggests

-~

educational research must deal with four levels of analysis:

bR ‘Societal (1.8, the structure of dominance and

R

legitimating ‘ideologies), '2) Institutional level (1.e.
educational structure, educational fdeology, and gbncepts),
3) Interpersonal level (i.e. the interaction process between

n

the teacher and. the student), and 4) Intrapsychic level

(the '1ndtvidual interpretations and reactions of the -

teachers and the students). As will be noted in the review
of the literature on.student evaluations of teachers, this
accepted tradttloa of the literature has mostly dealt
with the' institutional level (i{.e. how the educational
~context e}fects evaluatijons Jy students) and also some
aspects of the interpersonal level (i.e. how specific
student or teacher characteristics 1interact or effect
ratings). Due to the limited empirical nature of existing
research, the societal level, some areas of the
interpersonal level, and also the lntraps}chlc levels are

'nearly non existent.

S o ——
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o Given that activities aﬁd'biitefs are effected by one's

accepted culture, an examination of how the basic societal

"structures effect ratings appears essential (Persell, 1975).

This study attempts to partially deal with this issue by
using a theory proposed by Eric Hoyle (1974-~ 1980).  Hoyle'
claims that recent broad changes in the educational context
have also changed the nature of the teaching .profession.
Hoyle begins by noting that professions, in general, are
concerned with‘control and autonomy'err their profession.

7

However, Hoyle’s work 1is concerned primarily~with the

professional characteristic of autonomy. He claims teach!rr//

have maintained a high level of autonomy 'wttblnﬁ the

classroom, but ™...his _autonomy operates within the

constraints of a structure which is not of his own creiiing“

(p. 15).

Hoyle (1980) guggests this ;ltuatlon is changing. He
claims cﬁanges in curriculum, pedagogy, and broad socic-
political trends have forced teachers to re-évalua}e thetr
professional teaching l'pew".ipcecht”'i\’oes. According to Hoyle
(1974), there iIs a wide-spread bellef’that “...thase who are
affected by decisions shéuld play a part in making them" (p.
15). He claims this belief has creatéd a situstion where

3

effective ieaching méy now encombasé not on1y,e}foc%}von¢ss

in the immediate clg&sroom situation, but also one’s

effectiveness in participating in policy and planning at the
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- g tnstitutjonal and societal level. B .
T\ .
This alterawton in the teaching context is not without
) 1ts shortcomings. Hoyle (1980) poTnts to three: 1) time,
: o 2) the. fact that iteachers get thelr job satisfaction from
‘classroom autonomy apd pupil interaction and ‘have 1little
.. -"interest in theory or reséafchfﬁ and 3) grea}er’éontrol over

the broader context of teaching (extended professlonillt&)
&\ . f

is -gatned at the loss of classroom autonomy “{restricted

¢ Cpfofesstonallty).
' These are' some of the problems confronting the _high
sGhool teacher of today. Hoyle has developed,two untested
theoretical constructs which represent iao professional
;erspectlves of these contemporary teaéﬁer;. Restricted
profe!st;naltty refers to the teacher whose  skills,
= praciices, and procedures . 'are based on “intuition,
exﬁ;?Ience, ‘and common-?gpsg‘ knowledge", while extended
profeéslonjjity reﬁe;s to that 'teacher" whose skills,
practices, ane;procedureg are based on theory apd research.
NP ,Thlg study attempts to test for a theoref&cal construct
. validation ;f ghese two constructs, Apresented by Hoyle. As
- . wll} be noted in the Fevlew~of,the literature on student
. evaluation of teachers,"r the emplrlc;l psychologfc*l
literature does not link the effects of educa?ional
. practices. with the larger social co;iext in which they

»

occur. Does a teacher'’s proféssional perspective (imposed
b * E €

. - | $
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by~ socio—political “ pressures) effect the notions abdbout

student evaluations of teachers? o -

Cicourel ‘and Kitsuse (1963) suggest qunntltit}ve data
does not present t;e,fu1l interpretation of an issue. " Mere
“rates" do not tell th ths behavior takes placof These
authors cléim re;earchers mus? bg’cpncerned with the common-
sense interpretations of soclal reality. ‘Woods (1983) also
notes: "1t 1is the inferpretatign that counts as Ffar as

outcomes are concerned and therefore people’s own thoughts

¢

and evaluations, not instincts, nor simply the"obJeptlvo'

-

reality of the situation® (p. 3). Hé claims the manifest
. ) %
behavigx' is only one segment of the action. These notions

are further supported by Dreeben_ (1968) who notes tt 1s
often the hidden agenda within a school system‘ﬁhtch is most
) :

powerful.:

, Thls"study; therefore, presents a sociological critique

of = the presentm_étudent evaluation literature by also

o

addressing the interpersonal and the intra-psychic level of

research. Questions regarding 'student evaluations of

~

teachers are as follows: What is the "judgemental work" ini

~ ’

«+ -
teachers* and students’ decision making regarding the
reliability, validity, capability, and intentions for the

use of student evaluations of teacher effectiveness? _ What'

knowledge do  these students have?  How can  these

subordinates anequaiely evalu;i€ a~professtonal's work? The

’

7 ' .
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study Saeals with these questions through 1) quantitative,
structured evalqatfon forms 2) qualitative, open ended
questionnaires, and 3) informal interviews. .

There 1s little way. a quantitative, emptrtical analysts
'-d

alone tan interpret the intentions of both the -instructor

Snd the student. Needless td say, these intention$ can have

important relevance to the ‘"objective data" analysis.

The claim s, therefore, that any form of high school

téachen”ggvaluatlon must be premised in a context and
structure 6;— t;e.,fole of fgé pro}esqlonal high school
teacherk\as well as the teacher/student relationship. That
iIs 'to say, the ways in which one assumes research can
contribute to teacher effectiveness must be influenced ~by
one’s view of the role of the teacher. : .

For organizational purposes, this siudy-i, dlglded fnto
three séctlons, beglnnlﬁg with the acceptéd tradltioﬁal
methods and practices of déudent evaluations of teachers and
a review of the literature in this area. The second section
of the §tudy is concerned with teachey professionality.
This sectloﬁ attempts to suggest that by using Ertc Hoyle'’s
¢1980) pro;osed theory'on the pro;essiona;lty of teachers,

one might get a clearer perspective on teacher’s intentions

regarding the teaching profession.

-’ P

And lasily, in Section IIl this study presents an
alternative. qualitative method of study to research the

1

ISV

!//’ ’ 8 . *
o
o

- -
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impact of ‘student feedback on high school  teacher '’

effectiveness. This alternative combines the teacher’s and
students’ intentions regarding student onluuﬁlong of

teachers by using data triangulation. That ts, this n(my

o

‘quantifies some aspects of .data analysis, ye't. ‘explains ‘this

data through quallia-tlve interviews and observation.

4

3
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Section 1

B

Student Evaluation Of Teachers

Review 0f The Literature

lgtrodﬁcilon

It- 1is inporiant‘to note that this review reflects the
traditional style of research presentation in this area.
Thus,“the organization of this section {s one which
addresses the following headings: Bias In Student Ratings,
Reliabtility of Student Ratings, Generalizability of Stydies,
Validity of Student Ratlngg, -~ Type of Feedback, Self
Evaluations, and Dlnensgons of Effective 'jeachlng. As
noted {n the introduction, the purpose of this llteraturq
review is to enph#slze the emplr!cal domination of research
in this field.” ' As research regardlné-hlgh school students’
evaluations of -teachers {is limited, a review of the
literature concerning universities is presgnted,' however,
ane must continue to.reﬁer to the Folio&ﬁng differences when
considering . these comparisons. |

Many researchers have examined the relationship between
student eviluatlons and.improved teacher effectiveness at
the university and college levels, but have largely ignored

this relationship at lower levels of learning (Overall and

10
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Marsh, 1979). Most studles examining student .evaluations of
teachers a}e perforued by anexperlnental pretest-posttest
design. Data are collected near the middle of the course on
either standardized forms or self-constructed forms.
Aﬁl;structors in experimental groups then fecelve a Summary of
the student feedback, while the control group recetives no
such feedback. Presdmably,\ instructors will wuse thls
feedback to alter weak areas of }eachlng. .The rating forms
are once again administered at the end of the course, with
improvements in scores sugqested to be a measure of improved
teaching. Typically,” the effects of varllblos such as
subject taught (Marsh, 1981; Gilmore, Kane, and Naccarato;
1978), sex of instructor (Doyle and Whitely, 1974), or
w correlations with peer or self evalyatlons (Blackburn and
Clark, 1975; Centra, 1973) and also e€nvironmental conditions

-

-affecting student ratings (Abrami, Leventhal, Perry, and

Breen, 1976) are examined.

-

According to Darling-Hammond, Wise, and Poa;e (1983),

" the wuse of student ratings assumes: 1) the student is the
best person to kaow when he/she has been motivated, 2)
teaching ts aimed at changing the studeng'; behavior, 3)
’student rating 1is feedback to the teacher and 4) student
recognition may motivate. good teaching. These notions

defend the use of student ratlﬁgs'as a form of teacher self

development. ‘ ) )

11



1Y
Sl .
Bes

T R

2t Y

f

The literature suggests research on student evaluations.

at the ‘hlgh school level has not progressed. Yet when
rcCTiging earlier studies on high schood student
evalu;t;§>s, Centra‘ (1973) and Roﬁeu and.G{asaan - (1979),
sﬁygost hat these experimental studies (Bryan, 1963; G‘ge
et al. 1963; Tuckman and Oliver, 1968) at  the high school
level on high school student ratings of teachers, show
greater ga(ns in s:udent perceived teacher effectiveness 1in
pre to pogttest analysis, than do those experimentan studies
at the“éol!ege and university level. Jherefore, 4t seems

logical that :further research tn this area is Justified and

long overdue (Aleamoni, 1981; Haefele, 1980; McNeil and

Popham, 1973).

In addition, one might suggest student evaluations

administered in the context of the high 'school setting wt}f

elicit more reliable and valid studies. For tnstanée,,

researchers in- the area of student evaluations encourage

rexperimenters to ens%re standardization of testlng (Abrami,

Perry, and Leventhal, 1882). Correspondingly, relative to
the wuniversity setting, the high school ropresenti more
similar methods of teaching, texts, ind course content, due

to some courses which require provlnclal-ﬁlde standard

exams.,  Also within this context, teachers have one

priority--teaching students, as opposed to wuniversity

lnitructors who are often divided in their job ‘requlronints

12
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(i.e. research, administrative duties, etc.). Evaluations
of' teaching .perfornance become an even more important
percentage of the total teaching evaluation process of high
school teachers. One might alsoj suggest that the
professional high school teacher, uniike the wuniversity
professor, hag gone through a lengthy evaluation process.
That s, the bhigh school teacher'beban his/her teaching
career dnaer the supervision and critique of an evaluative
process in teacher education school, and therefore, the high
school teacher is more accustomed to suggestion, criticism,
etc. Whereas, a critique of the classroom practices of the
university professor s a falr}y recent event (Donald,
1985). For the above mentioned reasons, it seems logical
that this line of research may elicit greater conslstoncx
of findings and further estxbl!shes a rationale for research
on student evaluations at the high school level.

‘This study turns now to an analysis of the literature
regarding studeﬁt evaluations of teaéhers, focuslqg on the
question: Are students capable of evaluating teachers’
ef#egtlvenes$, more fairly, are students as qﬁalifled to
Judge the practice of teaching effectiveness ‘as well as

‘professionals themselves?

Bias In Ratings

In order to, ﬂetermln§ if students aro'Mélpable of

| 13|



appropriately evaluating/ teacher effectiveness, one §%%§ be
concerned with potential bias in the ;attng. That ls/ the
r,tlngs should appropriately represént differences |in
teacher effectiveness as perceived by the student, and not
merely patterned differences between student? setting, or
subject characteristics. The notion is that non teaching
factors should not affeét the student ratings. Much
research in the area of student evaluation of teachers has
attempted to define variables or conditions which affect
student evaluations of teachers; the results of these
studies are inconclusive. For lﬁstance, Centra (1973)
suggests variations in sex of the teacher do not
significantly effect ratings. On the other hand,_(Feldman
(1975) suggests some studies show female student? rate
instructors higher than do male students.

Other variables such as rank of instructor, teaching
experience, and stgdeni charactewistlcs have ‘also been
studied with mixed results (Marsh, 1984). For example, most
studies suggest the ¢full-time professor 1is often rated
higher than the part time or graduate student instructor.
Sullivan & Skanes (1974) suggest this is .due to the full
time professor having a greater commitment to the goals of
the course than does the part time professor, and also the
fact that the full time professor often has gfeater contro\

over course content and structure. But, a study by Tuckman

L4
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and Oliver (1968)(c1alus the years of exﬁerlenco variable is
an insignificant finding.-
As noted above, student characteristics which may
' gfféct student ratings have also been widely studied. Fog
“instance, _Follman (1975) suggests there is a Trelationship
between student characterisilcs and student ratings. Th;
opposite findings are set forth by Abramt et al. (1982).
Two 'laboratory studies were done using video taped lectures
which varied instructor expressiveness and lecture content.
In addition, students rated themselves on an Adjective Check
Ll;t ‘to determine student characteristics. The ¢findings
suggest that no consistent relationship exists between
student characteristics and gtudent ratings. The
strength of this study lies in the fact that these authorse
were able to randomly'asslgn students to groups. One might,
however, question '1f these laboratory st;qles can be
generalized to the actual classroom situation. Therefore,
‘these researchers performed a third field study to determine
if there.was external validity for their findings. They
summarize their findings as follows: "Thus, the majority of
the evidence we <collected suggests that students ¢form
opinions about the teaching effectiveness " of most
instructors  independently of ) student _ personality

characteristics" (p. 122).

Reviews ©0f the 1literature have sunnartzed\—ﬁére

15 ,



r .
1nconslsteﬁcy of studies regarding bias in student ratings.
McKeachie (1979); Centra (1979), Marsh (1980) and others
concluded personal background characteristics such as noted
above, have little effect on students’ ratings. v
However, one must admit research focusing on these
differences between teachers is 1nierestln9 and informative.
From a practicaT’J;olnt of view, we must question |its
lmportancé to this area of educational researgh. For
instance, we can' do little to change a teacher’s sex,
teaching experience, or a student’s expected grade, but we
can do a great deal about the context of the evaluation
process (Rotem and - Glassman, 1979). Therefore, a more
worthwhile and also practical line of research regarding
educational studies, must be concerned with characteristics
and qualities that can be effected in the educational
environment. Characteristics of teachers, students or the
educational environment which promote teacher effectiveriess
are far more crucfal to developing an understanding of the

issue.

Reliability OFf Ratings

Questions regarding the reliability of student ratings
refer to such notions as student rating’s stability and
c?nslsteqcy over time, or inter-rater agreemeﬁt-on railngs

IS

of instructers. For instance, Feldman A1977) suggests

16
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inter-rater reliabrITty fis qulte‘ﬁow, and any one student’s
rating of the teacher is of nln}unl‘uso. For hf; composite
ratfngs are "dependable wmeasures'. Hovever[ Marsh (1979),
whenkwrevlewlqg#lnter—raterQrelliblllty findings, suggests

4 41’? N N .
that when detarmining single rater reliability by wusing

. AN
internal consistency measures, one actually wunderestimates °

student rhter'rellabjlity. That i1s, -dnternal consistency
ﬁeasures assume diéferences in ratings between students are
attributed to error; yet Marsh (1984) suggests there are
systematic differences between students which may not be
attributed to error. By wusing test;retest relfability
(stability over time), Marsh (1984) suggests single rater

reliability 1s much higher than predictéd by Feldman’s

»

<

(1977) internal cbnslstency measures.

Therefﬁre, one recognlies gstlmates of réltablllty must
be clearly interpreted before making a Judgeﬁent on efther a
high or dow reliability coefficient. There 1is no ONE
measure of reliability. As Gillmore, Kane,' and Naccarato
(1978) not;, “"The coefficient which {s appropriate in a
given setting depends upon whether one wishes to generalize
over both students aﬁd ftems, or only over one or ?*l“othor"
(p> 12). ~

Other studies examining .the reliability bf student
ratings are offered by authors such as Aleamoni and Hexner

»
(1980), and Costin, Greenough, and Menges (1971). These

17 .



researchers study environmental factdrs which may influence

the internal and external valldliy of students’ evaluations

- e —
2

of teachers. For example, . findings suggest that
lnstltutlon{’nusx_uie great caution in admlnisterlny student
evaluation forms, as factors such as sponsor of tests ‘ﬁay
alter outcome. These authors suggests unlfo?m testing
conditions for all subjects.

To summarize ihe notions regarding reliability of
students’ ratlngs, the literature appears to suggest the

reliabilfty 1is quite high (.QO#) when considering class

-average vreliability, or even single rater reliabtlity

overtime. Yet, the use of these forms of reliability might

mislead the reader. That s, there s substantial

_disagreement in inter-rater reliability (.20) which appears

to suggest a disagreement between.studgnts regarding teacher
effectlven;ss. Therefore, the individual raters’ score is
lndeed fmportant to a teacher who fs attempting to address
individual concerns. But when making overall judgements on

a teacher’s effectiveness, a case can be made to use the

appropriate reliability based on class aJerages.

Generalizability Of Studies

T m

At this point one might question the generalizability
qf the flddlngs of studfes performed Bn university professor

to high school teachers. Tuckman an? Oliver (1968)
< . s

N .
, .
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attempted to replicate a study done by Bryan 11963) which
indicated that. teachers change their behavior after
receiving .Feedhaék from their students. Subjects wer®

chosen from New ' Jersey and surrounding out-o?-statc

counties, 286 teachers of vocational subjects at high school

*

or technical school leve)l  participated. One might

suggest .that because this 1s a replication of a

i

previous study, the results might render'aretter support

for the géneralizability of student rating’s findings.

The authors note the following od;comes of tholi?

research. Student feedback produced greater changes than

no feedback, while supervléor feedback alone produced no

effect. In addittion, the authors suggest the- yea}s of
Exﬁerlﬁgée variable was an insignificant finding. The
stuéy - supported Bryan’s findings to the extent thai
student feedback . leads to greater teacher Jhanqes in
beha;io , and student evaiuatlons do change teacher behavior
at thet}hlgh school level. ' Tuckman and Oliver‘s (1968)

study hJs important relevance to this particular research on

<
high school student teachers. That is, their findings -

-

suggest high school - s;udeft teachers will benefit
» - 4 ] L iad -

more from . high 6 school student feedback than

supervisory ~Teed£éck. 1f the findings are supported

by further research, then high school student ratings of

- student teachers should bé ah important component to student

’
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Validity Of Student Ratings
C e S ‘
The validity of student evaluations of teachier
efféctivenessy 1s diffjcult to estabiish, given the notion

thz} there s no single criterion of effective teaching

JDoyle, 1975). Howeyer, some authors using construct

validation have pe}?6rned prerlments whlcﬁ suggest‘ that
student " ratings are éorrelatedhwlth other indicators of
'effgctlve teachlnq{(ﬂa;sh, 1984). For éxanple, Sullivan
and Skanes (1914; 'present a study  whi'‘ch attempts to
cotroiaté student achievement with student ratings. These
authors claim that student ratings’ items describing "task
“Orlxnfatlon" were positively associated with a high level of
student ach{evenent. They further clalmcthat valid ratings
are easier to assess in exbérlenced than non-experienced
instructorfs. For instance, their dita collected on graduate

Y

student teachers suggest the higher rated instructors are

/often not those in which there was the highest achievement.

The rationale “for these findings seems to be a lesser
ar

‘commitment on the part of the graduate student teachers to

teachtnghtho§e materials which the &eparinent or” university
deems essential to  measure stddent' achievement.
A low correlation exists between ratings and the achievement

A

measure for thﬂs group of instructors. This claim s a

. , .
dﬁ#ﬁ ¢ ]
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hypothetical guess .on the part of Sullivan & Skanes (;974).

" However, not all studies suggest a pbsltlvo~corrclatlon
between high ratings and ach}evenept. A study performed by
Rodin and Rodin (1972) indicates there was a negative

I

correlation between ratings and achjevement. Th;t is, these
authors argue tﬁat those instructors who were rltoék\the
highest~ by tﬁilr students were instructors Ffrom which
;tudepts achieved the least. However, the methodological
flaws assoctiated with this study have been well publlclzid
and render these findings irrelevant (Cohen, 1981).  For
example, these researcﬁers used graduate students as thelir
sample. These graduate students had little contgél ovor<1he
classroom‘pbjectlves or instruction and, therefore, ;t was
impossible to separate the achievement associated with the
actual professor of‘ the classroom from these quduues
studené teachers. \More jmpoitantly, these flndlngs-(blvo
never been replicated fn th; literature (Doyle, 1975).
] Some researchers provide reviews summarizing the
flﬁdlngs\ regarding the validity of student ratings (Marsh,
1984); others use a procedure called meta-analy&!s to review
the status of this literature. The meta-analysis 1s a
statistical procedure which allows one to assess the
validity of regéarch findings. This procedure‘bls a
quantitative review of the lltérature which enables the

\ , .
reader to more critically examine findings. Abrami (1984)

21



‘vfgfter than previously thought.

sugge?ii this proégdure may clarify the cﬁrrent "alblguous“
findings regarding reliability, validity, etc. Surroundings
the student ratings’ research.

Cohen (1981) offers a meta-analysis .uhlch met .the
foilow!ng criteria: 1) The study had to desc;gbe a stu&&
conducted in an actual university classroom, 2) The study
had to use the teacher as the unit of an;lysls, ana, 3) The -
;tudy had’ to use qyltl-sectlon courses with a common
achievement measure. The resu;ts of the meta -analysis
provided support for the validity of student ratings. In
fact, Cohen (1981) claims this meta-analysts suggests that

the relationship between student ratings and ichigveuent is

b}
Cohen (1981) clearly informs the reader pof the criteria

to be met for his meta-analysis. This allows the reader to
verify the research'flndlngs. Another ‘eta-analysls on
valldlty studies pér!orned by Dowell and Neal (1982), using
somewhat different criteria, suggest;%‘ “The fact remains
that new studiés of tﬁe validity of student ratings must
show dramatically different results cgmpared' to these
selected studies l; order that we can regard ratings as good
predlctors';f student learning" (p. 60). One might question
how—;vo meta-analyses of validity studies could cong up with
such opposite findings. However, as suggested before, the
meta-analysis is a statistical procedure which can be

- ——
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verified by the reider. Therefore, one could 'lrguo that
Dowell and Neal (1982) did not ‘deiuately explain thelr
lithatu;e review ﬁrocedures and 18 fact, can be accused of
an lnconplete literature review (Cohen, 1983). Dowell and
Neal (1983) found only six studies which met their criteria.

However, in an ;:tempt to replicate Dowell and Neal‘s (1982)
study, but. pdding three rddltloﬂnl criteria, Cohen (1883)
identified 18 studies which met all of their rchlrcmenrs.
.Cohen s (1983) nore'recent meta analytlc study, - onc;‘|Qltn,A
supports earlier 1ﬁflndlngs that there (s a ositive

N ~y

relationship between acﬁ??%qggnt-and student ratings. In
fact, this reveiw suggested total achievement differences
explained by lnstruftbr ratings were three times as much as
that found by Dowell aﬁd Neal (Abrami, 1984). The purpose
of Cohen’s (1983) repeat neia-analysls of validity studies
_appears to be td suggest the danger of “selective
revlewlﬁg", and ‘Cohbn (1983) cautions resepnchers against

~careless and incomplete reviews of the llteratdre.

A review qfhthese meta—analytic studies ’vorlflos the
important contributions éf - the use of meta-analysis to
~research on student'rat;ngs. The greateér precision of these
quantitative revte;; sub jects rese;rchers to more scrutlny'
within the ¢Field (Abrami, 1984).\ Possibly, "selective
reviewing"” will be less apparent in the future promoting a
more objective representation of th!'dltl (Cohen, 1983).

-
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Although there may be greater precision and control {n
quantitative data analysis, we éan only report the manifest
findings regarding student evaluations of teachers. Perhaps
the more relevaﬁt data is not reported through objective,
quanitified data.

Self Evaluations ¥

Doyie (1975) claims the rationale behind relatlnj
changJS‘ln teacher effectiveness to differences between self
evaluation and student evaluation is apparent 1{in social-

r

psychological theory. That s, in order to restore

balance, tsachers change in the direction suggested by
-

‘student evaluations—-discrepancies between self and student

ratings serve as a catalyst for change. /This issue becomes
the crux of the studies comparing‘ self and student
evaluations. -

Blackburn and Clark (1975) suggest that'the relation
between studentljudged teacher performance 6ﬁnd student
learning 1is a positive rel;tionshlp (also McKeachie 1969,
Gessner 1973). These authors note administrators continue
to 1ignore student evalvation when Judgements on teacher
performances " are measured. They state : "“"The
professor l;ves’;lth'an erroneous perception of hox\-others
percelve‘ and assess him" (p. 250). Blackburn and Clark'’s

gtudy is of interest to this research study, given the

24



suspicion (based on the literature) that some high school

teachers are unaware of students’ feelings iouardl them and
also their effectlveness in regard to student needs in the

learning environoment Luéii%i, 1984; Branan, 1972). This
notion 1is Ffurther supported by other studies ({indicating
that 1individual professors are not a good‘Judge of their
role performance (Centra, 1979; Isaacson, McKeachté,‘lnE
Milholland, 1963). However, Bfackburn and Clark (1975) are
not preclise enough in the!r'reportlng of their research
findings ' to fully benefit the reader or the ¢field; thus,

they are criticized on several 19rounds. For example,

Blackburn and Clark’s (1975) faculty self evaluations were
blased on the faculty’s rating of their general teaching
ability rather than self evaluations of the same sboclflc
classes which students’ were evaluating ‘ teacher.
effectiveness (Marsh, 1984).

Not all studies support these negative views on
instructor self evaluation. For example, Marsh, OVQrail,
and Kesler (1979) suggest student evaldatlons ghow
siqntf!cant borrelailon with tnstructor self evaluations.
Correlations as high as .65 were found between {instructors’
self| evaluation an& student evaluitloqs in a study by
Braskamp, Caulley, and Costin (1979). In addition, Doyle
and Crichton (1978) provide a study conplrtng.student, peer,

and self ratings with measures of -student performances.

'
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These authors suggest student, peer, and self ratings are
quite similar. These authors did not ¢find significant
correlations between any. of these groups and student
achievement. They suggest this lack of correlation between
ratings and achievement may be due to the fact that
{Ae subJecis were graduate student 'teachers. Doyle and
Crichton (1978) also admit to an unexpected finding that
teacher self evaluations were positively correlated with
student evalﬁatlon. This was an unexpected f{nding bec;uge
the 1literature often suggests self evaluations are higher
than student evaluations. However, this “unexpected
finding" could also have been predicted. This result
supports oiher existing 1literature which claims less
e*ﬁerlenced teachers are more difficult to evaluate
(Sullivan and Skanes, 1974). Also the studies whose
subjects have a lack of total control over the classroom
(e.g. Doyle and Crichton, 1978; Braskamp, Caulley, and
Costin, 1979) are studies which the suSJects and findings.
can only be generalized to other teaching situations whére
graduate students are used. ’ ”
However, Centra (1979), too, suggests teacher'sxself\
evalyations are not well correlatéd with student evaluations
of tea;her performance (.20 correlation). And Donald (1983)
in a review'  of the research regarding criteria for

i

evaluating university teaching presents data suggesting

4
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professors are not a'dood Judge of appropflatg‘ feedback
required to improve their teaching. .

Most of the literature on teacher self evaluations
appears to suggest that the instructor is not .a good Jud§|

of his/her own teaching effectiveness (Centra, 1879).

AN -
~ -

However, the literature does not address the issue which
questions whe ther instructors who are more lrccoptlvel to
suggestions for improvement, (have intentions to use them),

will 1increase teacher effectiveness as percolvnd\\gy the

student.
Type Of Feedback

There are various forms of student feedback to
teachers. For example, current 'reselrdh' (Cohen, 1882,
Mckeachte,\ 1980; Erickson and Erickson, 1979) suggests
instructors who receive studeqt feedback and are trained how
to use the feedback will be more effoctlv; than olfhcr those
wﬂi receive oﬁiy printed feedback or thosolorecelvlng no-
feedback at all. ‘

Erickson and Erickson (1979) note that teachers who
receive tgachlng consultation are perceived by students as
improving teaching effectiveness more than' those teachers
without teacher consultations. In order .to further

establish 'thelr' findings they performed two consecutive

studies. Independent t tests were used to account for

27
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statistical significance of all comparisons. No differences

were detected between the experimental and control groups in

the pretest stage. Posttest \apalysls found - greater

improvement §{n the three variables (1.e. evaluation,
} \‘,/ .

stimulation, and  organization). - In addition, the

experimental group instructors were'reported as agreeing
that the consultation did in fact improve their teaching

skills.

-

However, the opérattonal definition of con;ultatlon

in the study remains unclear and unaccounted for. Moreover,

all students were told about the study before completing the

questionnaire, suggesting some students may react unlike an .

unsusbectlng population, therefore - }ln ting the
generaltzablllty of this study. Also, the lnteraZtlon of the
authors as consultants with their peers as subjects could
have caused the subjects to \react differently than an
unbiased subject might respond. Thus, once\agaln, there
exists a limitation in the generalizabitliy of the findings.
However, a vrepeat study #2 followed up the instructors who
had gone through the teacher consu}tatlon. This repeat
study was performed with students who were un;ware of any
preylous study. This study supported the former hypothesis

by suggesting those insftructors who had previously

partlé\ ated in consultations were again rated higher than

those who had not, therefore confirming the durability of

28
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]
the consultation/student feedback ueaiures.
The #following research project is a more controlled

. :
experiment, which suggests an alternative to feedback with

" consultation. Cohen (1982) staggs the literature suggests

the wuse of consultants to 1improve <college . teaching 1Is

effective 1in doing so (also McKeachie 1980, Erickson and

"Erickson 1979). Cohen (1982) notes most wuniversity and

PRl N

collsﬁe 'Eﬁculty do not make use of teaching consultants.

The wuse of teaching consultants is not only expensive and

——~time-consuming, but also may reflect a notion of “teaching

remediation” or more importantly a resistance to this "high
personal involvement'". Therefore, jeohen (1982) suspects
what 1is needed 1s a "feedback sy;tem that fncor;bratos
positive features of’the consultation process without the
high cost of faée—toiface communication® ; t;lt is, one
whlch% is self-directed and desiygned for self {improvement
(p. 138).

Cohén's 11982) hypothesls is that lnsiructors who
are properly trained to make use of student-rating data,

will exhibit greater teaching improvement than those

" instructors who merely receive descriptive fesdback alone or

\ B
those who receive no feedback at all. The data for this

study\ was analyzed by an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA),

] N
and fiindings were as follows: Those instructors 1In the
group \that received a programmed ?eegback booklet designed
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to help them review, interpret and use student data, were
rate& slightly higher than kfhe group receiving only
descriptive feedback. The most pronounced differences were
betweeg the groups who received feedback, regardless of the

typé, .and the group which received no feedback at all. The

‘author also claim that this study does not provide as

positive results as those stddles where consultation |is

used. In those sltdatlons where expensive {instructor
\\\) :
consultations are impossible, the use of programmed booklets
>

and descriptive feedback are likely to lead to lnstrqctor
improvement.

McKeachie et al. ‘s article, "Using Student Ratings and
Consultations To Improve Instructfon" (1980) provides an
lnterestlng insight into the subJéct of student evéluatlons
of 1instructors. They hypothesize that teachers who are
given feedback of student‘ratings of instruction and who are
provided with encouragement and suggeétlons for improvement
(1.e?‘fonsultatlon)lwlll improve iheir teacher effectiveness:
more than those whézrecelve either feedback alone or those
with no feedback atl;ﬁl.. The groups were randomly assigned
as follows: 1) tﬁ;se receiving feedback of student ratings
with consultation from an experl;nced teacher 2) those
receiving computer print-out of student ratings and 3)‘those
wi}hout any student ratings at all. As. noted by the

authors, most studies of this type are concerned with effeét
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of feedback on later student ratings. This study 1is

-

conterned with ‘the. "ultimate criterion" of  teaghing
effectiveness—-student learning; and therefore, these
\_ researchers performed a correlation  using  student

\ .
ﬁi\achlevenent measures (p. 168).

‘The ‘.udy indicates that “those teachers who were
perceived as improving wg;e also most effective in terms of

student perforwance" (McKeachie, et al., p.- 174). Positive

o W

‘correlations

éxe detected between those professors rated
highly by students and those students who performed more.‘
favorably on the attitude and psychology measures.

An 'obvious limitation in the study is that only those
teéchers Qho were already rated highly were wused. The
results might have been altered significantly tf poorer
rated teachers were also included in the study, Thus, the
findings can not be generalized to another s:mple,
population , or séttlng, where variations in teacher ratings
exist. Furthermore, the'geﬁ;raltzatlons of the findings is
further hindered “due to the lack of representativeness of
the" sample (i.e. A great majority of the teachers are
teaching fellows rather than actual professors or te:chers.
The lack of tenure wmight force these‘teachlng_ feilows to
perférm‘dtffeiently than would tenured professors),

. These findings, reg;rdlng feedback, have (important

implications #for student/teacher training. The question
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remains: - Is It possible that {f high school student
teachers are appropriately socialized and frltned to make

~

use _of their student feedback, their practlce‘of teaching

\

will be more effective? The following studies address  the
issue of dimensions of student evaluation of teachers and

»

provide an important summary for this literature review.

—————rt

Dimensions Of Teacher Effectiveness

1

As noted above, experimental studies have research;d
the concept through teacher characterlstlcs; methodé,
student characteristics, 'envlronmgntal condltlohs, etc.,
with contradictory and limited generalizations kflhleQed
(Kulik and McKeachie, 1975f. For example, Feldman (1976)
reviewed 60 factor analytlc studies and identified three
major clusters of teacher dlmenslonf which are lmpprtant to
student perceived level of teacher effectiveness. Items in
cluster one concerned instructor’s presentation of
material; cluster two, instructor facilitation of material;
cluster three, instructor regulation of student v\eig.
fairness). In addition, this research ldentlflea 19
characteri{stics of effective teaching, as described by
students,  in  the . studles they reviewed. Eight

characteristics were wusually ranked high: concern for

students, knowledge -of subject matter, stimulation of

32 _
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1ntere§t, availability, encouragement of discussion, abtility
to explain cl%arly, enthusiasm, and’preparatlon. Feldman
(1976) determined that the rank lnpor}aﬁce of these
characterl;tlcs varied within studies because of stud!nt
sex, year 1{in school, and academic ;teld. ' Bg}veen} study
differenées in rank of characteristics were &ue to the type
of . school, year of '§§qdy, and whether }th was- a
§tructuredlunstr;cturedkForhai., “

Feldman 1976) ‘hotes that when comparing the Ffactor

analytic studies to the descriptive list studies, _there is a

.degree of compatibility between clusters one and cluster two

and the highest stu&entqrankgd instructor acharacteristics.
Cluster three has no characteristics 1in .which~ students
consistently rate highly. For Feldman, the reason behind
this ltack of correlation is because'dqscrlpttve l1ist studies
agf a different question thando factor analytic. studies. »

That 1is, descriptive 1ist studies questién  teaching

characterifstics that the student perceives to’be important

to effective teaching, while factor analysis studies seek’

patterns .of vrelationship of char;cterlstlcs of effective
teécﬁtng as perceived by the students.

Another analysis of the dlf{erences found between
teaching effectiveness studfes,"espéclajly regarding student
evaluation, i§ presenied by Abrami (1985) . Abrami (1985)

suggests the failure of ‘present résearch design on teaching

33
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effectiveness 1is a basic lack of theoretical ritlonale for
.  describing teaching effectiveness, selecting fitems  for

e \)pdalysls, and determining areas of study. He further claims

—

’ most tudies use an improper unit of analysis, sugges;lﬁg

, the only appropriate uﬁ}t {8 classmeans. For éxanple, b}
using 1individual s&ydentd within a éliss as the unltﬁ"of

L analysis, the results reflect student variation and not
| teacher vérlatton.- According to Abrami (19é§), students
p&blgj across classqsfls another inappropriate unit of
analysis, due to a /confoundlng of student and teacher
cha}acterlstlcs. By Fluélng classmeans (with random
asslgnhen} and sampling) Abrami (198§3 suggests much of the
* unwanted variability present in mogt studtés is removed,
d?, )resultlné in a more appropriate analysis of the experimental

data.

Given the statué of the literature, one might suggest

that research deslqns must begln to incorportate the whole

ﬁx,. concept of teachingl‘earning rather than focusing - one

aspect of ﬁehchlng. A recent\“study by Murray (1983)

s presents a research design whlcg consl&ers an alternative

T way to study the effectiveness .Bf student evaluatl&ns.
c e , .

:Mw:ray‘ used “observational heghods to/exaluate 60 teaching

P characteristics and correlated the previous student

'

evaluations of his subjects with the observed teaching

characterjstics. DTFferencdé‘between low, nédlum, and

» . fi‘x’



i~

highly .rated -teachers were found to vary -llgnlflclntly,

suggesting that high, medium, and low student ratings wsré

measuring actual differences in teacher behl¢1or, rather
than Just variances in personality etc. One might suggest

that the greater use of thlifqualitatl!e.aloﬂg with the

present accepted methods of research on student ratings,
)

might confirm the use of student evaluations as an adequate
) .

measure of teacher effectiveness.

Summary

€

As_ noted  throughout this section, the studo;l
evaluation literature is immense and deflﬁltelx quintltltlve
and .empirlc;l in nature. The purpose of this chapter has

.
been to point to how.the llteréture pays 1ittle attention to

a -soclological 1interpretation of the quantitative data.

“This review only touches the surface of all available

étudies, and to make an ultlmat; summary statement regarding
the status of this literature is d1fficult. . Such a sunmaf}

statement must reflect author bias in some way. Therefore,

lin conclusion, I vreturn to the inftial question of this

>

study: Are students qualified 'tofjudge the practice of

teaching ueffgctlveness? It ‘1s suggested that a more
- [
appropriate d%estlon must be: Are students as qualifted to

jJudge teacher effectiveness as professionals themselves?

. This study seeks to further elaborate onf this question

~o
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through a sociological ‘fralework’,inalg}sls. As noted in
th? 1ntroductlon, Jne purpose of th{s.p?rttcullr ftudy is to |
situate the issue of student evg}uatlaﬁgvof teachers in a
"broad;r societal context by anal}zlﬁg} the relatloﬁshlpu'
between student evaluitlsns and teacher professionality.

The followfqy section focuses on the professional ro%b

S —

. of the teacher and the teacher/student relationship.

hl
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Section 11 .
The Professional Role Of The High School Teacher

- N ,
High School Teaching As A Profession

5

Defining the professional = teaching act is &
controversial topic. Some authors (Becker, 1962; Goode,
1569; Freidson, 1970) suggest there are a set of
charactergstiés typical of all professionals. These
characteristics are most commonly: autonomy, systematic
knowledge, altruism, authorlgy, and recognition by the
commgnity and law that the Qccupation is a profesykgg. Thé
number Jand dégree of thes /:;::::?Fr{eilcs necessary for
professionalization are u‘Z;clde¢/i§ﬁ co;;;oversl;l in the

N———
literature (Ritzer, 1977). However, this study supports
Saaaeh (1970), who states: sklthough‘some mention other
characteristics underlélng the profession of teaching, the
fact remains tﬁat oq;* one chgiacterlstld ’(teacher
.effectiveness) 15 the “sine qua non" (p. 75).

1f the professtional teachér is defined 1{in terms of
tgacher effectiveness, then the criteria which account for
brofesslonal tegcﬁer effectiveness of this occupation must

be clearly outltined.

Wwhat Is Professional Teacher Effectiveness?
N ~
I As noted by Saadeh (1970) one must determine 1f the

5
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criterion of teacher effectiveness “resides {n the act
jtself or. outstde K ({t" ip.75)? That lsi is -teachor
effectiveness possessing the knowledge, or the ablility to
gransfer the knowledge to another? The debate is regarding
process (teaching style) or product (student outcomes) as
the criterion of teacher effectiveness. Some suggest that
student outcomes are the ultimate criterion (McKeachie, et
al, 19800. Even as noted by Saadeh (1970), when using
solely student learning as a  measure of teacher
effectiveness, one must be aware that as the situations
become more complex (i.e. variances {n student I1.Q.,
background, etc.) the value of student learning alone, as a
measure of teacher effectiveness, 2§comes harder to assess.
It 1is important to note that it is not an argument against
student learning as a¥Umeasure of teabher effectivenéss, but
rather, as noted by Saadeh (1970), focusing on one variable
in a complex situation is fruitless” and vresearchers are
better to <concern themselves "vlth“ahe whole situation |in
order to be able to define teachlng';ffectlveness in terms
of its effects" (p. 78). Furthermore, tests used to assess
student outcome are often not standardized enough to‘be an
accurate norm for student outcomes (Saadéh, 1970). Yet
authors such 'as Donald (1985), «claim measures wused to

assess teacher effectiveness are quite similar across

disciplines. The/ most consistent methods used to evaluate
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the high school teacher measure the teachers 1)
ability to motivate students, 2) teaching wmethods and
procedures, 3) subject natter'orr!ntltton, 4) and fairness
(Benfley, and Starrx, 1975).  The question arises, can these
professional teacher characteristics only appropriately be

evaluated by the professional?

Professional Teachers -

By definition the indeterminancy ratio, as associated
with the concept of professionalization, demonstrates a
relationship between that portion of an occupation’s tasks

which "are technical, and that portion of an occupation’s,

[}

tasks which require indeterminant knowledge (Ritzer, 1977).

By technical one refers to those tasks which can be taught
to the masses, while indeterminant knowledge refers’ to
attributes, ersonal/ qualities, or what professionals
conslder’ eso::M!edge (Ritzer, 1977). It s this
degree of lndeternlnani knowledge which society often deems
characteristic of the professional teacher.

Some suggest that this levél of indeterminant knowledbo
fs a socially defined and legally suppofted concept. Roth
(1974) suggests it is those professlons;"(such as teachers)
which have gained control over their ﬁ;nbers and become
legislatively active that haye inf luenced laws, policies,
and public interests. According to Roth, these

4
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professionals have convinced the public that the professions
have knowledge, expertise, etc. which sets them apart ¢rom
the masses. He claims the subjective notion of qualitative -
differences between the professions and other occupattons//,f\\
has been objectified and made real. That lsﬁ( )
professionalism is a socially constructed concept and can be |
uanlpulnted. by those in power. Therefore, according to
Roth, - the concept of indeterminant or e;oterlc knowledge,
with regard to the professional high schol teacher, 1§ much
better studied as a social, poltitical cogﬁept, rather than
an objective dtffe;ence between indeterminant knowledge and
technical skill. It is in this context thait one recognizes
why the role and status‘é?‘the professional teacher is often
in flux. One -lght'further suggest that the definition of
ieacher effectlveé;ss may also be a socially constructed.
phenomena; ﬁne ’\ which varies .© dependent ubon the
politlgal/social cllﬁate, and not a totally objective
neasu}e. This seems evident {n the long running céntroversy

. over product (outcome) versus process (teaching stylei of
teacher effectlveness; -The tontroversy over the extent to

which each of these phenomena contributes tg teacher

effgct{veness is one of pol{tlcil debate within the

. profession of téachlng. The above notions further suggest

that those professional teachers who are most active within

their profession and who support notions which increase the
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level of professionality within the profession, will bde
those professionals who are rated highest by members of
. {

society in terms of effectiveness.

However, the debate over whether . lncr;atod
professionalization vs. deprofessionalization increases
teaché? effectiveness continues. For ({nstance, Newman

(1971) suggest téachers.shouid become "Practitioners oFf
Education'” and transformed from a figure of authority
controlling his/her studeqts to a general nractltlonirt
helping student§ develop talents, skills, and interests. He
sugg;sts the “limelight” should be shifted from the telchor-'
tthzf’sKudent.

v At the base of these arguments 1s a search for tnprove;
teacher effectiveness. That. is, a search for methods,
practices, and status which will further the goals of the

teaching profession, namely increase teacher ef@cctlvonoss

(Saadeh, 1970).

Approaches To Increase Professional Teacher Effectiveness

~

The ways in which the l!teratﬁre suggests professional
teaching effectiveness can increase, Viry. For example,
Hoyle (1980) claims a distinction can be made ‘otvoen
restricted and extended ieacher pr;fosslohallty. The
concep}. of restricted professionality means that

professionality which is "intuitive, ‘classroom-focused, and
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based on experience rather than theory". According to Hoyle
(1980), this type of professional teacher is not concerned

with comparing his/her work with others and "tends not to

perceive his classroom activities in a broader context, and

values his classroom autonomy" (p. 49).

‘Hoyle (18980) defines the extended professional teacher
as one who "is <concerned with locating his classroom
teaching in the broader eaucatlon;l context, comparing his
work ’vtfh that of other teachers, evaluating his own work

systematically, . and collaborating with other teachers" (p.
v , 49). But more lnpoftantly, 'the extended professional
teacher percelvesg’eachlng as a skill which can be f{improved

on the basis of research and theory. Hoyle~S71974)

recognizes that “control“ and “autonomy' are characteristics

of most professions. He claims that although the classroom

teachers have ’hlstorlcally experienced a great deal Bf

autonomy (especially within the clqssroom3, the teacher has

had "limited lniluence'on scho&l goals or administration and

’ little opportunity to control the broader context within
which he performs his professional activities. In short,

his autonomy operates within the constraints of a structure

which s not of his own creating" (p. 15). Hoyle further

clajms the social structure surrounding . the school has'
-
. changed and has W‘d the teachers’ relationship vis-a-vis
i control, autonomy’ahd professionality.

a2



'Hoyle (1974) notes these changes have a micro as well
as macro level basis. "For instance, at the micro teaching
level, changes in pedagogy often require the teacher’s use
of "collabqratlve teaching", resulting in loss of control of
the teachers’ classroom. Secondly, at the macro level,
changes in the social/political climate of society now
affect the teacher’s role in the classroom. For example,
Hoyle (1974) notes societal changes now demand thit the
teacher be involved in macro level educational decision
making. He suggests the prevalent notieh is now, “the
belief that those who are affected by decisions shoula play

a part in making them" (p. 15). Hoyle notes that teachers,
| by 1{increasing "participation", may lose their autonomy {n
the classroom, yet gain gveaier control through an
tnt@?;ependence‘ with collegues. He claims this notion
presupposes an,"lnformeJ professionality".

It 1is here that Hoyle (1974) presents the notlon that
"informed professionality requires that practice is
established .and {improved upon by a "body of theory and
research" kp. 17). He further suggests social orggplzltlon
has evolved to the point that in-order fé; the teacher to be
an "informed professional" the teacher must be able to make
a contribution to palicy and planning. These new tasks,
therefore, require a new set 66 skills, knowledge and

procedures which are of an "extended" nature. Yet, Hoyle

4
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notes his own research suggests "that "teachers response to
the model gnnerally indicates a, belfef that extended
professionality is almost fnevitably achieved at the cost of
effective restricted professionality at the classroom
level” (p. 19). .

Accordingly, one might question whoth;} " the the
extende; professional teacher or the restricted professlonal‘
would more readtly-accegt s tudent evaluatlpns and be'
bwepared to wuse research in this area to l;prove teacher
gffeétlveness. However, one mwmust first estabrish whether
these 'two theoretical categories of proquslonaﬁlty& are
distinctly present among teac;qrs.

Although wusing different terminology, William  Taylor
(4980) suggests that teacher education is an ongoing process
and a process which each professlonal teacher s;§51¢
nurture. Taylor futther suggests the professlon?l teacher
must avail himself of the material which will ensure the
ongoing professional, as well as personal, growth. Taylor
concludes the teacher’s greatest re;ponslblllty is to
himself and that teacher effectiveness wlll. increase when
professional development: '

.is not simply bas;d on more courses and_
conferences, but thch takes into account the

contributions to improved teaching that can be wmade

‘by 1library and information services, newspapers and
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broadcasters, teacher self-centre and lchobl based
_programmes, and all those other self-improving
activities in which teachers participate as individuals
. or in groups" (p.” 337). . - -
Taylor'’s work suﬁgests, once again, . that those teachers who
bggone’polltlcally and soclaL&y lnvolved”and have a p!rsonil
commitment to continued self developnbnt “in | their
prof;%ston, will be the hostﬂef‘ectlve teachers.

‘“HoyTe (1980) implies the lesson to be learned from this

differentjation of teacher’s perspectives, or different

PRy

leve] of professionality, is a possible gap between
possessing knowledge and the abjlity to use and practice
this knowledge. That is, the teacher may posSmss expert
knowledge--yet the expért practice 1s the issue. How does
the teacher make use of tﬁe "expert" knowledge within the
contéxt of the classroom? This question o}gantzes the next

topic for discussSion in. . this study.

Student/Teacher Relatjionship

-

One must recognize the impact that the profcssfonll
Blgh school classroom teacher has on students’ lives; yet as
no{;d by Branan (19%&) teachers are eltﬂer updqaro or play
down tptg aspect of the student/teacher relationship.
Unfortunately, the potential to influence students’ ]ives

can have negative: outcomes as well as positive. For

t
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* One must note that regardless of the boundless theory and

-
example, a study by J. M. Bran;é (1972) perforn:} on 300
college students in the United States, ;uggests these
college stude;ﬂs' most negative life experiences were caused
by teachers--more ﬁrecisgly, professional high school
teachers (527%). These notions are further supported by the

works of Warner (1984) which, once again, suggests teachers

were 1involved more often than any other persons {n one’s

“most negative life experiences. Furthermore, Halamandaris

and Loughtoh (1972) suggest '‘the ideal teacher must be
first and foremost the possessor of empathy competence...the
ability of a teacher to genuinely «consider, as a first
priority; . the rights, feelings and achievements of the
lndlglduaf student 1{in all teaching actt}ltles" (p. 21},
Thesqﬁ studies suggest the notion that teacher empathy and‘a
concern for students’ perspectives are an important
component of studeng development and therefore, an important
component to \teacher effeétlveness ;nd even teacher
education. )

The educationa) field 1s bombarded with philosophical,
sociological, historical, and f?;;hologlcal theories and

suggestions for improved high school teacher effectiveness.

b

‘research, the teacher evaluation research 1s still unable' to

answer, what is teacher effectiveness and what contributes

to its improvement. The present high school education
9 , B
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system has consistently 1ignored an obvious source of

information in this process-—-the student.

rd

§igntficancb o} Student 'Input In The Learning Process

If stqdents are truly an integral. paft of thi
teacher{student re atlonshlpf with students ‘!VliUDtlng‘
teacher well .as teathers evaluating students, stud}nt;
are 'more | ly Ao acc;pt and legitimize the learnihg
experiences within the context of the high school. For,
examplg, Dewvey (i933)lnotes: “"teaching may be c%nplrod to’
sel]tng.commodltles. ;;ﬂone can sell unless someone dzuys"
(p. 385). This study 'sugéesis a paradox.of the current
student/teacher relationship. ' The present wunidirectional
m;del of evaluatlon'creates a contexd in which students are
unable to',glve feedback to improve teacher effectiveness.
Uhai is needed’ls an alternative style~ of student/toachor‘
evéluatlon, one which suggestsma reciprocal process between
the - "expert/nonexpert”. The context in ﬂhich' the
unidirectional model of evaluation was developed 18 no

¢
longer congruent with contemporary society. That is, taking

© "a broad vlgw, the professtonal high school teacher is now
working within a context in which.the student (regardless of
class diiflnctdon) is more wlqely socially educated and
more ltkely to question the professionals’ Kknowledge,

expertise, as well as authority (Ritzer, 1977). (This could

‘47



3

—_

» . 7, )

L4

also true due fo greater uedia and péer lniéractlon): It
is simply .the students’ obligation to attend school and
actept 1t as ihch Thesé notions are‘férther supported by
the works of Goodnan (1956) who questions the concepf of
compulsory educatlén under these circumstances. The student

is charactertzed as a pawn 1in his/her own dilenmi,

[§ : .
posseasing only deficiencies while neglecting the resources

~ the student may possess™ ’

14

, Furthermore, high school ,students are _.in marginal

-

statuses with conflicting expectations imposed on them By

1
& -
o society and their .schools. The practice of high school
evaluations of } achers are of utmost lmportance to high
. school students, especlally given the Fact that these

- students have llttlé or np -choice ;o¥er wﬁat‘ courses,
teachers,v or schools they are asslgped. The high school
studknt " has _po recourse in an- uncomfortable learning

, enviropment--student feéabick to teachers may provide ‘these

, M.'studeﬁts an opportunity for‘,greater fnput . into tﬁglr

learning process. ‘And~as suggested previously, this student

particifation in teacher evalbatlon may éontrlbute to the
léditlmlzatlon of - the work J} the professional teacher;
thereby increasing thé teacher'’'s professional étatus. For

>

example, one ‘of +the often mentioned criteria of a

L)

profg;fionalf is acbéptanbe and legitimation by the client;

stud7 t evaluation may increase this amount of legitimate

e
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authority associated with the professlonql tcach;r. That .
is,: possibly, by allowing~ student input (not control),
Etudents may recognize fhat teachers are 'lnierestod in
student perceived concerns, and therefore show -"greater
"support for teacher e!fort;. o
Théﬂ criticism of these notions as exempllf!éd by B8.F.
Skinner &%1978) must also be recognized. skinner suggosts.
the current downward trend of standardized scores is due to
too much empahsls\\bn empathy and not enough bnphasls on
-skill ';and ‘observable behavior. Needless to say, . elther
extreme 1is undesirable. It 15 findings the appropriate mix
of both teqcﬁlng ?tyle and outcome whlch‘w{ll naxlﬁlze the
learning experlené;u However, one might compare this
'controversy to; the nature/nurture argument In the social
sciences. Even though the contribution of each of thes?
concepts to the Aotlon of human development has been debated
for many years, the most definitive response must be that
the two concepts can‘not b; separated in any situation
(Vander Zanden, 1981). Thé same 1s true in the debate over
process Vvs. pro&uct of teaching effectiveness. social
organization has now evolved to the point that knowledge
. alone fs not enough:to méblltze resources, to get things
done. In contemporary society, in order to be an effective

" participant, one must have thé knowledge, and also the

social skills and self 1image necessary for effective
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- participation. It follows that school systems must qonsldér

the lapllclt socialization of each and every student when

deterilnlng teacher effectiveness.

14

Are Students Qualified To Evaluate The Professional Teacher?

A}

Some might suggest that the student’s untrained

perceptiveness 1is no watch for a teacher who has ' been

}

trained {n appropriate' skills and - practices. Elfot,

Friedson (ctited in Hoyle, 1980) comments on how to measure
whether laymen are qualified, in 6eneral, as Judges of

professional effectiveness:.

~

The activities can be_Judged by their faithfulness to
the degree to which they are founded upon that
knowledge. jo eirluate the  expert " and his
experilse, then , oﬁe does not?uonly evaluate the
knowledge of his discipline as such but also the

relationship of his acpivity of being an expert to
M ) ,

that  knowledge. Thus we must ask, what 1{s the
substanée of the expert'’s wbrkﬁas well as of his
knowTEdge? Is systematic and " reltabe knowledge '
involved 1in every facet of his work? 1Is obJ;ctlve

knowledge involved rather than moral or evaluative

.preference? The answers to such questions allow us to

determine the _degree to which the work of the éxperr

. ~
is Justifiably and zppropriately protected from the
AN P -~
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evaluvation and influence of laymen (p. 35i7T.

~

Thg‘literature verifies tﬁe fact that the reason the teacher
ii, so difficult to evaluate is precisely bC;}Q}. of a lack
of a systematic base to this profession (Roth, 1977f. The
téaching prd#éssién is often accused of being one of

organized common sense. supporting Friedson’s notions as

stated above. Therefore, the layman (student) ~ could

“be able to evaluate the expert practice of  expert

knowledge. For the most part, the student is surely capable
of evaluating how he/she perceives the teacher’s work. The
next question might be when is one able to appropriateig
evaluate the teacher’s work: grade 2, grade 3, or grade il?
Tﬁis study‘s réspons; is a’st%fent.is immediately cagable of
evaluating how he/spe perceives the teacher and these
ﬁérceptions should be 02 value and not a threat to the
teacher or the teaching-profession. (Of course, the type
and farm of evaluation moQId vary depending on age).

ey -
Another criticism of those opposed to student @&valvations is

tha; mOSt'evaIUations have a central tendency and therefore
are of little value. It is péssible that these findings are
an aécurafe appraisal of the teacher’s Avérlge work, or
possibly, questionnaire construction encourlgos”thos; types
of Tesponses. However., the professional, comforted by the
expert kn;wledge which he possesses, once again., may look to

o1
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the student as the scapegoat, why not look as well within to
interpret these pe:f;ptions of the student?  Again, this
alternative  approach légltlnlzes the vork of the
professional teacher by the consumsr of the teacher’s
efforts, and therefore also increases the status of the
professional teacher. '

Needless to say, this alternative model of evaluation
is on rocky ground. This model of evaluation beglds'to be
conscijousness raising in regard to the professional teacher
status. Such esoteric knowledge,” skills, and altru\{stic
nature of this profession become suspect when one aﬁi§zlons
the benefits of - the unidirectional approach to »
student/teacher (interaction and the resistance df'splayed by
some professional teachers in applying the less paradoxical
approach ‘as suggested by the student teacher evaluations.
The apparent fear of deprofesslonjllzatlon wlthlq the field
surfaces, as being a major concern.

Presumably, fear of deprofesﬁlonallzatlon is a greater
problem for the professional high sg;ool teacher because of
the, lack of a clear claim t& a theoretical knowledge base asx”
opposed to those professions whose ;nowledge,ls based on'the
hard sciences (Ritzer, 1977). Much of the esotetlé
(lndeternlnant{_ knowledge associated with the professional
teacher might be classified as "organized common sense" and

difficult to establish Ss* a - superior or esoteric

-
ANEES
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characteristic vis-a-vis lay knowledge. ‘This  lack of
sclenthflc based knowledge further intensifiles the
teacher/student vrelationship dilemma as: discussed ‘above.
A teacher’s increased awareness and concern for students’
perceptions might not only legitimize their authority and
,statps within their profession, but ensure greater

professionalism through increasing student’s {nterest {n

entering this field.

Summary

. - Contemporary high school students are forced to nak;~
ma jor l1ife decisions associtated with such things as
drinking aicohol, even partlclﬁhtlon with drugs, sex, but
aré often considered 1incapable of offer}ng appropriate
‘'suggestions for improved teacher effectiveness. | This lack
of evaluative participation on the part of high school
s;udents‘within the high school context, 1sp representative
of the?¥ greater social structure within which they live.
Their marginal status--not children, yet not adults~-creates
a dilemma for this age .group (Erikson, 19635, Is 1t
possible that much of this dilemma 15 an unnecessary part of
the developmental process and teenagers who can affect thetr
environment will be less prone to unconventional means of
exerting control ‘over their lives; wmeans as extreme as

suggested by the currenﬂWlncrease in teenage suicide?

The literature often suggests the professional teacher lives
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with a false perception of how student; and others perceive
him (Blackburn and Clark, 1975; Centra, 1979). For
instance, McNeil and Popham (1973), ikagggst teachers will
not change their performance wunless ,they perceive a
discrepancy between what tﬁey wvant to achieve and what they
are actually achieving. These writers further claim that
there s a tendency for teachers to overrate themselves and
suggests there fs a ﬁegllglbl; relationship between
teacher’'s self ratings ahd studgnt's ratings or measures of
student gains. Student evaluations of teachers may begin to
alert the professional high school, teacher to areas
requiring improvemeEnt, and thereby increasing the expert
practice gs well as expert knowledge and ultlmate}y incredse
the professional status of this fileld. As noted within this
study, the present unidirectional model is accepiéd by
society as just, thereby complicating their implementation.

However, lﬁ there 1is e*gg a situation where one 1is
guilty before they have had a chanbe to prove their

innocence, It is the case with research regarding the

democratic practice of student evaluations of high school

" teachers. It app¥ars from the literature that the focus

within the majority of this research i{s not structured

within the context of the schools as an Institution provided

f - a - -
for student leérning, but rather structured within the

context that schools: are ({nstitutions providing and
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protecting professional teacher employment. That 1s, the
protection of the professional status of teachers are often
guarded, vregardless 66 outcomes for the student. This
becomes an even greater concern in the high school setting
where a professional teacher’s Job requirements are 'moro'
specifically focused on the student and the student has
little or no recourse in the matter. This clearly differs
from the'¢;unlversity setting where research and
administrative duties . are also a concern for the
professional teacher.

In uconcluslon,; the ‘rationale for this resgareh is to
question whether students should become active plrthlpanfs
in the eviluatlve process, with the students possessdng' a’
perception of belng able to have an impact on thelr(learnlng
en;irqnmené? Are students qualified to Jjudge teacher
effectiveness? The implications for teacher education are
t;at' L f | findings support student evaluaf!on, the
professional high . school teachers should be more
appropriétely qtraineq to analyze spddent feedback and the
professional teacher iralnlng currlcula should (Increasingly

focus on teacher’s ablllty to approprlately address studont

evaluations of teachers and on the tenchorl;?ﬁdent

interpersonal relationships.
'Thug; from the above review, it becomes apparent how a

sociological peispecttvé may provide a wmore comprehensive



analysis of student. evaluation than a strictly

psychoioglcal, quantltat}vo analysis. Teacher intentions to
, nyke use of student evaluatloﬁs becomes an important issue,
as does student intentions regarding their inpact.

. In the following ;ectlon, ~€hfs study presents “a new

method of studying student evaluatjfon of teachlng}/

.
. - .
.
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-Section III
Research Design And Conceptual Framework

Method
Given the accepted tradition of the 1literature on
. - Y ' -
"student evaluations of teachers, this methodology attempts

to bridge the gap for qualitative research in this area.

The study 1s a qualitative study which ({investigates two

aspects of the teaching evaluation process at the high
school level. The vresearch investigates this process by
éxamtntng the high school student evaluations of student
teachef effectiveness as compared to student teacher self

evaldations, classroom teacher evaluations, and the
university professor (student teacher adviser)\ evaluations
of student - teacher effectiveness.

It 'was proposéd that these student teachers would be
interesting teachers to study ngpuse they .yould have
receﬁtly been ‘exposed to the theoretical perspectives of
their wuniversity professors, but also exposed to the
practical concerns of the classroom teacher. In addittion,
the : researcher was able to compare the teacher evaluations
of high school students with those who are generally thouéht
of as capable of deterntning appropriate characteristics of
effective teaching. Thereby, |(f the‘hIQh school s;udcnt

evaluations are cénparable to the ‘"expert" opinions, one

might. suggest the study acts as a validation of student

»
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evaluations and supports their use as an important measure
of effective.teaching.

The main thrust is to research the rel&fionship between

ﬂiﬁﬁ school. student ratings of student teacher
effectiveness, student teacher self evaluations of
eF#ectiveness.l and professional teacher effectiveness
evaluations. These ratings must be effected by one’s
personal, proFessiopal perspectives on teaching. The main

hypothesis 1is .that high school student evaluations of
student teachers will be similar to the professional

evaluations of student teachers, and evén more similar to

profeésional evaluations than the student teacher self,

evaluations.

. As noted throughout‘this study., the most important
aspect of this methodology is the attempt fo discover the
perspectives and intentions ‘oF both the high sfhool

students, the high school teachers, the university

professor, and also the high school student teachers. This

quaditative methodology seeks to explore the issues

surroundin; the use of student evaluations and, theretore,
uses enthggraphic techniques to describe these situations.

In addition.  this study performed a  theoretical
construct validation for the professional constructs of

extended and restricted professionality, as presented by

Eric Houfe (1980). Based on the 1literature, ¢this study.

!
L
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{predicted to élndeQﬂp{flcal support fo; the professlpnll
teacher characteriwtics of extended professionality from the
university professors pﬂd also tﬁe student teachers, yet
the high school teachers would reject this category ang
claim to be mére of a restricted professionality.

The independent\varlables examined {n this study were:
status of the evaluator, teacher self perceived level of
professlonalliy (student teacher, classroom teacher, and
university professor), _and stuQeni perceived level of
impact. The eyg}ué%lon variable has four levels as follows:
1)’high school student teacher self evaluation 2) classroom
teacher, 3) univérsity professor 4) high school’studgnts.
The self percelived level of professionality has two loQ!ls
as follows: 1) extended pro;esslonallty 2) r!gtrlctcd
professionality. ' The 1last independent variable, student
perceived level of impact, has two levels: 1) hléh 2) Bw.

fhe independent vartiables in this study are
operationally . defined as: 1) Level of professionality
(student teache;, classfoom teacher, -and unjversity
professor) are determined by the level of professionality
questionnaire (Appenglx A), and qualitative 1interview to
confirm self categorlzatloq of the construct. 2) Student’
Level of impact 1s’defined by student tmpa;t questionnaire
‘(Appendlx B). 3) The ievel of evaluator 1s defined by one

being either a student teacher, high school student,

" 69
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classroom teachér, or _supervisor of student teacher

.. @
(university professor).

Sample

The sample for this study was ..drawn from a North

JAmerican University ut&: a high school student teacher

program wlthin the education department. This university is
considered an outstanding North American unlbirslty. These
student teachers came from the—eéboperatlon of four
uAlveg;lty student teaching advisers; 1 female and 3 males.
These student teachers taught in the followlng‘ sub ject
areas: Blologylsﬁlence (n=7), History/7Economics (n=4),

Physics/Math (n=6), and Home Economics (n=3). In addition,

there were 16 high school teachers contacted to participate

&

in the study. The first five respondents were to be used a§__

the sample for student teacher evaluations. These high
b
school teachers were twhe cooperating teachers whose

classrooms the University education department used for the
practical teachlng””;;;;;fénce of thelr sty&ent teachegj.
There were a total of nineteen student teachers {in the
study; ten males and nine females. All-of these student
t;achers were used for the construct Qa)ldat!on, yei four‘
were randomly chosen from this group to bdbe evaluatéd by all
levels of evaluators. The zfist five classroom teachers to
respond were the ones’ whose student teachers were studied.

(As it turned out, one of the student teachers was evaluated

1}
3
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by two high schoal teachers). All of these five classroom

teachers are male. The five classroom toochors elicited 164

high school students which evaluated the student teachers.

Twenty-seven of these students wern used as a pilot test,
since the student teache: did not actually teach them, but
was a tutor and helper. This p]lot\pfodg prepared the

s

researche; ?orv areas, in tho student teacher evaluation

form, which mig%;ﬁ\require immediate clarification.
R

Therefore, only the rtemaining 139 high school students

evaluated the student teachers in this study. There were &7

fémales and 72 males in grades 8-11.
~

All of the hiSh school teachers and high school
students were from the Catholic School Baard. As suggested

in soc1olog1ca1 literature, class background may effect

f

one ‘s perceptions of a good teacher (Becker, 1984). All of
\J ’

these students were from a middle class gchool district,

therefore, comparisons between these similar groups seems

.

appropriate. Bgfbd on the information provided by the head

Va

of ‘the student teachipg “program, the four wuniversity

"

professors ( represent 807 (N=5) of the total Population in
these su;}d areas; the student toach}ns/‘ invelv
. . ®

represent approximately B6%Z (N=23) of this total Population.

Table 1 summarizes how each participang’wls used,/ in this

sbgiq.

~
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This samplt\also consists of a case studyRof one of the-

tuﬂent .teachers. This male student teacher was evaluited
by 2 univcrsitu professors (the studcnt teacher tlught both
.. math and phus?cs). 2 clagsroom,teachers gmathlphusicf);m:nd
2 clhssei of - high school :fudents . In addition, 2hf§
student teacher was the tutor for the additional 27 students

wﬁo evaluvated teachxng per?orman:e for the pilot studq
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Table 1
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. + "~ Y .'\ '
o 2 & ‘\ —— ,
y ) . N
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\ \ B N
N~ SAMPEE \ -
- /r’ 7’ / \ -
' INSTRUMENTATION #UP €T ST HSS
— . Profession Construct 3 '8 14 0
. ) Valldatlgn . . ‘
; _ | ‘ ) b
IntefFview (private) . 47 B ‘19 . 0 . o
Group interview - ‘0.0 19 139
7" H..s. 'Student Profile 0 0 %0' 139
.\ i ~ - . t. b ’ ‘ . ”‘.- 3
* Stuident Teacher Evaluation 3 5 #x20 139 - -
(#%0ne student provides: 4 Y "
two self evaluations.) - o /
f - ‘ ‘/
.
» L. ; N . :
#UP=University professor -
CT=High school ciassroop teacher ‘ :
o o . . R ) ‘/‘g P )
ST=Student teacher . L | 4 3
HES=High school students . Lo - L e
. . . . ) -
’ r _ “
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4
* Procedures For Drawing The Sample ~ :

On the advice of P§ofessqr Hamalian, my thesis adviser,
lL> ftrst approached the Chairman of the University High
School ‘Student Teachef’ program, Professor Quinn (all’
participants’ names and schools have been changed to protect
the. co;fidentlallty of the study) to gain approval of this
research project. On his advice and recommendation, .1 was
to approach the professors wltpln’the department to seek
.their individual interest in participating in Tots proJect.}
Professor Quikn supplied me with a complete list of all
professor§ and Qtudent teacBers within th; dé;artments
" Professor Qui;n was most cooperative and helpful in this
process. . After néetlng with Profeégor Quinn, I sent him an
~abstract of my research proJeé? and a protocal . form
(Appendix D) listing the objectives of my research proposal.
The suggested proposal was qccepted via a phone call from my
thesis  adviser, Professor A. \‘quallan. Given this
confirmation, I proceeded to seek partiqipants ;or my study.
There 1s a short amount of time allowed for student teaching
(6-9 weeks), I, was, therefore, committed to wusing
professors who we#e readily agreeable io participating in
}his study. Each professor was geutioned to seek éhe.
épproval of the participating high school student teachers
before consenting to participate.

The subject areas that I Bursued to gain particlpants

64 " !
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R
were Bliology/Science, gHistory/Economics, Math/Physics, Home

Economics, and Geography. These subject areas ware c‘EZon
because there were fewer professors who evaluated In each

Cd

area and ‘therefore there would beoa,qreater standardjzation

’

of professional evaluation. , There were two professors ({n
ther History/Economics Wea who evaluated student teachers
for this term; one agreed immediately, the other required a
more formal and sﬁructured qualification process within the
education faculty before accepting. ﬁe represented a not
. unusual encounter in fleid work research—--one whg{:
respondents 'feel threatened by inquiries int& their domaln

of expertise (Suppf?%lve of the findlqgs of the siudyr as
seen in the following pages). There was one Biology and
General Science professor, and QQ reaqlly agreed and o;;ered
his own research as aifistanceifor my proJeét-~of cou;so,
this was dependent on student teacher apﬁrovil.'

There were two Math Professors: one had all but one
student teacher: whtch‘ was also represented in the
Biology/Science subject area di,‘ therefore, this prbfes,or
was q;t approached. The oth;r_professor was approached and
also agreed, given his students would not object. There was

only one Home Economics professor who evaluated student

teachers tihis term, This professor was extremely helpful

e

T

and also had an -interest in this project, and Qﬁ(llngdy

accepted to partaclpate‘ln this study. There were two

.
n
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professors ’ln the Geography department, one was opposed to
agreeing to the study without qualification. The other
;}ofessor//could not be reached. Therefore, only those
profgssors :ho voluntarjiy accepted to participate are
included §n the study.

o’

Instrumentation

“The ¢ orl?u‘

used to measure high school stugent teacher
effectiveness is the Univeristy’s stu;ent teacher evaluation
iofﬁ (See Appendix C). This fo?m was developed by, this
,Uhlverslty for evaluations of student teachers. The form )
was a questionnaire addressing teaching skills in “the
followy{ngs areas: *'1) Lesson Preparation (subject knowledge,
ogJe_:lves, methods, mgierlal;: and évaluatlon), 2) Lesson
Preséntition (Language, explanatlon, questlohlng,
develo;ﬁent, and adaptabiltiy), 3) Classroop management and
. learning - atmosphere (organization, puptl involvement,
.cooperatloﬁ), 4y ln}erpersohal ‘reliilonships (interest,
consideration, openness, .perception, and 5) Pro(estlonal
qualities (self-assurance, voice, vitality, responsibility,
initiative, self-assessment, and }lexlbilltyi.
At the bogtoh Sf each section, there was a checklist
where the professional evaluator was t; determine §f the
student teacher rating in tihis ;;eﬁ was very satisfactory,

——

satisfactory, marginally satisfactory, or unsatisfactory.



For greater standardization and use by both high sihool
students, high school teachers, student teachers, and the
university professorshﬁall evaluators were asked to evaluate
the student teacher’s effectiveness by using the checklist
rating for each of the sub-categorlés within each section
and also addressing the open ended questions. Four points
'we}e given for a rating of very sattisfactory, three points
.for a rating of satisfactory, two points for a rating of
marginally satlsfactpry, and one point for unsatisfactory.

Therefore, the maximum score possible was 96, the }owost
score was 24, The open ended answers are used |(n thl‘
., ethnographic descriptions of this regearch. | ]

- 1 asked qupsttons regarding the psychometric qualities
(i.e. reliability, validity,) of theNform. The responses
were that Frer the yea;s of student evaluations, these
criteria were those which the'préfessional‘evalqators deemed
imporlant for effective teaching. Although no reliability
or validity coefficients were availabe for my use, . one m&gt
consider that an {nstitution designed for effective
teaching, must be using crlierla which, in “fact,
appropriately measure those }Qiii}les. (More importantly,
given "the imposing nature of thIg study, 1 felt committed to
use -thelrﬁsgﬂndardlzed form rather than introducing i new

one of my own choosing).

Teacher . effectiveness is determined by the evaluation

!

-
-—
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scores. That is, the high school student teacher’s class
mean scores from each evaluator will be‘used as a ne;sure of
comparison between each evaluator.

The measure of self perceived level professlénallty is
3 questionnaire designed such th;t teachers not only
construct the catégory, bg: also self categorize their own
percelved/4gvel of professionality (see Appendix A). That
is, both classroom teachers, student teachers, and
university professional advisers were given a list of 18
statements related to Hoyle’s untested theoretical concepts
of e*tended and ,restricted professionality. These
sfatements were purposely placed in an 1{llogical ordering.
The order of each question in the questionnaire Qas
determined by placing a number representing each sentence 1n
a ‘hat’ and then drawing; one by oneyg a number. Each
sentence was placed on the questionnaire in the order it was
drawn. The teachers, student teachers, and university
professors were then required to sort the statements 1into
two ca(;ggrles (A or B), based on a self perceived logical
ordering. No sentence can be  categorized }n. both
categories. Af ter completlng_ this ‘categorization, both

teachers and students were asked to determine which category

best fits their own self perceived notions about teaching,

thus suggesting their self perceived level of
professionality. Each ‘"professional" was also allowed to
68 )
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suggest which concepts did or did not belong in thelr own

personal professional categorizationsi

.

A teacher was categorized as restricted .or extended

dependent on the gfreater number of statomonts‘ which
correspond to Hoyle’s. (1980) pre-designed categorlo;. 1
tﬁé ‘professional correctly categorized the constructs, yet
suggested (in the open ended question) that these constructs
did not vrelate to their true notions on tnachtng; thf;_

professional’s categories were discussed as a separate case.

Insert Table 2 about here
“~- !
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- TABLE 2

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR STUDY .
CONCEPT OPERATIONAL DEFINITION

1

Independent Variables:

a) Level of professionality 1. Extended: wWhen
. teacher'’'s perceptions
. ' of professionality
are most .similar
, ) . ' to Hoyle’'s definition
. - of . extended
‘ ) o professionality - (see
V. : . ' _ Table 3 ). This
' . .- , self perception is
. ‘ . ‘ determined by the
: : . Teacher Profile
d Questionnaire .
(Appendix A).
2. Restricted: When
. K . teacher'’s ‘self
C : ' ' perceptions of
‘ professionality are
B ' - . most similar to
to Hoyle’s restricted
. professionality (see
- Appendix A). This self
’ perception is
determined by the
Teacher - Profile
€ . Questionnajre
. !bh 2 (AppendixfA).

Y -

b) Student Level of Impact’ 1. High when'> than 50%
‘ - . of - students
o) , ‘ ~ report that student
' - evaluations will
: \ o ‘ have  an {mpact on
v : . student teacher’be-
’ ‘ -havior (Appendix B).

. S ' 2. Low when less than or
. . ‘ Co. equal to 507 of -
: ’ I o -7 L high school

kS
2
’l
EN



Table 2 cont’d.

c) 'Level of Evaluator

Dependent Variable:

.a) Teacher Effectivéness

students report that
student evaluations
will have an -impact
on student teacher
behavior (Appendix
B). :

. Professional Evaluator
(Student -

Teacher’s Advisor) .

Classroom Teacher

. Student Teacher

e 4

High School Students

High when in top 1/3
of student
teacher ratings.

Medium when in middle

S Vi< B . of

student teacher
ratings.
Low when {n the lowest
1/3 of.
student teacher
ratings.



Perceived level of professionality (see Table 3) s

briefly defined as follows: Extended professionals: 1)
. ' suspect one‘s teacher effectiveness can be {improved Dby

suggestions from research findings, 2) seek to compare one’s

| teaching with other teachers at the high school level 3) are

BRI

’ willing to try new approaches to teaching when
research/theory suggests new or better techniques are more

effective. Restricted Professionals: ‘1) do not suspect

one’s teacher effectiveness can be improved by research
findings 2) are not concerned with compar;ng one’s teaching

with others at the high school levels 3) are not willing to

try new -~ techniques or - approaches to teaéhlng when
researchlthegay sgggests new or better tecpnlques are more’
</kafectlve and also prefer methods based.on intuition and
experience. The measure of professionality was designed

ap »using both the conceptual framework of Hoyleq (1980)2 and

-~

on the work of Olson (1979) who suggests that by wusing
<

teachers own construéd conceth, one may achieve a " more

.

accurate picture of teacher’s true perceptions.
A
In an effort to further validate and confirm each

teacher’s self categorized perceptlonsl'on level of

o

professionality, a brief fnterview was be obtained from each
teacher. The purpose of the interview was to ask questions
(o) R
based on the way the teacher constructed the two categories

Kof professional teaching; testing for confirmation or need

. ’ 72 - £
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~for reorganization of the conceptual notions of extended and

restricted professional. Table 3 on the following page

represents Hoyle'’'s own preséntation of both concepts.

Insert Table 3 about here

Student perceived level of impact is defined according

to the student profile questionnaire (Appendix B) as: 1’

high, when high school student mean scores on student

profile questionnaire suggest students think their ratings

\offered- on the evaluation forms .wil\ increase teacher

effébtlvéness. That is, when greater than 507 of students

in a class think student evaluations will be used by the
teacher and have an impact (yes), the score is high; when

less than or equal to 50%Z of students in a class think

=

student evaluations will not be used and/wlll not have an

impact (no), the score is low.

-

o
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TABLE 3
HOYLE’S (1980) CONCEPTS OF *
EXTENDED AND RESTRICTED PROFESSIONALITY

. ——

A
’ RESTRICTED -PROFESSIONALITY . EXTENDED PROFESSIONALITY .
-« N
Skills derived From Skills derived from a
experlgnce. medjiation between exper-
. fence and theory.

Perspective limited to. the Perspective . embracing
. immediate in time and place. the  broader social

’ ) context of education.
o Classroom events perceived | Classroom events per-
in isolation. - ceived in relation to

+

school policy and goals.

Introspective with regard to 'Hethous compared

ith
me thods. those of colleague?r!and
~__with reports of practice.
Value placed on autonomy. ‘Value placed on '6¢%-
A fessional collaboration.
Limited involvement {in non- High involvement in non-
teaching professional teaching professional
activities activities (esp.
: . teachers’ centres, sub-
2 Ject ass., research).
' Infrequent reading of prof. Regular reading of pro-
literature. fessional literature.
: ‘ - Involvement in {n-sen'lce work Involvement in in-
limited  and confined to service work considerable,
practical courses. : including courses of a
- *theoretical nature.
EN Teaching seen as an ‘ Teaching: seen as a
intuitive activity. rational activity.
!
":f_ » 74
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Therefore, the instruments used fo}_p;glnlzltldn and

collection of data may be summarized lt'?bilovgu

N

Stage One (Level of Professionality) 7 S

The low inference descriptors were the questionnaire Qh:ch:
- ) ’ .
.1) Allowed student teachers, classroom teachers, and the

university professors to ‘construe their own theoretical
constructs, given-a set of 18 statements established by Eric
€eEn d

Hoyle (1980).

2) Allowed each evaluator to fincrease the category, or

elaborate on why they jagree or disagree with this

distinction.

v

The high inference descriptors are: .

e
7
1) An interview with each evaluator to determin “Ohow they
deve loped their own categorization of teacher

professionality and detect 1f their verbal rospoﬁsgi~:re in

Y

agreement, with their written construct.
2) Also of intial concern was, .were the responses elicited

,O
genuinely?‘ or merely an ‘exercl’se of "fil1l1ing 1In the

°

questionnaire".

-

Stage Two (student teacher evaluation comparison)

The low inference descriptor is:

1) A questionnaire designed $0 quantify each evaluator’s

.

/
ngtions of teacher effectiveness. . ”

. 75 : '
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The high inference descriptors were:

-~

1) The part of the questionnaire designed to allow the

e!al'uator to offer suggestl%ns forzmprovelaents. "

. 2) The part of the questionnaire designed to allow each

"evaluator ‘?.glve his/her~féelings about student evaluations'

~ @

of teaching’ . - )

) ’ > ) /

’ -
Procedurés For Data Collection

~

teachers and students were told the importance of

the rjatlngg was an attempt to compdrfwhlgﬁ school student

fatlng; of studentfieacher effectiveness with those of the

student . teacher self -evaluation, the classroom teacher
gvai@at;oﬁ, Shd the university pro#essoné evaluatton.‘h An
atgémpt -was‘made to emphastze télh{gh scnool"stude ts and
teaChe;s' \thqt ﬁzzest comments were exbebtedf .+ The

; a

/ . . . . . .
participants . were- also Iinformed that all information
‘ N . / -

4

received for this study is confidential. The teachers and

¢ t

used to Qetermlne.'lf cefta}

" - ¢ \ . f
students were also informed thatﬁ)he evaluator profiles were

characteristics effected

ritlngs (2.9. profess;onal,p{rspectlves). ' :
. . - 14 < -

, b s
All university professoisafllled in the forms measuring

4

{tqcpni teacher %ffedtlveness, as weli as the questionnaire .

Ao
\

regarding percedved level of'professloﬁalliy. This weg done

oh an individual basis. The interview was either béfore or’

<

- B ) T
after - this process (dependent on .corwvenience of ‘he

4
.
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.professor).

1

All student teachers filled 1In the forms measuring

self ratlngs:“of student\te%%her effectiveness, as well as

: ™

the questionnafre rejarding perceived level of

-

* professionality, during the classroom porlod’ at the

university.  Short lﬁtervlew; (5-30 minutes) were performed

.

i3
with student teachers to FE X121 the basis for

categorization. At this time, these student teachers u%ro

also interviewed, as a group.

All classroom teachers filled in evaluation forﬁ: to

[}

measure student teacher effectiveness during the high school
) .

class  period. In addition, they filled tn the
. questionnaire regarding selt perceived level of
professionality, on an individual bagls. This was done at

least a yéek itn advance of the interview with the teacher,
gﬁ in all but one case. This teacher sent in hls'forb after

the interview. ) - ' ’

All -high school students filled in the forms measuring
« .1 N

student teacher effectiveness as well as the questionnaire

’ -

l/:ggakdlng student perceived level of {impact. during the
. . A“ '

classroom period.

' o Té% initial _form of phase 1 of this study was ptlot

v Al

tested on one*uﬁlverslty professor and 4 student teachers in

. the hiStory department at th{lQUnlvdrslty. There were
minimal changes in the wording of the questionnaires used
- » - “‘ .m ‘, ' ) -
ST )
. . t. : 77 I}' - .
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;for this study. . These changes had to do with clarification

‘of words used in the directions. ~ As noted by Olson (1979),
it s important that the paritclpants in the study_réadinhd
understand words, "sentences, -and concepts as intended by the '
data collector. Therefore, throughodtv‘ the study,

T~
clarifications could be made regarding terminology and

. concepts. Regardless of the changes, this pllot study

presented near 807 agreement in the theoretical éoﬁstruct as
offered gy Eric Hoyle. This initial finding suggested the

-

study was one to be pur‘sueu.|

Part two of this study (student teacher evaluation) was

‘also pilot tested on one high school class. However, the

estudent teacher involved was only a tutor and did not féach

this «class.  Therefore, 'th!scclass provided insight Into
poténtlal arégs within the questionnaire which might réqulre
immediate clarification.

’ In addition te the above procedures, I made contact and

>

" was given ’acceptance of 4 university professors vho

participated in this study. These professors were selected
in the manner described un the heading SAMPLE. Each
2 v 3

professor 1informed me of a t hich would be convenient

P

for mé to meet with their class of student teachers. During

this meeting, the intent of the study was explained. At
P

this time student teachers were asked li they would agree to

having their high school classroom teachers[‘ univeristy

~. : | .
~ P R -

LY
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. advisers, and high school students evaluate their teaching
effectiveness. All studepts‘\::y‘ free to mike their own
decisiong En this matter. "7 1f students agreed, they were
then asked to fill in.the appropriate questionnatres Go} the
study, after which a brief interview was conducted to
' determine the method of categorization. The student teachers
were very helpful and appeared to take a real lnterélt in
the stu@y. A1l but one student teacher agreed to partlclpat;
(This seemed to be due to a very unpleasant morning uhtch
resulted in a $50 ticket rather than anything to do with the
study, however, this student teacher already had a lot of
experience {n teaching and did appear to be unconfortlblc
about having the high school ;iudents evaluate  her
~effectiveness, and also 'did not want to 11l in the
profﬁfkgoda;lty questionnaire. This students’ wishes were
’respected and no pressure was put on her io fil1l in -the
questionnaire). -The student teachers uiro~also lntervle%od
as a group to get‘thelr notions about student evaluations of
their teaching and theIr classroom teacher’s teaching.

After a two week period, thé student teachers’ udcl
contacted. by phoné, to double cheék that they still did not
oppose their classroom cooperating teacher and classroom
student‘s participation in this study. All student teachirs

.remained very willing for this participation. Having, once

. . A
again, verified their approval of this research, a letter:

. ¥
» .

' . ' S 3
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was sent to each cooperating high school teacher (see

/ oo
‘. “Appendix D). Along with this letter, the professionality

After receiving the responses from

Al

times were set up to meet

questionnaire was seni.

the high school teachers,

t

each classroom teacher and their high school students (As

with

" noted earlier, only the first five respondents wereé used).

At all times, the researther  welcomed questions

regarding® the questlonna}res nd clarified any ancepLs

N .
oi{ which the students, classroom teachers, or university

_professors were uncertain.

Each encounter helped clarify

‘ ‘,;&i

the next step, thus checking for validity and reliability
(as mwmuch as posslblé),‘ glvén the limited scope of this
. . . . ‘ ~ : -
. study. {
, ]
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Section 1V
Presentation Of Results ' -,

Theoretical Construct Validation

University Professors M

The ¢first concern of this study was with Eric Hoyio'l

(1980) untested theoretical constructs of extended and

restricted . professionality. The first to fill 1in
questionnaires in this con§tr;ct validation were the
university professors. _  There . were four university
professors'invo}Ved;/ however, complete dato from ohly three
of the professokgﬂ é*T&gd . As noted {in Table 4, there

was an 857 confirmation of fhe condkrug&s as determined by

the university professors. Eleven of the . elghteen

statements- had 100% correct classification. As suspected

through Hoyle’s writings, the unlvorslty professors

perceived themselves as extended professloqfls.
' X
Insert Tabel 4 'about here

< .
During the informal interviews, the professors
conf irmed thesg»self ci&éﬁorlzatlons. One professor, . 1in

particular, made reference to how- the climate of the

.

" . educational field has changed In agreement with Hoyle,
this professor clained "the change has occurred both
pedogogically and at the soc]etal level....The pest teachers

¥ : :

‘are now those whd think 1ike managers' and not like

enployees" Throughout Xhe interviews with the professors,

xy
1 became aware that these professors betlovod uhatﬂls best '’ *

‘e

>



. . ',
for the student is what is best f%r the teacher. These

professors clearly sugéeited that the teaching profession,
through ﬁrca:;r professionalfzation, can increase thelr
corner of g?e market. By having greater socio-political
strength, these telchérs can then ‘''demandg" ';niiler
classrooms, better‘fextsj etc. One professor suggested "sope

high school teachers do nét use a broad enough repetoire of

techniques and use merely the onels that have worked Iin the

past...there are too many classroom technicians®. These

LY
-

ﬁﬁtlons support Hoyle’s concept of extended professionality.

»

It 1s perhaps possible that these university “professors,

’

will indeed, atten%; to pass this notion of extéended

ﬁ;ofesslonallty onto their student teachers.
{ - «

4



ks
o

-

Regular reading of prof.

Table 4

Concept
Skills derived from experience. (R)

University Professors’ Outcomes For

Level Of Professionality Questionnaire

Number of B!llﬂnltl
Extend. Restrict.

1

'

Skills derived from a mediation between
experience and theon!.(E)

Perspective limited to the immedfate in
time and place. (R)

Perspective embracing the broader social
context of education. (E)

EE=3

Class events perceived in fsolation. (R)

Classroom events percefived in relation
to school policies and goals. (E)

!

Introspective with regard to methods. (R)"-

Methods compared with those of colleagues
and with reports of practice. (E)

Value placed on autonomy. (R).

Value placed on prof.

collaboration. (E)

Limited involvement in non-teaching pro-

‘ngs!onal activities. (R)

High involvement in non-teaching pro-
fessional activities. (E)

Infrequent reading of prof.

A

lfterature. (R)

literature. (E)

Involvement in in-service .work limited
to practical courses. (R?

Involvement in - 16 —-service work considerable

inclusing@ourses of a theoretical nature. (E)

Teachlng seen as an lntultlve activity. (R)

Teaching seen as a hatlgna! acttv;;xktg)
II. 0

Correct

Categorization

#

(N=3)
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Student Teachers

Fourteen of the student teachers ¢filled in the
. 5]
professionality questionnaire. These fourteen students (6

"males, and B8 females) had a 77/ correct identification of

Hoyle’s theoretical constructs. Thirteen of the . student
teachers described themselves as extended professionals. (4
males, 9 females) while one (wale) described himself as a

restricted professional.

> . Insert Tabel 5 about here -
] J}ktten {jmments, Euggestlng areas of personal
profeislonal differences \with the self-constructed

‘constructs, were aimed at notfions about the students (i.e.

classroom students). For -example, one student teacher

suggested teachersﬂ “"should have more {nterest in their

a

students*. Yet another student, proposes “efiectlvé’

teaching involves Joing beyond the classrodm and encouraging

students to adapt as people and not simply as students'.
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Concept
Skills derived from experience. (R) 7 7
Skills derived from a mediation between 14 o
experience and theory..(E)
Perspective limited to the immediate in - 2 12
time and place. (R)
Perspective embracing the broader social 12 2
context of education. (E)
Class 'events perceived in isolation. (R) 2 12
Classroom events perceived in relation 8 6
to school policies and goals. (E)
lntrokpectlve with regard to methods. (R) . 8 6
Methods compared with those of colleagues 13 N9
and with repo:ts of practice. (E)
Value placed on:autonomy.(R) ‘ 1 12
. . P . -
Value plaEed on prof. collaboration.{(E) 12 2
Limited involvement in non- teachlnq pro- 3 11
Fesslonal activities. (R) J
High involvement in non—teachlﬂg pro- 8 6
fessional actlvtths“(ﬁgk\\ 7 .
Infrequent reading of prof. literature.(R) 1 13
Regular reading of p‘llteratiﬁ're.(E) 11 3
Involvement in in-service work llmlted A 0 14
to practical courses. (R) .
¥
Involvement in in-service work considerable 8 6
including courses of a theoretlcal nature. (E) A
Teachlng seen as an lntuitlve actlvlty (R) 5
Teaching seen as a ratjonal activity (E) 11| :
7 Correct Categorization (N=14) ~ T .
. »
N 85 ‘
’ v
" ) .

Table 5 / Student Teachers’ Outcomes For
' Level Of Professionality Questionnalire

Number of Responses
Extend.  Restrict



In contrast to the theoretical constructs present;d
by the wuniveristy professors, ’ thefe student teachers'’
personal professional categorfzations appear to be torn
between the theoretical notions taught at the- university and
the practical concerns they were expos;ditaqln the high
school classroom. For.lnstance, one student teacher focuses
on the importance of "interchange with the ;tudents in a
personal way, tﬁat is, being a friend to the students"”. ﬁ'

It §s interesting to note that the' open ended’
question ("In what ways do y;u differ from this category?
What other statements would you add to characterize your
teaching style?") elicited gnt!é@ly different comments from
these two levels of “professional teachers". One focuses oOn
macro, societal level responses (i.e. the * univerity
ﬁrdfessors), and one Focuié* on micro level, day-to—day
concerns. This is not to say_that the university professor
does not also squest t&e importance of personal.lnteractipn
vith the studeniy or that th student teacher is not .also
concerned with soclo-péfl;lgal issues, but rather that the

v

inftial/primary concerns for developing skills, knowledge,

and procedures for effective teaching, differ 1in this.

regard.

"The .1nforQPl interviews ~ confirming self

categorization often suggested the student teachers’

personal profeSSQOnallf§ ~ had not vyet been tptijly

~ -
86 /
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established. The need to suggest their future teaching
practices would be based on theory, frequently appeared to
be a "progragmed statement™ and one which the student
teacher thought was the nost‘kacceptable response. Even
though most of these student teachers claimed to be exte&diﬁ
professionals, Jnany of them will presumabdly become
restricted professionals, given their daily routine tasks.
Perhaps another example supports this claim. One student
teacher noted:
Although teaching skills can be taught, theoretically,
} do feel that;lt (teaching ability) is. largely inherent
to the‘person himself--charisma, vitality, capacity to
communicate. .. these are things tﬁat caﬁnot be learned
from textbooks. Even though teacher X may be up on all
theé latest techniques (and theory), knows his subject
méiler etc., he may be a far poorer~te;cher than teacher
Y wQ? 'may ‘'not be as technically ‘on top of lt; as
teacher X, yet commuhlcates‘ylth students better. A
good teacher must get involved in extra curricular
activities (with students)! . ' -

The university background has obviously “taught" this

- »

student that theory is. important, but .given practical

4

experience, this student is not convinced it works in the

4

classroom. Intuition, for this person, becomes a factor in

teaching students. ' \ ’

.
.
’ .




- : .
In summary, and once again in support of Hoyle'’'s

wr}tfnjs, the new teachers are in a dilemma about their
professional stince. Balancing the practical concerns of
day-to-day teaching Qlth the theoretical 1{ssues at the
societal ‘level creates a paradox for these {dealfistic

student teaéhex;.

High School Teachets

This sample of high school teachers consisted of
five male teachers. These teachers had been teaching from
15-27 years. These classroom teachers ln&lcated only a 60%
confirmation of Hoyle'’s categories, each making considerable
changes wlth{n their own professional perspectives. As
predicted by Hoyle, . ‘each of these teachers claim to be
re;trlcted prufessiona}s. This personal perspective was
confirmed through lengthy interviews with egch teacher.
lnterQiews varied from one—h;lf to one and i‘o‘ng—half hour
long. Teachers were ex;remely helpful, cooperative, and
eager to‘;ee research that was truly re{evant to practical

concerns. That is, the hope was that .the university student

teadﬁer program coulaﬁpe made aware of how irrelevant much

_of the student teacher’s theoretical methodology was to the

practical situation in the classroom. Eacﬁ' teacher was

willing to meet again, or provide further data, {f dequlred.

1

i Insert Tabie 6 about here ’ ¥
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Table & Classroom Teacher Outcomes For - o
Level Of Professionality Questionnaire ‘
Number of Responses
o t . Extend. Restrict,
Skills derived from experience. (R) ‘_ 2 3
Skills derived €from a mcdiaéion between 4 ~1

experience and theory. (E)

Perspective limited to the immediate in B § 2
time and place. (R) .

Perspective embracing the broader social- 4 1
context of education. (E)

———Class events perceived in isolation. (R) 1 r 4
RN
Classroom events perceived in relation 2 v 3
— to school policies and goals. (E)
In%rospective with regard to methods. (R) 3 2
Methods compared with those of colleagues 3 ’ 2
and thh reports of practice. (E)
Valuve placed on auvtonomy. (R) - 2 3
Value placed on pro?. collaboration. (E) - & <
Limited involvement in non—teaching pro- 2 ‘ 3
fessional activities. (R) -
High involvement in ﬁon—teaching pro- 3, 2
fessional activities. (E)
JInfrequent reading 6? prof. literature. (R) 2 3
Regular reading of prof. literature. (E) 4 1
- . ' .
Involvement in in-service work limited 2 3
to practxcal cqurses. (R) .
" Involvement in in-service work considerabl 3 o
includ:ng courses of a theoretical nature.
Teaching seen as an intuitiv. lctivitq.(R) ? 3
Teaching seen s 2 rational sctivity (E) - & = 1

% Correct Categorization (N=3) i 60%

-

-
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The, written comments to the.open ended questions focus
) .
entlrely on theﬁhlgh school stud nt. As one tgpcher put e

JThe «child comé! first—-that ls t\e name of\tho,gam!" ‘With
few exceptloﬁs, most lcgmments focused on an immediate
concern and interést* for the high scﬁdblq student. An
example from one of the math ieachers supnprts this claim:

~

“A teacher must really get to know their students To_ be
inSISt\hg that a student ‘shape-yp’ in m#th when his parents
~are in mlddle of a-brutal divorce, is absurd™!

Another teacher suggested many of the construct

a

validation statements "dealing with thlngs like theory and

g

professidnal ‘teacher actlvltles do not seem to fit irnto
' i .

today ‘s practicality of teaching". This teacher c!alme&mall

“nergi®s ‘must go into the day-to-day challenges of the

Flassroom. .
"One classroom teacher suggested‘ all uhtvefst;y
profésﬁors,. who‘ are teaching universlty“&tudents how to
teach' at fhe'hlgh~sch001 level, ' should be required to have
taught‘ at the high school level. ‘“He suggested "things are
not as they‘s;em. All §tuq§nt teachers need to forget
everything ihey learn at the unlve[s;tyu/,except thetr

subJeﬁt knowledge, and then really learn how to teach

(through practice)". This teacher further noted a teacher
must have a committment to young people. He wished a

greater respect could be attributed to teachers as a whole,
LY
- 90,
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4 yet iugqestoﬂ: - " ..but first teachers must earn it". He

claimed that recgng}y teachers have 1lost interest in

‘ pecoming ‘better teachers; due to unions and tenure. Yn

lddltlon;\he stated: . ‘

s

. It has not really been the ‘students who - have
P~ become a ygreater. tdlsdlplfne pfdb)gm'—-lx is the
- teachlhg profession as a whole. There are soﬁe‘ gaood
ones, but few. And teaching schools, such as the
University (used in this study) continue to teach a

method which is totally irrelevant to what is going on

N here. How* can the studeits win? The teaching

‘profession can only get bhétter quality teachers ‘when

‘professionals’ at the University. .

Hlthoﬁt exception, these five cla;}?oom teachers
develop their ;eacﬁing skills, knowledge,- and procedures
from experlenge and from an interest which begins with the
student. Contrar& to the universtity p;ofessofs, clasﬁroom
teachers claim increased teacher effectlvenes§ and
improvement with{n the teacﬁ:ng profession beglnsi%ith irst

doing a good job in the classroom! ‘

~

Summary

\

,Perhaps the above examples are sufficient to suggest

s R ]
the wuniversity professor definitely is more ‘'extended" 1in

i

7

_ 91
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only better quality students are passed on to the .

profession. The bad one‘s should be weeded 6ut by the

o

ras
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notions " of .-how to best develop skills," knowledge, and

procedures which incroase profcssio;;) a teacher

effectiveness. The wuniversity professors confirmed ¢the

<

theoretical constructs, as presented by Hoyle, with B835%
Ve

accuracy. In addition to the quantitative confirmation of

the constructs, both the open ended question, qhd the

interviews support their beﬁsonalucll:lifications.

’

4
sert e 8 4 !

The student teachers Bresent aJsbgeuPit ditferent
version,' and interpretation of teacher prof.siionnlitq.
Evgn though they confirm the theo;ettcalitonstructs with 77%
accuracy., and also perceive utwemselbes. as extended
profbssiopqls (with the exceptibn/of one student teacher),
their ‘answers to open ended questions and informal

interviews suggest that many of them are either presently,

or are soon—to-be, restricted professionals. It would -

provide an interesting follow up to re—evaluvate their

pnbfessional perspective in five to ten years from now.

} Not surprisingly, the high school classroom teachers

-

only present a 607 confirmation of the constructs. Their

self-categorizations are of a restricted nature, with both

open ended responses and informal interview | highly

sugge%ting their self-categorizations are accurate. In

92
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Comparison of Self-Percelived Profesilonallty
By Each Level of Professional Teacher

L o] o
— Level g% Professional Extended- Restricted
_ University Prof. 100% (n=3) 0% (n=3)
( ‘@tudent Teachers 937 (nz14) | 7% (n=14)

Classroom Teachers ) 0% (n-5) — 100% (n=5)

¥

EY

] ) ‘ ﬁ

Table 8 N - , : ,

Theoretical Construct_Confirmatlon
By Each Level of Professional Teacher

1

\ ~ . ' ‘Level of Professional | % Correct
N ' University Prof. , 857
‘ - Student Teachers '~ _ | " 77% ¢
- : CIasérbon Teachers “ 60% *
- [
- w b ", 4
o~

-~ a—
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'particular. these teachers were only vaguely 1nt|ro|tpa in a

theoretical Eonsttuct‘ validation and could see 1little

.practical usage for research based-on theory rather than

practical concerns. The high school teachers were much more

interested in the research regarding student teacher
. :

evaluation.

-

The next section elaborates on the second main aspect

,of this study; that is, high school student, classroom

teacher, university professor, and student teacher self

evaluations of teacher effectiveness.

Presentation of Results
Evaluations of Student Teacher Effectiveness

‘»

As noted earlier, leQel of impact refers to one’s

feelings about the use of student evaluation Pgr teacher

self development. The wuniversity professors (self-

catégorized as extended pr:Zessionals) all declared the use

of student evalvations wu appropriate and that they

presently make use of their students’ suggestions for

improvement (100%, N=3,).

Insert Tables 92 and 10 about here

Eighty percent (N=35) of the classroom teachers (self-—
categorized as restricted professionals) also stated they

A
~

would -use student evaluation of  their teaching

94 L



Table 9 - ‘ i >

‘Level of Impact
(Professional Response to Question, "Would You ,
" Use Student Evaluations of Your TeachanZ)

LI
¥

-

Level of Professional . Yes No
’ University Professor (#3) | - 100% . 0% N
_ High School Teachers (N=5) 80% 207
- - e N
*Student Teachers, (N=19) . 1007 . 0%,
“w . -
% ‘~&
Table 10
P . Student Level of Impact . -
‘ (Either high school student , A T

e ' or university student response to question,
"Uould your teacher use student evaluations of thelr teaching’")

Level of Professional . Student Response
;o ’ / Yes No - HMaybe
- University Professor ' 100% 0%z — - 0%
- (Univeristy students
' N=19), ’
Classroom Teacher 577 a2y
(High School students - o
N=139) .
- Student Teacher 99% 1% . 0%
) (High chgoJ students '
‘N=139) ~
. o

.95
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C o o
effecilyeness, while 1007 of the student teachers ,(N=19)

~

also suﬁgest they would wuse and benefit from /;tudont

/
evaluations. 2

. / w .
Yet, an interesting finding was that whlle 992 (N=139)

of  the high school students %hought the studeny: teachers
would use the ratings to improve their’ teathn%, only 567
(N=139) thought the high school teachers wouyd use them.
This finding could be (interpretted to sqﬁport Hoyle'’s

/
writings. That is, the majority of the high/school students

/
thought the classroom teacher would be offeﬁded by an attack

Vs /
on the classroom autonomy and authory&y by wusing the
’

students’ critique of ‘the "expért knowl#ﬁge and practice”.

Therefore, although these classroom gﬁachers suggest thg;ii“/

would make wuse of the student evaluatlon these self-~-

/
categorized vrestricted professlona[#'- actions, throughout

day-to-day "interaction with their/ students, suggest the
/
opposite is true. /

/
gl

/ —
Yet, 997 of the high s?hool students thought the

student teachers (self-cateqorized as extended

/

professlohaljj would make wée of the student evaluations.

This fact also supports Hy&le's writings. The extended
' /
professional seeks to &mprove skills, knowledge, and

procedures of teachlng//from external sources as well ' as

/

internal. /

/ -~ R
To lend further support for these pﬁlnts, 1007 (N=19)
/

// 96
K.
/

/ ' | .



. »
of the student teachers claimed their student teaching
L

advise (un!versity professors ‘'who self-categorized as
extended professlg&gls) would also make use of their student
evaluations~ of. " the university professgf's tfachlng
performance.'

The slgp}!lcant point here is that, ln' order for
student evalu;tlons to be accurate, effective, and’usequ,
one  must sugges‘r that not only should the [teaching
professional accept and make use of the data, but their
students must also Qave a perception that their te c;er will
use and réspect the student evaluations. The l%t\ntlons of
both tpe teacher and the student béﬁome an '1ssue. . Perhaps
if students { have a perception that their evaluatléns are

rs . )
going to be used, they will take more time and consideration

in appropriately evaluating t;e teacher’s performanc;\ On
the other hand, 1{f the teacher also intends to make Jse of
the student evaluation (rather than feel threatened by \3t)
then'more time and 6oﬁslderatlon can be taken in determlnihg
which areas require additional efforts.

Given the above findings, that 'is the notfon that thg\
high school students in this st%dy (997, n=139) though@,the
student teacher would | use “the student evaluations
'approprtately and the notion that the studenp teachers
(100%, n=19) also claimed they would make use of the

¢

evaluatlons: one might expect that these high school student

3

—
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evaluations might be very accurate appratsals of the student

teacher's performance.
B [
A

1

Insert Table 11 about here : ‘ﬁ\L

The data on Table 11 supports the above hypothesis.

Student evaluafions are consistently similar to the more.

experienced evaluators. For example, the evaluation of
student teacher &1 preéents data that shows the student
teacher self evaluation 1is 5‘, the classroom teacher

evaluation s 61, the univepsity professor evaluation i
66, and the high school stuJﬁnt mean evaluation is 6€8.55,
Given these scores are out of a.totdl of 96 points, the high
school class mean evaluation scores a;pear to be an accurate
appraisal of student #1‘s teaching ?ffectlveness.

Student teacher #2 presgnts another ;lmtlar case. The
student teache} self evaluation {s 87, classroom teacher
evaluation is 87, thﬂ univer;lty professor evaluation 1§ 75,
while the high school student mean rathg “1s 79.81. One
might not;' that t;e experlenéed evaluators’ rating (e g.
university professor rating increases 9 points, and the high
school teacher rating increases 17.5 points) of this student

teacher were considerably higher than those of student

teacher #1. The high school student ratings were also
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Table 11 &° - S
Student Yeacher Evaluation L
Comparison by Level of Evaluator

«

s ) (\ ! . -
. \ \ .
- 3 Student Teacher 81, Sy .
4 « . . ( Lt ' '
Evaluator - Totl|}§ggre ) Unit Average -
e / - ‘
Self ) //67 N 2.79
» .
High School Teacher 6w£1 2.54
Untversity Professor ‘ 66 .. 2.78 °
High School Students’ Mean 68.55 ' 2.85
(N=29, 1007 present) =
~ §=6. 49  §=.24
Student Teacher 82

Evaluator ' Jotal Score Unit Average.
Self 87 3.62

g High SchooI\Teacher 87 - 3.62

‘\) .
Uhiversity Professor 75 . 3.12
High School Students’ Mean 79.81 ‘ 3.32
2 (N=27, 1 student absent) ' ‘ ;
U . 5=6."69  , T §=.26
A hd ~

4
5 ~_3 - .

Student Teacher %3

[ N o g
+ Evaluator Total Score unit Average
. ) \
Self 81 . \\3.37
High School Teacher 58 &.41 '
University Professor - 69 2,87
, High School Students’ Mean 72.68 3.02
, (N=29, 3 studenis absent) .
- © §=9.603 s=. 4"
‘ 3

99 °



higher (ix.zs ‘ lncreafe), ..suggestlng students can
dffferentiate appropriately bet;;on teaching skills., -

, The evaluations of student teacher #3 presents ye't
another case. The student teacher self evaluattén is 81,
the classroom teacher rating is 58, the university professor
rating 1is 69, while the hlgﬁ sc;ool student evaluation s
72.68. Ther; is a considerable variation bgtween the two
experienced raters in the evaluation of student teacher $3-
(17—‘pqints) while in no-case is the student rating ever an
extreme. The findings seem. to suggest the student ratings
may be consistently the most accufate of all four levels of
evaluators. ‘

. In summarizing the’ ratings of the three student

teachers presented in Table 11, one recognlzes'thﬂt the high

‘'school .student evaluations are consistently very close to

those of the more experienced and “"knowledgeable"
evaluators. In fact, the high school students’ evaluations

v

are {ln 2 of the three cases) slightly higher than those of
the &rofesslonals' opinions. This flnding shouid comfort
many teachers who fear the use of s\udent ratings,
thus suggesting students are reasonabT;J fair 1in thetir
appraisals. In fact, professional evaluatjons could
conceivabl be more‘of a threat to a teacher’s job security
than the students’ evaluation.

A limitation in this study should be noted. University

100
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pquessqrs "had already ﬁpoken with their student t;achers
and appraised their performance. Therefore, the findings -
regardlﬁg’ self evaluations are biased and perhaps ltnt}dd.
Irrespective of "this, one of the largest gaps between
evaluattons exists between student #3‘s self evaluation and

the univerisity professors rating (a total difference of 12

points). This finding supports the student evaluation

.1iterature which suggest the student teachers might ‘not

benefit as much from the qnlversfty professor’s evaluation
of their work, as they would from the. the high school

students’ evalgation (Tuckman and Oliver, 1968).

rs

Insert Table 12 about here -

LN

The f#inal student teacher rating is presented as a case

study. This student teacher was evaluated by 2 unjiversity

‘professors, 2 classroom teachers and 3 high schooil classroom

(yet one classroom was a tutoring class and therefore this
data was used as a pilot study). This case study appears to
be a true test of stugent evaluations of'teachlng. . )
As noted by Table 12, one can, once again, suggest é:av
the high school student evaluations are very + near the
ratings of the ‘experienced evaluators. In fact, in class A
the d!fference bet;éen the high school students’ evaluation

and the classroom teacher rating is only .7 of a point and

the  difference between the wuniversity professor and the

A
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Table 12 _ Case Study
Comparison of Evaluations of

v

?

-
-~ 4

S
102

-

Student Teacher 84

‘ Class A T e
+ + Evaluator — Jotal Score. UNit Average -
Self 70 2.91
High School Teacher . 87 3.62
t . P .
University Professor 86 3.5%8 )
High Schodl Students’ Mean 86.3. 3.89
(N=11, 1007 present) .
. s=5. 06 s=.17
\
— Class B ' - Y
Evajuator ' . Jotal Score unit Average ..
Self : 68~ 244
(Class B&C eval. together) . .-
High School Teacher 79 3.29
F
_University Professar , 69 2:80
(Class B&C eval. together) ’
"High School Students’ Mean 84. 24 3. 06
(N=21; 3 students absent) e
l s - 5=5. 96 . $=.05
o , , Class C :
Evaluator Jotal ‘Bcore Unit Aversqe
_ self o 68 5  2.83
- (Class B&C eval. together) 2
High School Teacher 84 .\ 3.50
University Professor 69 2.80
{Class B&C eval. together) ‘
oY High School Students’ Mean 6.9 3.77
— (N=22; 4 students absent) ;
: s=6. 17 1:.3?‘
’ * .



»

studgnts’ r:?lng is only .3. When considering this i§ based ’
on a total oF 96 poln&:,"the.lnrgin of difference is even

L — .

more phenomenal. If one could also make ;hcigi%ulptlon that

"a teacher’s performance 1is fairly stable {over different

classes, the high schooy student ratings’ are alsg more
similar from class to class ;hanﬁ are the experienced

evaluators (86.3, 84.24, 86.9).

In summary, this data- support the use of student
rgtlngs for teacher evaluatjan purposes and acts as a
yalldatlonl of the ~ use within the high ich;ol setting.
Table B3 summarizes gll of the student {}acher evaluations
by each level of evaluator,' and ;learly, q,nohst;ates the
hl;h school students’ 'raglngs are compatible with the

y

experienced evaluator.

-
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Comparison’ of All Evaluator“ﬁ Results

‘ .
»
Table 13
v
Sy |
St. Teacher -
*1 &
. ‘#2 »
‘83
%4
P . o ;
A
B.
. C.
U
- P
Y
) L

-

R Professor

e6

- 7%

[

? 69

86

y

69

€9

.

'"Evalba;or ®

‘ ’

Class Teacher

61 68.55
. N7 ¢ 79.81

586. : 72.68
87 . 86.30
79 | 84,24
84 . . 86.90

L3 Voo

[ -
s
- 104 “
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Student ,au_L

67
87
81

70.-



Discussion & .

This study presents data which supports the’fwo major
concerns of this research. The data conflrm§ Hoyle:s (198Q)
theoretical construqts|ln terms of the relationship between
the extended ‘and restricted pro(essqonals, and‘ their
pgrSpecilves on student evaluation of teaching
effec}lveness. The extended professional was more‘acceptfhg
of Student~evaluatloﬁs, while the restricted professional
was mo;e intipidated: by such a process. By -using
qualitative methddologft“the data suggested an  implicit
finding. jhai is, the student .teachers who presently claim

to be extended professionals will most0 probably, through

t
practical experience,” become restricted professionals and

perhaps even change their notions about student evaluations
of their work. . | [

At the same time, ¢the research supports thé use of

student evaluations as a'measure/é} te erformance by

‘\'/

‘suggesting the student ra re very coabarable to the

experienced evaluators’ raisals of teaching .

N
effect{veness. "The qualitative research further claims tpat
an important 1ssue in stddent‘evaluatlbn resea‘ch may Qg
that students must perceive their ratings as wuseful. The
study also }ndlcates that in order for student evaluations

to be effective, the teacher must feel they are worthwhile

and "intend"” to use them for professional self development.
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~Furthe}mor¢.’ the Fi#%ings appear to suggest that those
teaching professionals (pxtended profo_uionniiﬁu) who . seek
external sources _Por self development are those who will
benefit most from student evaluations and also will benefit
;/mni{ from* student evaluvation literature (theory). ey
The Teview of the literature of student evalvations
§learlg‘pre§ents the quantitative, empirical domination of
this area of research. The main thrust of this study is to
suggest"this area of research, in order t9 present a more
accurate representation of the data, must attempt a broader

pefspective, one which includes the ing\htions of both the

"student rater and the teacher being rated. That 1is, the

~ \

researcher must have a concern for how the participants feel

about student evaluations. ';V

' berhaps more‘than any other area of education, teacher
evaluation-is a gensitive one (rightly so)z‘ one which qust
be effected by one’s feelings on the iubjcct. For example,
my own project began mith‘the‘universitq ;rofcssorl. The
initial response by the proFes§ors was quite acceptable and
helpful. - In fact, the chairman of the student teaching,
program gave immediate approval and suggested a meeting with
his studeﬁts during the next class period. waqvor;
one pro;essor' declined to participate and approachid the
chairman of this department suggesting a rosoarcp project

[y

which evaluates their student teachers mfgbt prove damaging.
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The chairman became skeptical of the project and even
though he had given hil”approval of the research, he became
Yunreachable". The political issuve surrounding evaluation,

in general, became apparent: Dinouslu. there was a concern
@ 4

" _ for the quality of the research, as well as a concern for

how the student teacher program would be presented. Even
though this research project was not copcerne& with the
appropriateness of the university student teacher program,
it became an issuve. Evaluvation jig threatening to <those
involved. \ ‘ )
Contrary to some university pro(?fkorl. the student
teacﬁers were totally unafr;id 69 the evgluation process.
In Faﬁt. they were eager to have their 5? ents, “evaluate
their teaching performance an& suggested this uas Dke most

valuable in evaluating their work.  While providing their

.own self evaluvations and also tﬁe re%ponses to the

theoretical constructs, the student teachers took a great
deal of time and interest and provided quality responses.
Many questions were asked and responses made to the project.
These stud;nt teachers were not intimidated by the research
exploring their/te;cher effeciveness.

After meeting with the student teachers, I met‘with the
ﬁidhn school teachers. Once again, these teachers were
extremely helpful. But the issue is——these ‘telchefs

themselves were not being evaluated or threatened in any,
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way. The teachers also had a real inter;st‘ln improving the
status of their professional field and were quite concerned
.wlth the way 1in_which student teachers ‘mlght be better
prepared for fﬁ:h;;§ctlcal teaching world. There was truly
a gap between th the high school teachersxthought student
teachers should teach and how the university professors were

teaching the student teachers to teach.

Lastly, I met with the high sch(Ttudents. These
students took a lot of‘tlme and consideé fon in/filling f{n

the evaluation forms. The students were concqﬁned with two

obvious factors,. First, students were concerned with
\

confidentiality. In order to be able to gl&e an honest

apbraisal, each class thougﬁf it was importaAt tﬁat eaqp
rater would not be identified. TAese students thought 1) 1IF¥f
the forms were not confidential, the ratfng might effect the
mark .the student teacher would give them, and 2) most
thought it was (I quote one student) "kind of
uncomfortable to say something negative about the stu&ent
teacher". Students agreed that.if the student. teacher did
not know who they were, the_évaluatlon would be easier and
also more honest.

Secondly, the st&dents primary concern wa; with
fairness. The cl[mgte.of each glassﬁoom was oﬁe of interest
in improvin the student -teacher’s performaﬁce. The

following quote exemplifies this concern:
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Will this rating effect the student teachers’ grade?
] mean, 1ike, 1 think now Mr. ‘lsn't so0 self
assured, but I think 9he'll get b;tter with more
practice. 1 don’t want to say he 1is ‘marginal’ {f f{t

will make him fatl. I know he’ll get better.

The researcher'; response was that the high school students’
evaluations would not be seen by the student teacher'’s
adviser or the classroom teacher, and the high ’‘school
students’ h&nest appralisal was important.

For most, evaluation is a frightening concept; not only
for the teacher being evaluated, but also for those doln§
the evaluation. Regardless if the evaluator is a professor,
classroom teacher, or high school student, most appear to be
concerned wl‘h the outcome of their apprajisals.

Through a sociological fraﬁgwork of analysis, this
study sought go further elaborate on the question of whether

\students are as qualified as profes;]onals to judge teacﬁer

LEffectlveness. Based on the flndfngs and the current status
of _the literature, the answer {s yes—--but, the yes must be
qualified. = This qualification is best described by Centra
(1977): | |

- The evidence clearly indicates that no one method of
- evaluating~ teaching is infallible for making personngl

decistions. Each source is subject to contamination,
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7/ whether it be possible bilas, poor reliabllity, or
W '

J limited objectives.  And, of course, each shdrtcoming |

“becomes especially important when the results are to be

used in making decisions about people' (p. '104).

Whether these decisions are made for tenur\, promotion, or

self development, no one method 1is enough. The best )
decision 1is made only by using several methods whereby the

“limitations of one method are balanced by the strengths of

N

another"” (Centra, 1977, p. 104). However, student

evaluations have been thelmost‘hlghly scrutinized form of
teacher evaluation and whgn used properly, are (,ln fact,
reliable, valid, and an effective means of teacher
evaluation (Cohen, 1983). Given the method of research and
findings, one might recommend that student evaluaklons of .
teaching at' the high school ievel may make an ]mportant
coplributlon to increased teacher effecitveness. ‘Yet, it
must be taken into account that this research ts a case\
study and‘ much more research is required {n thl;’ area.
Those being evaluated in thfs study are - student teachers,
and one might question if the flngings are generalizable to
actugl high school teachers. This is a question which can

only be answered through further research--one which

incorporates not only the ‘objective facts’, but also tﬁe

" participants 1nt€ni}ons and perspectives “regarding . these

v

aspects. This study hopes to encourage further sociological

»

-~
- o -
»
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APPENDIX A
PROFESSIONAL UNIVERSITY TEACHER PROFILE
(also used for high school teacher and student teacher)

4

Name SEX
SUBJECT TAUGHT GRADE LEVEL TAUGHT
" NAME OF SCHOOL YEARS ‘OF TEACHING

£

The following questionnaire is, in part, designed to test
- for wvalidation of a provessional theoretical construct as
presented by Eric Hoyle, which refers to the skills: knowledge
and procedures used by teachers in the process of teaching.

" Please divide ¢the folilowing statements into two logical
categories. That is, below there are 18 sentences, by using the
numbers preceding the sentence, place 9 of .the concepts which you
think have a logical ordering under column A and the remaining 9
concepts under column B. No sentence may be categorized in both
columns. For example, if one were presented with the concepts of
red, circle, blue, square, one might categorize red and blue
' together and circle and square together. However for this
qgestionnaire. please wuse the . following 18 statements and
categorize them in either column A or column B, provided, belouw
the questions. -~ (There are no right or wrong answers: however,
aFter/developing the categories, you will be asked which category
BEST describes your professional perspectives on teaching).

1. A teacher is introspective (looks within) when attempting to
improve teaching methods.

2. A teacher, as a part of developmental teacher effectiveness.,
takes courses whigh are of a theoretical nature.

A

3. . A teacher .sees teaching as a rational activity which can be
learned and improved upon by research and theory.-
A teacher regularliy reads professional teacher literature.
A teacher'’s s\ills\are derived from experience.
A teacher values classroom avutonomy.
A teacher due t&xzime limitations, participates in few non-
teaching professhonal activities. '

8. A teacher compares methods of practice with colleagues and

with research which points to better ways of doing things.
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. 9.

£

V]
ey

A teacher perceives classroom events in relation to school

policies and goals. . . -
)

10. A teacher’s involvement in developmental teacher activities

— is limited and confined to courses coficerned with practical
matters rather than theoretical ones.

11, Teaching is seen as ah. intuitive activity.

12.. A teacher values professional collaboration.

13. A teacher perceives classroom events” in isolation from
external matters.

14. A teacher infrequently reads professional literature.

195. A teacher has high involvement in non-teaching professional
activities ( esp. teachers’ centres, sub ject associations,
research).

16. A teacher ‘derives skills from a mediation between and
experience and theory.

17. A teacher’s perspectives embrace the broader social context
of education.

i8. A teachers’s perspective is limited to the immediate in time
and p}ace. . ,

- CATEGORY A CATEGORY B

(PLACE NINE SENTENCE (PLACE NINE SENTENCE

NUMBERS HERE. ) _ o NUMBERS HERE. )

° ”
) 123
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i

-

Please respond to the Qollouinﬁ questions: . I, -

1. Given these categories which you have created, which column .
would BEST describe your personal and professional perspectives
on teaching. (Which column has the most statements which

correspond to your views on teaching).

"Category A Category B

a). In what ways do yovu differ“¥rom this category? What other
statements would you add to characterize your teaching style?

.~

2. Do you think student evaluations of your teaching Jﬁqld ‘be

. beneficial tn your professional self éevelopment?

Yes _ No

a) Why?
- ' - ]

<&

3. How do you feel about students evaluating your teaching for
professional self development? '

approve , disapprove

. a) Why?

>
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APPENDIX B
HIGH SCHOOL STUDENT PROFILE

S8EX: Male " Female AGE: ' .

STUDENT GRADE LEVEL:

STUDENT APPROXIMATE GRADE POINT AVERAGE: <« e

5+ - 75¢///;

Am——— ——
AN

90+ . 70+ ;
85+ t 65+
80+ B &0+ LT

60 AND BELOW

Do bou think high school students are qualified to properly

‘evaluate how well a high school teacher is teaching? That is. do

you think high school students are a good judge of the teacher’s
knowledge., skalls. and procedures used?

Yes No -

a). Hhy? ‘ (

—

Do you think the high school student teacher thaf assisted in
your classroom would vuse the evaluation you have Just completed
to’ improve weak areas of teaching?

Yes No

Do you think your own classroom teacher would benefit fro® an

evaluation - from their classroom students,” in order that they,
too, may be made aware of weak areas of teaching?

Yes . No

‘Do you think your classroom teachers would use high schooli

students’ suggestions to improve on weak areas of teaching?.

Yes ’ No ' .
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APPENDIX C
UNIVERSITY HIGH SCHOOL STUDENT® TEACHER '
EVALUATION BY UNIVERSITY PROFESSOR
(Similar form used for classroom teacher, student teacher self
evaluation, and the high school student evaluation).

Student Teacher \ School
Cooperating Teacher Year
Sub ject Supervisor

COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT

In each sectjon below: a) Please put a check In the column which
best determinés your evaluation of the stident teacher noted
above, b) lease) offer suggestions for improvement in each area,

VS= very satisfactory, S= satisfactory,
MS= marginally satisfactory, US= unsatisfactory

et

RATING:

TEACHING SKILLS . _.ﬁ__ﬁ_uﬁf:\lﬁT
\

1. SSON PREPARATION:

1

Subject Knowledge
Il

Ob jectives

Me thods

Materiwmis
valuation
- Suggestions for improvement:

\ | “
¥

2., LESSON PRESENTATION:

Language
Explanasgvﬁs

Questioning

Deve lopment

Adaptability
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cont’‘d
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CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT /LEARNING "ATMOSPHERE:

"ys

Organization

Pupil.lnvolvement

Cooperatlbn

Suggestions for improvement: —

INTERPERSONAL  RELATIONSHIPS:

Interest

Consideration

Openness

Perception
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Suggestions for improvement:”
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PROFESSIONAL QUALITIES:

Self-Assurance

voice

vita ¥ty

esponsibility

nitiative

Self-Assessment
Flexibility ‘

Suggestions fpr improvement:




n

APPENDIX D
Mr. Ray Couture

St. Marys High School
Columbus, Ohio

Dear Mr. -Couture.

K . - ’&\1‘
I am a graduate student working on my Master’s thesis in

the Educational Studies programme at Concordia University. My

research concerns the evaluation and improvement of student
teaching. '

As a part of my thesis, I am interested in comparing high
school student’s notions of student teacher effectiveness with
the professional 'evaluator’s opinion (i. e. classroom teacher
and student teacher advisor). I am also~* interested in

professional teaching perspectixes of the teacher.
|

-As you probabyﬁ know, Concordia University does not have a
program for high school student teachers. My project requires a
sample of Thigh school student teachers and therefore, 1 am
writing to ask for your assistance. I have permission of the
student teacher. Cathy Brouwn, who student taught in your
classroom: to request your participation in this study. Of
caurse, the decision is entirely up to you, I only thought it
necessary to get permission from the student teacher before
requesting your ‘particpation. Both Cathy and Professor Miller
(University student adviser) have +filled in the necessary
questionnaire for the purposes of this study. I only require
your participation to complete my research project.

The extent of your participation would be filling in the
attached questionnaire and returning it in the selfsaddressed and
stamped envelope. If possible, I would also like you to allow me
approximately 10-15 minutes of your class time to enable yo and
your classroom students to fill cut a questionnaire regarding.

Cathy‘s student teacher effectiveness. Be assured that I am
fully aware of your busy schedule and respect your decision on
this matter., However, if you think this request is possible, 1

would be very grateful for your time.

Data from this project will be confidential, nueither the
student teacher, or student adviser have access to this data.
Would you please indicate if you are willing to participate in
this study, by completing the attached forms and roturning\ them
in the enclosed self-addressed and stamped envelope. 1 am
grateful for as much or as little participation as you feel #it.

g \‘
Please .do not hesitate to phone me if you have anu,qucstton{

< — =
.

i
’
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regarding this study. If you agree to fully participate, x”§§33~

the study. In addition,

contacting you to further discuss the timing and details
if you would like to see results of this

of

study, 1 will send you a detailed* description.

I am truly grateful for your time

project., thank you.

Sincerely, @

~,

Linda Stroh °
M. A. Student

Professor A. Hamalian
Thesis Adviser

and consideration of this

I am

2

my class for

willing to volunteer participation in the.
Student Evaluation Study. Yes ____ No _____
Name: Phone:
Sub]ects Evaluated Ciass size: | J !
Name of school involved: aﬁil
(The +following refers to a timé which you think uoul; be
convenientofor me to visit your class).
Hour of the day: from:. | to:
Day of the'week; Date: 4
Please return completed questionnaire in enclosed and ftamped

self-addressed envelope.

Al
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R APPEND:N .

CONCORDIA UNJVERGITY
_— SUMMARY PROTQCOL EORM
J - 1 © q ' "
RESEARCH WITH HUMAN SUBJECTS |
4
Please comment brzeFlu on each item» wusing additional fpace if
necessary. .
. o
AN
1. Title of Research Project 6
Student Evaluation of Teachers: The Impact on Teacher
- Effectiveness and Professionality ’

. o
2. Granting Agency ' ) ’

No granting agency. This is a Master ‘s thesis project 1n the
Educational Studies Program at Concordia University.

3. 'Sample of Persons to be Studied : .
. Volunteers frop -%he ‘High School Teaching Certifitation
Program at thesUniversity. + Supervising Professors, student
teachers:, clgssroom teachers® of participating schools and

students in ¢ ese classrooms. Other key informants who are
¥ involved .in/ the evaluation process and who would like ¢to
volunteer their expert knowledge and experiences as

- participants in the evaluation process.

. .
LN e - B i

4. Method of Recruitment of Participants .
Contact the Director of Student Teaching at thu Univerisity,

Professor Quinn. Based on his advice initiate contac&f with
other supervigsing professors and look for volunteens who
would like to participate in this project. ’

-~

R

kY

5. ° Treatment of Participants in the Qgg_gg of the Bg;ggngn
, " (A brief summary y of procedure) - .
They will be given a brief summary of the project. There is
~, no deception involved in the design since we would like ¢to
obtain as much information as possible on the process of
] student evaluation of teachers and the evaluation process ‘as
presently practiced. Therefore, the project is described in -’
detail. There are no other aims to the project other than

those presented to all participants in the course of the
research. ’

-
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following nﬂizﬂilil ethical £2ﬂ£!£n£a
(a) Inforqed Consent: é:b\
\

| » The researcher meets with the studeéent teachers and discusses

v ¢

- - * the project with them. Then the researcher asks the student
. teachers to fill in a Number of short questionnaires (copies
- attached to the thesis proposal). The students are free ¢to
- . add any other information or comment on the questionnaires.
o I¥ possible, the researcher will then have an interview with
., the  participant ¢to discuss any further concerns. This
. . procedure is repeated for all participants.
L ) . .
Af‘“fx\ ‘ . {b), ~Deception:
- f - As oxﬁlained under No. S5, there is no deception whatsoever.
i v The aims of the project are clearly outlined and the
' participants are welcome to read the thesis proposal i they
mith to do so.
\ L " (F) Freed?m to Discont1§ue: | \
B /// It is made clear to all participants that they are free to
A participate and free to discontinue as they wish. ‘
—~ v '
Y
\ ' (d) Physical and Mental Stress:
. £
‘\v’h 4 A quick reading of the attached questionnaires will indicate
N that they do not involve Lany situation of physical and mental
i&. stress. However, this "decision 1is also up pto the
' participants. Having a&agreed ¢to participate they can also
" stop at any stage if they feel under physical or mental
stress because of the type of questlannaxres vsed or for any
.. other Teason.
- (e) Uf}—Experiméntal Explanation:
— The result wrll be published in thesxs form. This bill be
dr available through the department, the auvthor and the
-~ - Concordia libraries and graduate  school. Since this in not
—~— Teally an experimental situation, there is a free floating
discussion and exchange pf information as the questionnaires
are being completed. ) :
- N . . £ .
" - “ ? /
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(f) Confidentiality of Results:

.

The identities of the individuval partdicipants will be kept
confidential. \

Please comment ‘on any other ggtengggl ethicel ggngg;nl which
ay arise in. the course the research

The major potentxal ethical concern will be the interference
with the usval teacher trainirlg procedures. However, this
interference ‘'does not take the form. of an expermental
situation. What we are looking for is information to better
understand the evalvation process and the idiosyncracies and
complexities involved in this process. As already explained
in previous paragraphs, at each stage we shall seek the
voluntary participation of the people concerned. The 7
necessary letters of introduction, application for access to

information or interviews etc. will be provided as the need
arises. ‘

’

Please comment on expected benefits to g__g;;;_gg from &ELL

research

N
There is a well developed literature and body of knowledge on
teacher evaluation predominantly . in the educational
psychology field. Most of the 71literature is based on
"standardizéd questionnaires and tools that look for
statistical significance and strive for further validity and
reliability. This thesis will try to illustrate the
idiosyncracies and complexities of the process. We shall /
also try to explore the area of classroom and studen
evaluation of the teacher; the high school students’input
the process of high school teacher evaluation.

<
L

Signature oberoJect Director Names of any Research

AssocTates or Assistants
involved in the project

‘Daté
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