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Teacher Evaluation—

Shared

Power Working

The Pasco, Washington, schools will
soon complete their fourth year using
McGreal’s model, which relates staff
development to instructional
improvement through goal setting,

| t Pasco, Washington, School
District, we were seeking an
evaluation systemn that would

energize teachers and give them own
ership in their own improvement, We
wanted a system that would contribute

to our effective schools effort and |

drive our staff development system
We found that vehicle in Thomas
McGreal's (1983 ) goal-based appraisal
process. Not only did it meet our
criteria, but it promoted “teacher talk’
about instruction and learning, and
fostered a principal-teacher collegial
relationship

Under this appraisal system, princi-
pals and teachers work together 1o set
one or two instructional goals that
really make a difference in the class-
room. The system is designed to

1. help teachers design and devel-
Op appropriate goals in a supportive
Settng,

2 promote comfortable observa-
tions by supervisors

3 provide a formative process

for teachers and principals, includ + produce a final document that |
ing feedback mechanisms and confer recognizes growth and outhines future |
ences steps, and
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- i
The apprassal process begins when the principal and a teacher sit doun together to choose
| goals that uill contribute to professional grouth and mstructional improvemendt
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In the McGreal process teachers give top priority to goals that bring abowut greatest student lecrriing

5 establish minimum expectations
for teachers as agreed upon by teach
ers and administrators the
dhstnct

ACTOSS

Minmimum expecations for teachers
| are not a part of the appraisal system,
| but a part of daily supervision. They

include coming o work on time, pro
viding a safe environment, upholding
school rules, and following district
policy. Failure to comply with mim
| mum expectations is dealt with out
side the appraisal process in an estab
lished straightforward fashion agreed
| upon by the union and the district
And what about the “failing” teach-
er’ How does our plan deal with
teacher probation and nonrenewal of
contract? Tom McGreal says, and we
| agree, that only a few rteachers, per
| haps only about 2 percent, fit into the
“failing” category. So why develop

massive svstems to deal with such a
small percent? Rather, let's identify
those folks who do not improve or
must be fired, and deal with them
differently. We use the old, established
legal document trails for the few
teaching failures and adopt a profes-
sional development process for the 98
percent that we keep in our
classrooms

Change Process

Making the change to a new system of
evaluation was easier said than done
Our old evaluation process was part of
the teacher associaton contract and
contained a standard set of compo-
nents as prescribed by state law. Fig-
ure 1 provides a chronology of events
from 1979 to 1987 involved in turning
our old seven-area raing scale into a

| personalized goal-setting process.

In the initial planning stage, a team
of one teacher and three administra-

“We use the old,
established legal
document trails for
the few teaching
failures and adopt a
professional
development
 process for the 98

' percent that we keep
in our classrooms.”
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“The first year the
principal works
intensively for
quality appraisal
with approximately
half the staff who are
in the goal-setting
group. .. . The next
year ... the original |
goal-setting group
gets reduced
attention, and
teachers in the
minimal evaluation
group work
intensively with

the principal.”

197982 Administrative concern about teacher system,
training in ITIP, dlinical supervision, and so on.

1983 Tmmmm«m-mm

(summer) on “appraising teacher effectiveness.”
wmmwmmaﬂmm
solving committee focused on teacher evaluation.

1983-84 Problem-solving committee works all year Recommends goal-

(school year)  setting teacher evaluation model to teacher association and
mﬂm.wmmm“ww

t"‘es«:i-u:ulpch'l':l;:d“bcmﬂep rys becomi
year.) High " process, ng an
before formal sanction.

1984 Agreement between teacher association and school board to

(summer) pilot new system during the 198485 school year.

1984-85 Emfunmomuﬂnm:mmm,mmm

(school year) igh, and one school. Principals in nonpilot buildings
qmwtwﬂuuﬁ':'mmmm.mm
continues meeting.

1985 Aq&&mntbetmmmmlaionmdmﬁorenﬁrediﬂﬁﬂ

{summer) pilot.

1985-87 Districtwide pilot.

1987 Anticipate final plan to institutionalize goal-setting teacher

{ ) luation system.

Fig. 1. Change Process Chronology

tors researched, problem-solved, se
lected, and developed the joint pro-
ject. That ownership gave rise to both
teacher and principal champions of
the process. When the time came 1o
pilot the model, almost half of the
district building principals volun
teered Other principals agreed to trv
it out with two of their best teachers
The teacher association and the ad

helped develop training plans to en
sure successful implementation

Goal-Based Evaluation
Specifically, how does the model
work? The principal divides teachers
into three groups (see fig. 2)

® Track A—Goal-Serting Model (sat
isfactory teachers),

® Track B—Minimal Evaluation (sar-
isfactory teachers), and

® Track C—Initial or Remedial Proc
ess (new or questionable teachers)

The first year the principal works
intensively for quality appraisal with
approximately half the staff who are in
the goal-setung group (Track A), to-

! gether they focus on improving in-

struction. Teachers on Track B meet
minimal requirements and are as
sumed to be sausfactory for thar vear
The next yvear Tracks A and B change
places, the original goal-setting gre wup
gets reduced attention, and teachers in
the mimmal evaluation group work
intensively with the principal

Track C teachers, who are new or

| have been adentified as probably not
ministrators sanctioned that pilot and |

savable,” are not included in the goal
setting model New teachers are given
a traditional check list review their
first year o allow the teacher and
principal a chance to review the entire
range of teaching skills Marginal
teachers are dealt with in the most
efficient way 10 process them legally

for discipline, probation, or non-

rencwal If Track C teachers demon
strate successful teaching, they move

| to Track A or B

Results

McGreal's philosophy has given Pasco
Schools an appraisal process that has
had multiple positive effects. In Janu-
ary 1986 administrators, participatng
in a structured feedback session, sug-
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Teachers discuss their ohservations in each other's clasrooms with particular attention 1o weys priority goals are changmg teachng and learming

gested, among other helpful ideas, a | also responded positvely and asked During the hrst fall of the full pilot,
plan to provide more guidance in goal | for thorough training in the use of the | we arranged for an outside consultant
setiing for hrst-vear teachers Teachers | new evaluation model to tramn saff in the goal-setting and
A 2 3 4 5
48% of Each person Extensive Feedback
stafi— | sets1or2 | _| confer |_| on progress
goal- real instruc- encing and
setting tional goals observa-
group tions
1
B 2 3 4 5
s - 48% of Minimum Short form Minimum
g | 1550 | g | | S | | ey
<A B.C short- require- minimum
e form group ments observa-
tions
C 2 3 4 5 6
4% unsatis- Documenta- Legal . Legal Probation,
factory —{ tion as — steps met — feedback | firing, or
teachers appropriate given oK
Fig. 2. Goal-Based Evaluation Model ' =
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evaluation process. At the last minute | energized, consistent, teacher-sanc. ‘
the consultant became ill and could | tioned staff development plan, then a

| not come. Along with three adminis- change process can move through a

| trators, one being the superintendent, | building and district with unusual
Ia strong teacher shared her experi- | strength. The goal setting, teacher im-

“If - .

a district offers

an rgiz ence with the process. The ownership | provement, and staff develc )pment be
ene ed’ | she felt was powerful. She achieved ‘ come cyclical and drive each other

COﬂSiStent, teacher- | the goal that she had worked toward

We will soon complete our fourth

SﬂnCﬁOﬂCd staﬂ' she had power in the process | year working with this process. We got

| what we wanted: a teacher evaluation

development plan, | m]proved Instruction system that invigorates teachers and
The goals in the McGreal process are a ‘ gives them ov.nership in and responsi

ﬂ]m 4 Change powerful tool in IMproving Instruc- | hiliry for their own improvement. We
| Process can move ton. Rather than devote time to im- | agree with Tom McGreal—if vou are

th_rough a buﬂding proving the organization or program, | BoIng 1o keep a teacher, you work with

the process first emphasizes top-prior him or her to improve, and in the |

and district with ity goals that affect what the teacher process you all improve [
unusual Strength_ does to bring about greater student

learning, Principals work with teach
B p

- Keference
‘ The goal semﬂg'! ers 1o develop these impornant goals
teacher A strong staff development plan | McGreal, Thomas 1 Successful Teacher
. multiplies the power of this personal Fraluation. Alexandria, Va. Association
| improvement, and ized instruction model for teachers | for ““F“";‘;;:'” and Curriculum Devel
np B

[ Sta_ﬁ de‘velopmeﬂt and administrators  Programs such as AR
beC()me CYCli(‘.al aﬂd e h.cr EXpeC [:.“" s Lmld Hr_u{k.m | Stephanie Tesch is Assistant Superinten
. » Achievement (TESA), Power Writing, dent, Larry Nyland is Superintendent
drive each other. and Instructional Theory Into Practice | anq Doug Kernutt is Personnel Director
(ITIP) lend themselves to teacher goal | all with Pasco School District No 1, 1004 N

development. If a district offers an | 16th Ave . Pasco, WA 99301

—— THINKING THROUGH LEARNING STY LE s ————————3
In her much acclaimed book, Learning and Teaching Style:
In Theory and Practice, Dr. Kathleen Butler enhances your
thinking about the issue of style from the perspective of the
Gregorc Model as she empowers you to think from the
[ viewpoint of learners' minds. In careful detail, she discusses:

® Style theory

Learning
and
Teaching Style

® Teaching styles
® Learning styles
In Theory ® Style Differentiated Instruction (SDI)
and Practice ® Bloom's Taxonomy applied to style
e ® Level of thinking within each style
/ ® Realistic applications for the classroom
Learning and Teaching Style: In Theory and Practice,
| 7 helps every educator to be aware of thinking styles, to
| nmui;II?Jv/m b || recognize critical and creative thinking unique to each style,

= and to think from a style viewpoint in helping children meet
' the curriculum and develop their own minds' strengths. You,
too, will tell your colleagues this book is must reading.
ISBN: 0-934481-02-4 0489-CM-1-11
281 pages, $24.95 plus $2.50 shipping.

Dr. Butler's text and other style materials are available from:
The Learner’'s Dimension, Box 6, Columbia, Ct 06237 (203)228-3786

a0 EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP



Copyright © 1987 by the Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development. All rights reserved.





