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Critical Attributes
of Effective
Evaluation Systems

Research studies reveal eight
characteristics.




hat are some of the key ele-
N x f ments that will help an evalu-
ation system address the of-

ten conflicting needs of organizational
accountability and individual growth?
This article considers the critical artri-
butes of effective evaluation systems. It
draws on studies by Wise, Darling-
Hammond, Mclaughlin and Bernstein
(1984), as well as on McGreal's (1983)
work and an analysis of the evaluation
systems of all of Colorado’s 177 school
districts (Conley 1986). This lawer
analysis contrasts theories and plans
with actual practices among districts in
the state

was a series of eight critical attributes
of effective evaluation systems. These
eight can serve as a convenient frame-
work for evaluating growth and im-
provement as well as for accountabil-
ity and personnel decisions. They are
as follows

1. All participants accept the validity
of the system Vahdity refers to an
actual relationship between what is
observed and the results of the investi-
gation (Best 1977). The evaluator and
evaluatee must believe that the meth-
ods and procedures emploved will
accurately reflect the evaluatee’s per-
formance. Concepts such as “fair” or
impartial " to describe an evaluation
do not fully capture the idea of shared
p&lﬂl(_'lpﬂllllll

Wise, Darling-Hammond, McLaugh-
lin and Bernstein (1984) note that the
purposes of the system must maich the
values, goals, and culture of the orga-
nization and community. In addition,
the overwhelming majority of partici-
pants in the process must feel that the
system collects, analyzes, and feeds
back information in a manner that
accurately reflects their view of reality

To increase validity administrators
can enlarge the participation of all
groups involved in developing the sys-
tem. Often a mystique surrounds the
evaluation process, as if it were so
technical that only experts could un-
derstand it. In practice, nothing could
be further from the truth. Effective
systems hinge on the imprecise and
imperfect interaction berween two
people, the evaluator and the evalua-
tee. Mutual trust and confidence en-
able this process 1o work effectively

2. All participants thoroughly un-
derstand the mechanics of the system

What emerged from these studies |

Evaluatee Performance

Focus of Evaluation Process

Master
Competent

————————Minimum District Performance Standard:

Marginal Improvement/Remediation
Mi Protessional Standards
Incompetent Remediation/Documentation

Validation/Growth
Growth/Improvement

Fig. 1. Levels of Evaluation

Mechanics of the system include fre-
quency of evaluation, forms, timelines,
purpose of conferences, relation of
process to personnel decisions, appeal
and rebural procedures, and methods
of data collection, such as script taping
and checklists

A system becomes less effective
when an evaluator using script taping,
for example, never explains the tech-
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nique to the teacher being observed
Having an evaluator writing furiously
throughout a lesson without anyone in
the room knowing why this is occur-
ring alters teacher and student
behavior

Teachers often complain that they
do not know how the svstem operates
Often districts distribute a manual to
all teachers, including new hires, that
contains a cursory explanation of the




“[Research shows]

eight attributes

' [that] can serve as a
convenient
framework for
evaluating growth

' and improvement
as well as

' accountability and

' personnel decisions.”
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lessons, they 296)- As partici-

general process of evaluation. This
does not help teachers really under

| stand the process. And vet this evalua
| tion process has a profound impact on
| teachers—hboth on their professional

status and their self-image

School officials should schedule ar
least one yearly meeting to review
procedures and priorines for the com-
ing vear. In a preconference, thev
should provide reachers on that year's
evaluation cycle with more detailed
information about methods of data

| collection, expectations, and Impor-

tant performance criteria

3 Evaluatees know that the per
[formance criteria bave a clear. con
sistenit rationale The criteria are at the
very heart of an effective system. Yet,
In most cases it is unclear where the

criteria came from, why they are being
used, which are more important, and
against what standards they are being
compared

It 15 not necessary to derive all
criteria from research on effective in-
struction, although this research s
very useful for discussions

What is more important s that
| teachers be signifcantly involved in
the process of developing these crite
ria In Colorado districts, experience
has shown that teachers who have
been involved generally ask more of
themselves than criteria-minded ad
ministrarors would

This confirms the idea that the valid
iy of the system must be accepred by
all participants. If it is nor the
maost meticulously constructed system
| is bound to be ineffective

The relanve weight or emphasis giv
en to each criterion also should be
clear. Most districts have lists that con
in 20 or more criteria. Clearly, the
evaluator cannot accurately assess eva
luatee performance on all 20 Hence

teachers need 1o know which criteria |

| will be the most imporntant, and what
standards will be used to judge ade
quate performance Otherwise, teach

ers feel free to set their own prionities |

without regard 1o district goals
4 Evaluators are properly trained
| 1 the procedural and substantive yse
of the system  Evaluators must
| aware of more than evaluation rime
| lines The purposes and goals of the
system, the means for appeal or rebut
tal, limitation on data sources, the
nature of growth and improvement
| plans, the standards against which the
evaluatee’'s performance i1s being
judged—all of these must be known
and acted upon consistently by district
evaluators
An evaluator's substantive skills re
fer 1o technical skills needed 1o con
duct quality evaluations: data collec
tuon, methods of observation, data
analysis, conferencing, goal setting, re
port-writing, and teacher remediation
techniques
5 [Levels of evaluation are em
ployed, each with a different goal
Effective systems distinguish between
evaluatees on the growth and im
provement track and those on the
remediation track, by telling the eva.
luatee where he or she stands This
| differentiation decreases participants’

b
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“Effective
[evaluation] systems
distinguish between
evaluatees on the
growth and
 improvement track
'and those on the
remediation track. . ..”

anxietv and offers an opportunity to
focus district resources on teachers
needing the most help, and, alerts
those who do not meet distriat stan-
dards. Evaluators often fail to tell eva-
luatees when thev are deficient
District performance standards that
| are clear, definable, and above mini-
| mal professional standards promote
| the development of levels of evalua-
ton  This creates a “remediation
zone” within which to attempt to im-
prove the marginally performing indi-
vidual before moving to the dismissal
mode The dismissal mode is reached
onlv after effort has tirst been made
to remediate the individual's
| performance
| 0 The evaluanon distinguishes be-
i tween the formate and summative
| dimensions. This disincuon may be
| absolute, wking the form of a “daa
| curtain” berween information collect
ed durning anv formative activities and
[hl._‘ contents of [hi.' summanve C'\'ilhii‘
non I'l.‘pt‘ﬁ
Especially when 1t is linked to a
svstem with levels of evaluation, this |
distincuon 1s valuable. An evaluatee in |
the growth/improvement maode, for
| example, would not need 0 be as
| concerned about the distunction be
| tween formative and summative as
would the teacher in the remediation
mode For teachers in the validation
growth or growth/improvement
maodes, Glatthomn (1986) suggests that |
[ the summative portion of the evalua- |
tion process be conducted very early |
in the cvele so that the acuvities under
taken during the remainder of the
ovcle can be clearly formatve [
Having the remedial teacher work I
with teams of other teachers. especial
| Iv those familiar with peer coaching
techniques. 1s one way to develop |
such a data curtain The coaching
teachers do not communicare with the

Arrn. 1987

B3



evaluator about the results of their
interventions with the remedial teach-
er. The evaluator simply observes at a
later date 1o determine if performance
has improved to the point where it
meets district standards

7 A variety of evaluation methods
are used. Although clinical supervision
has gained in populariry during the
80s, there are other important meth-
ods of assessing performance

Glatthorn (1984) suggests four
methods: clinical supervision, cooper
ative professional development, self
directed development, and adminis-
trative monitoring. Effective systems
might also include goal-setting tech-
niques, an examination of the prod-
ucts of student learning (in forms ath-
er than standardized test scores), and
efficient use of checklist data, such as
that supplied by the Florida Perform
ance Measurement Systemn ( 1983 ), The
artifact approach advanced by McGreal
(1983) and others, which is also use
ful, requires the evaluatee 10 assemble
artifacts that illustrate his or her ac
complishments and areas of strength
and achievement

This multifaceted approach requires
a high skill level from evaluators But a
commitment o a variety of evaluation
methaods with considerable individual-
1zanon for each evaluatee results in a
more efficient use of district re-
| sources Not every teacher need be
observed in the classroom for the
same amount of time  Evaluatees not
on the formal evaluation cvcle during
a particular vear would still participare
in professional growth activities, And.
perhaps most important, the system
would be modeling consistent values
| for teachers and students: valuing, re-
specting, and developing each individ
ual's potential to the maximum
degree

B Evaluation & a district priority
When half of the teachers in a building
are notified on 1 April that they will all
be evaluated within the next two
weeks, they get a clear message about
the importance of the process

When evaluation reports contain
phrases such as ‘loves kids,” "very
caring,” "'I'd love to have my child in

this class,” and little else, it is clear thar
the district is not concerned with
achieving maximum growth of the
| professional staff

“Evaluation must be
district priority. . . .
When . .. teachers
... are notified . . .
that they all will be
evaluated within . . .
two weeks, they get
a clear message
about the
importance of

‘the process.”

When evaluators drop into classes

in the middle of the lesson and leave
| hefore the lesson is completed, with
out prior agreement to do so, and this
15 the reacher’s sole “formal” observa
tion, teachers have difficulty accepting
the validity or value of the evaluator's
| thservations, conclusions, or recom
mendations (Little et al. 1984

When evaluators have few discre
nonary funds available for staff devel

upment or for providing assistance to |

remedial teachers or growth opportu
nities to competent and master teach
ers. it 15 unrealistic 1o expect that a
great deal of individual incentive will
be encouraged or exploited

District commitment needs to take
several forms

® Evaluators must have the time o
accomplish the process. There is no
way around the fact that performance
appraisal is a time-consuming task

® Adequate training  opportunities
must be provided for both evaluator
and evaluatee. Training programs
must provide agreement on a model
| of effective instruction, on some de
| gree of common vocabulary, and on
| standards of measuring these
elements

® The evaluation process must tie
into district goals, particularly goals
related to the improvement of instruc-
tion. Evaluanion must drive the im-

provement process, identifying
“-lrt:np;thﬁ and weaknesses, focusing
district inservice offerings, and guid-
| ing administrators in the improvement
| process.

® Top district personnel must have
the same evaluation skills as building-
level administrators.  Administrative
evaluation has been even less produc
tive and effective than teacher evalua-
tion in many districts. These systems
must be as rigorous and rational as
those proposed for teachers

The evaluation process holds great
potenual as a means to push toward
improvement of pedagogical skills and
Instruction in our schools. Its potential
s a positive, growth-inducing process
has long been overlooked. The eight
crinical attributes presentea here offer
4 practical framework for determining
if the evaluation system is meeting the

dual needs of growth and
accountability
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