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A CRITICAL EXAMINATION OF PRACTICES AND PERCEPTIONS
OF CURRENT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION MODELS
FOR THEATRE ARTS TEACHERS IN VIRGINIA

Abstract

Methods and models used to evaluate the teaching performance of theatre arts
teachers appear to have limited applicability due to the specialized nature of theatre in the
classroom. Instructional leaders whose responsibilities include observation and
evaluation may find additional challenges when charged with evaluating theatre arts
teachers using general educational evaluation models. This qualitative study explored the
nature of the practices and perceptions of theatre arts teachers and the administrators
charged with evaluating them through the backdrop of Joint Committee Standards of
Educational Evaluation.

Though the Joint Committee outlined specific measures to ensure that teacher
performance evaluation models and methods are properly designed and implemented
through the personnel evaluation standards, this study concluded that those standards
often are not used properly or do not apply to theatre arts teachers. Moreover,
administrators are left to determine the best implementation of general evaluation
instruments in specialized subjects such as theatre. Implications of this study indicate
that better tools for theatre arts teacher performance evaluation must be provided so that
theatre arts teachers can reflect, respond, and grow professionally in order to provide

students with the best arts education possible. By providing proper and effective



evaluation tools, theatre arts teachers can educate students to meet the needs of a
changing world.
SHELLEY L. NOWACEK
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION

THE COLLEGE OF WILLIAM AND MARY
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Chapter One: The Problem
Introduction

Theatre is everywhere in society. Theatre is enlarged on film screens in
thousands of movieplexes; reduced onscreen in millions of homes. However, theatre is
declining in America’s secondary schools (Southeast Institute for Education in Theatre,
1996). A study by the Secondary Theatre Project, sponsored by the University of [llinois
at Urbana-Champaign, defined five “crucial qualitative factors” for secondary theatre
education (Seidel, 1991, p. 17). In order of their perceived significance to students, they
were: the teacher; the policies and practices of the school district administration; dramatic
production; community environment; and the theatre curriculum (Seidel, 1991). These
factors are inextricably linked and yet it appears that the first two most important factors,
teachers and the policies and practices of the administration, are disconnected (Seidel,
1991).

Gardner (2004) argued that to understand the arts involves mastery of the
productive practices in a particular domain or discipline, coupled with the capacity to
adopt different stances toward artistic work, including that of audience member, critic,
performer, and creator. The “understander” in the arts is one who can comfortably move
among these various stances, just as the understander in the sciences can alternate among
several modes of knowing or representation, assuming the roles of éxperimenter, theorist,

and critic of investigations carried out personally or by others (p. 239).



This view of understanding is remote from the conception of the artist held by
many. In a more stereotypical version, the artist is “special” and waits for inspiration.
Great works either appear or emerge, and there is no discernable relationship between the
processes used and the products that result. Nor, in this view, is there any relationship
between the artist and others; the creative artist is seen as remote from the audience, as a
critic or perhaps a performer. Effective arts education must confront these stereotypes,
ultimately replacing them with an appreciation of the complexity of the artistic process
and the ensemble of roles it engenders (Gardner, 2004).

But who among educators hold these stereotypes and what happens to arts
education as a result of stereotypes? They may be most often held by school
administrators about the arts and artistic processes. That administrators — who make
prioritized decisions about programming in their schools (Hoy & Miskel, 2001) --hold
such stereotypes seems evident when one reviews the treatment of the performing arts in
public education. For example, in a national report concerning arts education in
America’s schools it was revealed that only sixteen percent of the schools surveyed
offered dramatic arts instruction through their language arts curricula (Carey, Farris,
Sikes, & Foy, 1995). Yet though only a small percentage of the schools reported that the
performing arts were taught directly, more than fifty percent said that classroom teachers
integrated dramatic arts into their curricula in other subject areas to facilitate students’
learning. While the performing arts do not appear to be valued enough by those who
make decisions about what should be scheduled into the school day, teachers seem to
have enough awareness of their importance to incorporate the performing arts into their

teaching methods (Burton, Horowitz, & Abeles, 2000). Perhaps educational leaders have



not been linked closely to or involved personally with the arts or arts educators — enough
to recognize their importance to students’ learning on multiple levels.

If the arts are to thrive, administrators and other decision-makers must discard
whatever stereotypes they may hold and replace them with a realistic understanding of
arts education craft, process, goals, and sensibilities; theatre arts educators are in need of
accurate and fair evaluation systems that measure their abilities as well as motivate them
to improve their teaching practices for the benefit of their students.

Statement of the Problem

Current methods for the evaluation of teachers appear to have limited
applicability for the majority of performing arts teachers due to the specialized nature of
what it is they teach (Maranzano, 2000; Peterson, 2000; Rush, 1997; Stronge, 2006,
Taebel, 1990a, 1990b; Wolf, 1973). Instructional leaders whose responsibilities include
observation and evaluation may find additional challenges when charged with evaluating
performing arts teachers using general educational models. In order for educational
leaders to make informed evaluation decisions, it is important for them to consider the
contributions of performing arts teachers. The branch of the performing arts that will be
the focus of this study will be theatre arts. It generally is held that administrators do not
have the expertise that theatre arts teachers have in the area of best practices in theatre
education and, consequently, expertise in evaluation methods applicable for theatre arts
teachers (Henniger, 2002; Landon, 1965). It is the knowledge of theatre arts teachers that
needs to be extrapolated in order to understand what is happening currently in teacher
performance evaluation and what needs to be changed in order to make evaluation for

theatre arts teachers an experience in which they can learn and grow and as a result be



better prepared to teach their students. Thus, the problem investigated in this study was to
understand the issues surrounding evaluation in regards to performing arts (i.c.,
theatre/drama) teachers. Specifically, the following issues were investigated:
Research Questions:
1. How do theatre teachers and administrators perceive performance evaluation
practices?
(The Joint Committee of Standards Evaluation informs the following four research
questions)
2. How do theatre teachers and administrators perceive the quality of evaluation in
terms of propriety standards?
3. How do theatre teachers and administrators perceive the quality of evaluation in
terms of utility standards?
4. How do theatre teachers and administrators perceive the quality of evaluation in
terms of feasibility standards?
5. How do theatre teachers and administrators perceive the quality of evaluation in
terms of accuracy standards?
Significance of the Study
In situations in which the performing arts are not valued, classes are edged out of
building space needed for instruction and performances, with those who teach performing
arts not consulted in decision-making that affects programming directly (Maranzano,
2000). This is costly to performing arts programs in several ways. If performing arts
teachers do not see that their services and their programs are valued, it is likely that they

will exit the profession, leaving behind those who do not have similarly specialized



expertise, but are instead other-discipline teachers who must take on performance classes
as part of their contract-based teaching loads (Demorest & Morrison, 2000; Maranzano,
2000). In one national study, it was revealed that only eight percent of dramatic arts
programs offered were taught by drama specialists (Carey et al., 1995). Over time,
staffing practices like these can lead to a downward spiral in the quality and longevity of
a solid performing arts program (Landon, 1965).

How can that quality be rebuilt? That quality can be rebuilt by using stronger
tools through which to work and communicate. In 1965, Landon discussed the leadership
that is essential to the survival of fine arts programming by saying: “Quality teaching in
the arts becomes increasingly possible if the public schools provide...instructional
leadership by persons trained in the arts to provide direction and coordination” (p. 74).
What Landon is suggesting is that administrators have knowledge in the arts as well as
stronger communication tools in order to understand and properly connect with
performing arts teachers in their schools.

Although the above statements were written more than forty years ago, it appears
that little has changed since then in the administration of arts programs. We know, via
Eisner (2005), that participation in the arts advances student achievement in multiple
arenas, helping children to develop holistically. Administrators may hold keys to the
success and self-efficacy of both performing arts teachers and their students. However, a
variety of tools in which to communicate and build stronger programs do not exist. One
of the most powerful communication tools an administrator has is the process of
evaluation. Performance appraisals affect the decisions that organizational leaders make

about the selection, placement, retention, recognition, rewards, and professional growth



of employees (Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Peterson, 2000; Stronge, 2006).

Current methods for the evaluation of teachers appear to have limited
applicability for the majority of performing arts teachers due to the specialized nature of
what it is they teach (Maranzano, 2000). Instructional leaders whose responsibilities
include observation and evaluation may find additional challenges when charged with
evaluating performing arts teachers using general educational models. In order for
educational leaders to make informed evaluation decisions, it is important for them to
consider the contributions of performing arts teachers.

The future roles of fine arts programs in America’s schools will be determined in
large part by school leaders. These administrators will continue to make the arts an
integral part of the curriculum only if they are convinced of the academic, social, and
aesthetic value of supporting such programs, and the connections that arts education has
to the curriculum as a whole (Demorest & Morrison, 2000). The issues facing arts
education are ones that school leaders could address in productive ways because they
have the power to do so. Inadequate funding, space requirements, and scheduling
flexibility are challenges that performing arts teachers face; these can be resolved by
educational leaders if they understand the importance of such issues to performing arts
programming, and if they choose to support performing arts programs through the power
of their administrative positions. Supporters of arts education argue that the arts should
be a fundamental part of the school day and, therefore, such logistical challenges should
be resolved (e.g., Fowler, 1994; Consortium of National Arts Education Association,
1994: Rush, 1997). Yet if administrators ignore these issues and permit a business-as-

usual approach to performing arts programming, it will suffer the inevitable



consequences, and a powerful message about the limited importance of performing arts
programs could be sent to students, teachers, and community members.

Involvement in the arts can help students develop holistically. And yet the arts are
persistently overlooked in public education funding and instructional time allotment.
Eisner (2005) echoed these beliefs:

Make no mistake, the curriculum we prescribe for schools and the time we

allocate to subjects show children more what adults believe is important for

them to study than the amount of time allocated to them. In American

schools, the arts receive about two hours of instructional time per week

at the elementary level and are generally not a required subject of study

at the secondary level. The allocation of time to what we teach has other

consequences as well. The amount of time allocated to a field of study

influences the kinds of mental skills children have the opportunity to

acquire. (p. 129)

That little time in the school day is allocated to the arts, as Eisner described,
seems to reveal what we value as a nation in education. In the current educational
climate, “basic” academic skills are valued, while the arts are considered to be “a frill”
(Winner & Cooper, 2000). Arts education is often at risk as an aspect of educational
reform. This risk is rooted in national educational policy, with arts education’s fate
resting at the local level, since building-level administrators make budgeting, scheduling
and hiring decisions and assign teachers to implement those decisions (Consortium of

National Arts Education Association, 1994; Fiske, 1999; Rush, 1997; Eisner, 2005).



These are concerns for both the general population of students who need arts
education as part of the general curriculum, as well as gifted and creative students whose
needs are even more urgent (Eisner, 2005). Curriculum specialists tend to overlook
artistically creative students in their plans “including content or course descriptions,
subject guides, and learning materials and activities” (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004, p. 110).
Such lack of attention in administrative and curriculum decision-making, added to
administrative disregard, could pose a threat to the future existence of performing arts
programming in public schools. Students will be short changed and deprived of
educational opportunities if performing arts programming disappears.

It is clear that arts education is important. But are students receiving the best
theatre arts education possible? Are teachers of the arts providing the best theatre arts
education possible? How do we know if theatre arts teachers are providing students with
an appropriate education in theatre? Are theatre arts teachers growing professionally
within the context of their careers? Without proper performance evaluation of theatre
arts teachers, these questions cannot be answered.

Definition of Key Terms

Administrator: For the purposes of this study, administrator refers to any licensed
personnel with supervisory responsibilities who provide information that is used in
creating either formative or summative evaluations.

Formative evaluation: Refers to all activities associated with professional growth
and development in the process of teacher evaluation.

Performance evaluation: Refers to all activities associated with teacher evaluation

regardless of form and includes all aspects of both formative and summative evaluation



processes; examples can include, but are not limited to, observation, portfolio review, and
written evaluations.

Summative evaluation: Refers to all activities associated with rendering final
accountability for a teacher’s competence, tenure status as well as recommend
appropriate employment decisions.

Theatre arts: Theatre arts is an art form which involves an actor and an audience
and any additional elements that enhance that relationship. Some theatre arts programs
include elaborate facilities while others may involve a simple classroom space. It is
sometimes referred to as drama.

Theatre arts teacher: For the purposes of this study, theatre arts teachers refers to
those teachers whose major responsibilities include teaching theatre arts as well as
handling after school performances of any kind, including one act play festivals,
musicals, stage plays, or other theatrical performances.

The Joint Committee Standards definitions:

The Accuracy Standards: Are intended to determine whether an evaluation
produces sound information. Personnel evaluations must be technically adequate and as
complete as possible to allow sound judgments and decisions to be made (Joint
Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation, 2007).

The Feasibility Standards: Are intended to guide personnel evaluation systems to
ensure ease of implementation, efficiency in use of time and resources, adequacy of
funding, and viability from a political standpoint (Joint Committee on Standards for

Educational Evaluation, 2007).
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The Propriety Standards: Are intended to ensure that a personnel evaluation will
be conducted legally, ethically, and with due regard for the welfare of the evaluatee and
those involved in the evaluation (Joint Committee on Standards for Educational
Evaluation, 2007).

The Utility Standards: Are intended to guide evaluations so that they will be
informative, timely, and influential (Joint Committee on Standards for Educational
Evaluation, 2007).

Delimitations

The results of this study are based on voluntary participation of theatre arts
teachers in Virginia and, therefore, may not reflect a complete range of experiences of
those who teach theatre arts in other states. Additionally, factors may exist which
substantially affect theatre arts teachers’ responses that were not identified in this study.
For example, the relationship between the administrator and the theatre teacher may have
an impact on the perceptions of the participants in the study; additionally, the success of
the theatre program based on the participants’ perspectives may influence the responses
given.

Limitations of the Study

Creating a model for the evaluation of theatre teachers was beyond the scope of
this initial study. However, understanding what theatre arts teachers perceive as the
pitfalls to current evaluation as well as discussing evaluation experiences and the use of
current models can lead to future explorations in the area of teacher performance

evaluation in Virginia. Additional limitations of the study include the nature of the study
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itself: based solely on perceptions and practices of the participants and not current

models.

1.

Major Assumptions
Theatre arts teachers understand their jobs as professionals and as such possess
the skills and knowledge to make valid judgments regarding evaluation practices
and their respective impact.
Administrative personnel are typically charged with the responsibility of
evaluation; such personnel may or may not understand theatre arts.
Quality leadership and teaching are central to the success of theatre arts programs.
Skilled theatre arts teachers have a direct impact on the contributions of
performing arts experiences in public schools.
The process of evaluation varies from district to district in Virginia.
Theatre arts teachers, like other teachers, need evaluation methods that aid them
in professional growth and foster future goals for their programs.
The interview responses from theatre teachers will accurately reflect their

experiences with evaluation practices currently in use in their districts.
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Chapter Two: Review of Related Literature
Introduction
In order to understand the role of theatre in education and the role that personnel
administrators are delegated in measuring and retaining quality educators in theatre arts
through evaluation, this review of literature related to the problem to be investigated
delineates the following subjects in this order: 1) importance of theatre in education, 2)
general purposes of evaluation systems, 3) purposes and practices of teacher evaluation,
4) documenting performance in teacher evaluation, 6) current models and methods for
evaluating theatre arts teachers, and 7) theatre arts education evaluation in Virginia. First,
however, a brief overview of the significance of arts education is provided.
The Significance of Arts Education
Arts education is important to all students, and as such, should be treated as an
important part of education; not as an add-on or elective (Consortium of National Arts
Education Association, 1994; Fiske, 1999). Fowler (1994) provided a rationale for a
more comprehensive approach to arts education. The arts are necessary because they:
e Teach divergent rather than convergent thinking;
e Develop craftsmanship and the ability to apply aesthetics;
¢ Introduce individuals to perceptions and understandings they could not acquire
any other way;
e Provide insight and wisdom that enlighten understanding, making it deeper and

more comprehensive;
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e Facilitate human communications within and across cultures;

e Help individuals define who they are and how to articulate their own special sense
of being;

e Document human history, distinguishing relationship to time by showing
humanity as it was yesterday, as it is today, and as it will be tomorrow;

e Replenish the human spirit and, by nurturing, consoling, and inspiring it, restores

humanity. (p. 4)

Arts education benefits both its students and society (Consortium of National Arts
Education Association, 1994). It benefits the student because it helps to cultivate the
whole child, gradually building many kinds of literacy while developing intuition,
reasoning, imagination, and dexterity through unique forms of expression and
communication. This process not only requires an active mind but a trained one. Arts
education also helps students by initiating them into a variety of ways of perceiving and
thinking (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004). In an increasingly technological environment
overloaded with sensory data, the ability to perceive, interpret, understand and evaluate
stimuli is critical. The performing arts can help students develop multiple capabilities for
understanding and deciphering an image- and symbol-laden world (Henniger, 2002).

An education in the arts also benefits society because students of the arts are
given powerful tools for understanding human experiences, both past and present,
learning to adapt to and respect others’ ways of thinking, working and expressing
themselves; make decisions in situations in which there are no standard answers; analyze
nonverbal communication; and make informed judgments about cultural products and

issues (Consortium of National Arts Education Association, 1994).
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Theatre in Education

In a national report concerning arts education in America’s schools (Carey, Farris,
Sikes, & Foy, 1995) it was revealed that only sixteen percent of the schools surveyed
offered dramatic arts instruction through their language arts curricula. Yet though only a
small percentage of the schools reported that the performing arts were taught directly,
more than fifty percent said that classroom teachers integrated dramatic arts into their
curricula in other subject areas to facilitate students’ learning. While the performing arts
do not appear to be valued enough by those who make decisions about what should be
scheduled into the school day, teachers seem to have enough awareness of their
importance to incorporate the performing arts into their teaching methods (Burton,
Horowitz, & Abeles, 2000).

Theorists and teachers have been quick to defend the necessity of theatre in
education; Hamblen (1997) stated that theatre arts are a means by which students become
actively engaged in the learning process as opposed to bored, passive students. Gardner
(1999) argued that students have intelligence which registers in eight categories all of

which connect to theatre:

J—

. linguistic (through words and language);

N

logical (through reasoning);

3. spatial (through pictures);

4. bodily-kinesthetic (through the body);
5. musical (through rhythm);

6. interpersonal (through people);

7. intrapersonal (through the self);
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8. naturalistic (through the natural).

Gardner (1999) further stated that educators are not meeting the learning needs of
their students if they are not given the opportunity to use these intelligences. In the case
of theatre, these needs are met. Gardner (1999) noted that school systems often judge
student performance largely on standardized test scores, which typically assess only two
of the multiple intelligences: linguistic and logical (through mathematics); students who
are strong in these traditional intelligences also are likely to do well in public schools,
while those who demonstrate competencies in other intelligence areas are often frustrated
and can be misinterpreted as less than intelligent. Gardner (1999) trusted that if students
were taught in ways that strengthen all intelligences, students would have more success in
academics. Gardner’s (1999) research led him to ascertain that because these
intelligences are derived from theatre and the arts, that teaching through the intelligences
parallels teaching through theatre and the arts.

A Harvard University study conducted by Winner and Hetland (2000) entitled
Reviewing Education and the Arts Project (REAP) examined articles that illustrated a
relationship betweens the arts and academic achievement. The researchers conducted a
set of ten meta-analyses on selected reports. Through the research a causal link was
found between classroom drama (enacting texts) and a variety of verbal areas (Winner &
Hetland, 2000). In all cases, students who enacted texts were compared to students who
read the same texts but did not enact them. Drama not only helped children’s verbal
skills with respect to the texts enacted; it also helped children’s verbal skills when applied
to new, non-enacted texts. Thus, drama helps to build verbal skills that transfer to new

materials. According to Winner and Hetland, such an effect has great value for
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education: verbal skill is highly valued, adding such drama techniques costs little in
terms of effort or expense, and a high proportion of students are influenced by such
curricular changes.

The State of Theatre Education

If substantial programs are ever to exist, theatre must be perceived as an academic
discipline relevant to all students rather than an extracurricular activity for a selected few
(Southeast Institute for Education in Theatre, 1996). The teaching of theatrical
knowledge and skill through the inherent processes of theatre can result in an
appreciation of the complexity of the art form, recognition of its existence in all cultures
throughout history, and an understanding of its power and relevance in the global society
(Southeast Institute for Education in Theatre, 1996). If substantial theatre programs are
to exist, teachers of theatre should be privy to the same professional standards and
evaluations processes as their colleagues (Southeast Institute for Education in Theatre,
1996).

A nationwide survey of high school theatre programs was conducted by the
Educational Theatre Association in 1991. Researchers surveyed a random sample of
schools with eleventh and twelfth grades and total school enrollments of three-hundred or
more. The sample was geographically representative and included rural, suburban, and
urban schools and a cross section of school types (Seidel, 1991).

The survey found that while 88 percent of the nation’s high schools had some
type of theatre activity (either one or more theatre courses, or co-curricular theatre
productions, or both), only 59 percent offered both a theatre course for credit and co-

curricular theatre activities. Additionally, only 55 percent of theatre teachers reported
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that their students had some of theatre experience prior to their high school education
(Seidel, 1991).

In the same survey, principals were asked to rank a number of skills and attributes
that students should possess by the time they graduated (Seidel, 1991). The principals
surveyed responded that the top three skills and attributes should include: communication
skills, critical thinking, and self-confidence (Seidel, 1991). Principals and teachers were
then asked about theatre’s ability to teach or strengthen several skills and attributes,
including self-discipline, creativity, group dynamics and problem-solving skills, self-
confidence, business management skills, interpersonal and group communication, and
aesthetics and criticism. Principals gave theatre programs above-average marks in all of
these areas but one, business management. According the study, theatre teachers say they
actively teach or strengthen all of these areas through class work and/or productions
(Seidel, 1991). According to this study, what administrators report to want for their
students are the very things that theatre teachers are offering.

And yet, despite these statistics, just under two-thirds of the teachers in the same
study reported that principals attended their theatrical productions (Seidel, 1991). Even
more distressing, according to the study, was that principals often hired theatre teachers
for their ability to teach other subjects, such as English, as their primary responsibility
and theatre as a secondary subject (Seidel, 1991). In additional, the study found that the
criteria that principals use to evaluate candidates for when hiring an educator for a theatre
position seems “to reflect the discipline’s secondary status” (Seidel, 1991, p. 6). The
study found that 86 percent of principals were looking for some level of theatre

experience (65 percent sought community theatre or university experience, 59 percent
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sought experience with high school theatre, 48 percent looked for technical theatre
expertise); only 60 percent sought college or degree training and fewer than half required
a prospective teacher to have majored in theatre. The study further reported that only 40
percent of principals required that the teacher hired have a bachelor’s degree in theatre,
just 9 percent required a master’s degree in theatre, and 9 percent considered a minor in
theatre as sufficient qualification (Seidel, 1991). A little over a third of the principals
surveyed, 36 percent, sought a certification in theatre. These were the findings, despite
the principals’ surveyed responses that ranked the top three skills and attributes a student
should have upon graduation being communication skills, critical thinking, and self-
confidence, all traits that theatre teachers reported including in their curriculum. The
study also found that principals were not aware of the value of theatre for other students
as well as the school’s standing in the community (Seidel, 1991).
Finally, the study concluded that the teacher made the biggest difference between

a typical program and an above-average one (Seidel, 1991). The study compared the
programs in the top 25 percent with those in the middle of the spectrum, and found that
many of the factors making the biggest difference were those that were influenced by the
teacher. Among the strongest one-fourth of the theatre programs survey, there was a
marked increase over the average program in:

o the touring of a performance (a 133 percent increase);

o professional theatre artists visiting the school (an 89 percent increase);

e the production of three or more plays annually (a 79 percent increase);

e the number of theatre-related meetings attended by the teacher (a 67 percent

increase):
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o the likelihood the teacher belongs to a state, regional, or national theatre education
association (a 63 percent increase);

o the likelihood the teacher has continued theatre training by taking college or
university course work (a 61 percent increase);

o student directing opportunities (a 49 percent increase);

o the likelihood that the teacher has taught theatre for longer than average—eleven
or more years (a 40 percent increase);

o the non-high school directing experience of the teacher (a 29 percent increase);

o the likelihood the teacher majored in theatre in college (a 22 percent increase).

(Seidel, 1991, p. 15)

Finally, one study found that the average theatre teacher averaged fourteen years
teaching experience and slightly more than a decade of teaching theatre (Southeast
Institute for Education in Theatre, 1996). Theatre teachers did not generally teach theatre
exclusively. Six out ten theatre teachers reported that theatre was a “secondary
assignment” for them (Southeast Institute for Education in Theatre, 1996, p. 3).

The contributions that theatre arts makes to public education requires that theatre
remain as part of a necessary curriculum (Burton, Horowitz, & Abeles, 2000; Consortium
of National Arts Education Association, 1994; Eisner, 2005; Gardner, 2004). In fact, the
No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) lists the arts among the core academic subjects,
requiring schools to enable all students to achieve in the arts and to reap the full benefits
of a comprehensive arts education (NCLB, 2002). However, without proper evaluation
of theatre arts teachers, theatre education will continue to decline in the context of

education. To understand how theatre teachers are evaluated, it is important to review the
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evaluation methods for all teachers and then compare these methods to a unique subject
matter such as theatre arts.

A study by the Secondary Theatre Project, sponsored by the University of Illinois
at Urbana-Champaign, defined five “crucial qualitative factors” for secondary theatre
education (Seidel, 1991, p. 17). In order of their perceived significance to students, they
were: the teacher; the policies and practices of the school district administration; dramatic
production; community environment; and the theatre curriculum (Seidel, 1991). These
factors are inextricably linked and yet there appears that the first two most important
factors, teachers and administrators, are disconnected through significant types of policies
and practices (Seidel, 1991). The practice of evaluation is one of the most important
factors for communicating professional goals and expectations to teachers via
administration (Peterson, 2000).

General Purposes of Evaluation Systems

According to Scriven (1973), the main purpose of evaluation is to determine the
worth, value, and merits of teaching. There are other ways to classify the purposes of
teacher evaluation, but teacher evaluation serves at least three major purposes; the
difference among these three purposes are most apparent when their impact is considered
at the level of the individual teacher (Natriello, 1990). The following purposes of
evaluation describe the purposes of evaluation from the micro- to macro-level of public
schools as institutions or systems.

First, evaluation is often used as a way to influence the performance of an
individual teacher within their discipline (subject) (Natriello, 1990). The goal is to

improve performance that is already within a range of acceptable for holders of that
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position. Peterson (2000) described this aspect of performance improvement as being the
most discussed purpose of teacher evaluation; the supposition is that feedback, with
specific praise and criticism, helps professionals self-regulate.

The second purpose of teacher evaluation is that it may be used to control
movement into and out of positions (Natriello, 1990). Evaluations may serve to screen
individuals attempting to enter a position, to retain individuals in a position, or to enforce
the exit of individuals from a position (Natriello, 1990). Bridges (1992) stated that
hiring, retaining and terminating teachers is the most visible purpose of teacher
evaluation. As a result, other kinds of staffing decisions are virtually non-existent; school
districts do not have systematic evaluations that identify teacher leaders or promote
teachers to advanced ranks (Peterson, 2000).

The third purpose of evaluation is to convey a sense of justice and equity both
about the organization and about its control over others (Natriello, 1990). In this
context, evaluation processes are designed to influence performers by convincing them
that the evaluation process itself is legitimate and deserves recognition and compliance
(Natriello, 1990; Peterson, 2000). Lortie (1975) described teaching as a profession
remarkably barren of feedback that indicates quality and authoritative reassurance.
Evaluation systems must be perceived as fair and legitimate and meet the expectations of
the organizational members if they are to function and operate as systems for one group
of individuals to control the behavior of another group (Lortie, 1975; Natriello, 1990;
Peterson, 2000).

Thus, teacher evaluation can be used by schools: 1) to influence the performance

of the individual teacher; 2) to guide the decision making process of hiring, retaining, and
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firing of personnel; and 3) to legitimize control attempts of the school organization
(Bridges, 1992; Lortie, 1975; Natriello, 1990; Peterson, 2000; Stronge, 2006). As
described above, teacher evaluation systems were created to benefit both the individual
teacher and the school organization; these evaluation systems have far-reaching effects
for teachers in contributing to their ability to survive and thrive in the workplace. The
following section on current practices in teacher evaluation illustrates the most
commonly familiar evaluation purposes and practices, especially as seen by teachers.
Purposes and Practices of Teacher Evaluation

In a time when student achievement is seen as the gateway for the success of the
future for this nation, school improvement is a central educational issue. The core of
school improvement is teaching and learning: the key to student success is a teacher who
is successful in the classroom (Stronge, 2006). The essential issue is that effective
teachers are needed to guide the learning of students and without effective evaluation
systems, we cannot know if we have effective teachers to guide those learners (Stronge &
Tucker, 2003). With the emphasis on teacher quality expressed in the No Child Left
Behind act a premium is placed on teacher evaluation systems unlike it has ever been
expressed before.

So why does quality teacher evaluation matter? It is because the quality of any
school is directly linked to the performance of the individual people who work there
(Stronge, 2006). Good evaluation practices lead to stronger relationships and mutual
respect between administrators and teachers in most educational settings (Witziers,
Bosker & Kruger, 2003). A conceptually sound and properly implemented evaluation

system for teachers is an essential component for an effective school and by extension for
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the success student achievement (Stronge, 2006). The two most commonly cited
purposes of personnel evaluation familiar to most feachers are personal
growth/performance improvement and accountability (Danielson & McGreal, 2000;
Peterson, 2000).

Performance Improvement and Accountability

Performance improvement and accountability in teacher performance evaluation
are not competing, but supportive interests—these two roles are inextricably intertwined
in the total evaluation process (Stronge, 2006). Thus, comprehensive teacher
performance evaluation systems are most often rooted in these two broad categories:

e Improvement-oriented, contributing to the personal and professional development
needs of the individual (teacher) as well as improvement within the school (i.e.,
formative focus).

e Accountability-oriented, contributing to the personal goals of the teacher and to
the mission of the program, the school, and the total ability of performance (i.e.,
summative focus). (Stronge, 2006, p. 5)

Improvement orientation places the emphasis on teacher improvement,
professional growth and development within the school (Stronge, 2006). Teacher
evaluation for the purpose of professional growth and development gained popularity in
the late 1980s and early 1990s (Duke, 1995). A teacher performance assessment and
evaluation system should be a balanced relationship between school- or district-wide
goals and individual teacher professional growth and improvement (Stronge, 2006).

Formative evaluation. The formative evaluation phase is an ongoing process of

data collection, conferencing, and development plans. The purpose of the formative
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phase of teacher evaluation is professional improvement through application of
procedures set forth by the school district (Valentine, 1992). Formative evaluation,
according to Barber (1990) is:

...a helping, caring process that provides data to teachers for making decisions

about how they can best improve their own teaching techniques, styles or

strategies. Formative evaluation must occur in close collaboration with the person
being evaluated—he or she must agree to it, be an intensive part of it, participate
willingly in it, and, in the case of experienced teachers, ever direct it, thus a new

dimension of self-assessment. (p. 216)

Formative evaluation situates the teacher as an active and self-directing
professional and includes “all activities associated with growth and development
including: self-assessment, goal setting, and feedback from such sources as peer review,
peer coaching, and portfolio development” (Howard & McColskey, 2001, p. 48)
Formative assessment can include a variety of processes and data from in-classroom
observations and the examination of artifacts including lesson plans, student work
samples, the result of formal and informal student assessments (teacher-developed and
standardized tests), artifacts from portfolios, and findings from action research (Zepeda,
2006).

Summative evaluation. At the other end of the spectrum, summative evaluation is
more concerned with accountability and the legal aspects of teacher competence,
rendering final judgments on performance and assisting in making other decisions,
including granting of tenure, removing probationary status, continuing contracts and

dismissal (Scriven, 1987). In contrast to formative evaluation, the summative evaluation
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phase is a brief, infrequently used process the purpose of which is to recommend
appropriate employment decisions. It is the personnel decision-making phase of the
evaluation system (Valentine, 1992). To this end, summative evaluation helps
administrators answer the question, “Will this teacher work here next year?” (McGreal,
1983). Outcome orientation and the term accountability gained popularity in the 1970s
and is often evoked to justify the need for teacher evaluation (Duke, 1995). In the
outcomé orientation, the evaluation system reflects both the teacher’s goals and the
school’s goals (Stronge, 2006).

The differences between formative and summative evaluation are deliberate; the
leadership of most school districts use evaluation systems that include both formative and
summative evaluation decision making; these are the most common approaches to
teacher evaluation and there are pitfalls to both as well as the methods that are embedded
in both of these (Stronge, 2006).

Models of Teacher Evaluation

The evaluation methods most familiar to teachers may be described as
observation, portfolio or other methods, but they can be broadly categorized in the
following evaluation models: .teacher trait model; process-oriented model; duties-based
evaluation; accountability; goals-based evaluation; professional growth model; and the
hybrid model (Stronge & Tucker, 2003).

e Teacher Trait Model: this model is characterized by a checklist of desirable
attributes for teachers that describe pre-existing personality traits (Stronge &

Tucker, 2003).
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Process-Oriented Model: this model is most familiar to educators because it
focuses on the instructional processes happening in the classroom that can be
observed by those responsible for evaluation; additionally, the observational data
are organized by specific teaching behaviors that research has shown to be
positively correlated with student achievement (Stronge & Tucker, 2003).
Duties-Based Evaluation: this model is based on specific described tasks of
requirements of the job; for example, one requirement might include the frequent
assessment of student learning (Stronge & Tucker, 2003).

Accountability: this model links judgment about teacher performance to student
achievement of instructional objectives or other outcome measures (Stronge &
Tucker, 2003).

Goals-Based Evaluation: this model reflects the business model of Managing by
Objectives (MBO) and is used by school systems in combination with other
models; and it is viewed to be appropriate with more experienced teachers
(Stronge & Tucker, 2003).

Professional Growth Model: this model of evaluation shifts the focus to
individual teachers and their development as professionals; in addition, observers
provide ongoing feedback for teacher improvement based on areas of interest as
identified by the teacher (Stronge & Tucker, 2003).

Hybrid: this model is the most common because school systems do not often use
a pure form of any of the previously described models, but instead a combination

that utilizes a variety that integrate multiple purposes (Stronge & Tucker, 2003).
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Table 1: Models of Teacher Evaluation; Advantages and Limitations

Teacher Advantages Limitations

Evaluation

Methods

Teacher Trait | Quick and easy Subjectivity in rating presence and degree

Model

Time honored

Discretionary judgment for
the administrator

Minimal professional
contact required

(e.g., creativity)

Not a direct reflection on teaching
performance

Difficulty in offering assistance for
professional growth

Process
Oriented
Model

Specific, behavioral
indices for evaluation

Common language for
principals in describing
elements of a lesson

Promotion of research-
based teaching behaviors

Prescriptive in terms of behaviors to be
promoted and assessed

Possible emphasis on style variables over
job responsibilities

Restrictive for experienced teachers

Duties-Based

Satisfaction of legal

Difficulty in obtaining agreement on

Evaluation requirement for being job- | duties
related
Questions arise about the relative
Avoidance of questions importance of each duty
regarding teaching style
Accountability | Popular with the general Assumption that teacher performance is a

public and politicians

Focus on educational
outcomes

Clear expectations for
improved student learning

direct, causal factor in student
performance and behavior

Limited by the validity of assessment
measures

Goals-Based

Promotion of teacher

Greater time commitment

Evaluation involvement and reflective

practice Goals are idiosyncratic and not
necessarily related to organizational goals

Use of multiple data
sources as input in the self- | Open-ended in nature and may not
evaluation process withstand legal challenge

Professional Promotion of No accountability to the school

Growth Model | professionalism and
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professional growth

Empowering Individual
teacher

Strong formative purpose

No specific connection to organizational
goals

Hybrid

Unique combination of
strategies to suit multiple
purposes and school
contexts

Tiered systems can address
the differing needs of
individuals in the schools

Cumbersome to develop

Difficult to balance different purposes
such as personal growth and academic
accountability

Table 1 (Stronge & Tucker, 2003).

Documenting Performance in Teacher Evaluation

The literature on teacher performance evaluation reveals that there are numerous

ways to collect data for this purpose—some data are collected during formal and informal

classroom observations made by administrators or peers, and other data are collected

through artifacts of teaching collected and compiled by teachers or administrators

through such means as lesson plans, portfolios, journal entries, or the result of action

research (Zepeda, 2006). Both research findings and the literature demonstrate that there

are numerous ways to collect data through multiple sources. Data sources regarding

teacher performance evaluation have included the following methods:

Student ratings and reports (Aleamoni, 1999; Scriven, 1994)

Student performance on achievement tests (Bingham, Heywood, & White, 1991;

Driscoll, Peterson, Crow, & Larson, 1985; Iwanicki, 1998; Schalock et al., 1993;

Soar, Medley, & Coker, 1983; Stronge & Tucker, 2000)

Student work (Brauchle, Mclarty, & Parker, 1989)

Rating scales (Manatt & Daniels, 1990)
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e Teacher observation (Glickman et al., 1998; McGreal, 1983; Sullivan & Glanz,

2004; Zepeda, 2003)

o Portfolios (St. Maurice & Shaw, 2004; Wolf & Dietz, 1998; Zepeda, 2003)

e Action research (Glanz, 1998, 1999; Sullivan & Glanz, 2000; Zepeda, 2003)

o Goal setting (McGreal, 1983)

e Professional development plans (Holland & Adams, 2002)

o Performance assessments (Stansbury, 1998)

o Competency tests (Popham, 1971, 1984)

e Peer review and/or per evaluation (Bird, 1990; Cederblom & Lounsbury, 1980).
Portfolios

Portfolios are the collection of artifacts (i.e., the collection of written records and
documents produced by a teacher as part of his/her job responsibility) that represent the
teacher’s performance (Stronge & Tucker, 2003). Artifacts that are most often available
and easy to produce could include the following: lesson plans, instructional materials,
student assessments, forms developed and/or used for record keeping; significant
correspondence and memos, schedules, logs or calendars or activities, and evidence of
professional development (Stronge & Tucker, 2003).

Tucker, Stronge and Gareis (2002) described the purpose of portfolio to include
both low-stakes and high-stakes uses. Low-stakes uses include self-assessment and self-
reflection, professional development, teaching training, highlighting exemplary practices
and formative evaluation, wherein portfolios may be informal, less structured, and
focused primarily on improvement (Tucker, Stronge & Gareis, 2002). High-stakes uses,

on the other hand, include initial hiring decisions, teacher certification or licensure,
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tenure or other personnel decisions, documentation for remediation, promotions and
awards, summative evaluation, pay-for-performance plans, and advanced certification.
High-stakes portfolios may be more formal, structured, and focused on accountability
(Tucker, Stronge & Gareis, 2002).

Portfolio data can be collected by the teacher. Thus, the portfolio collection and
review process becomes a type of structured self-assessment, especially when the
reflection about performance, written by the teacher, is included in the portfolio; the
materials and information contributed by the teacher to the performance portfolio do not
necessarily entail significant additional record-keeping (Stronge & Tucker, 2003).

Although teacher portfolios should reflect a teacher’s performance or talents, a
portfolio with a heavy emphasis on amount of materials and documents without
discrimination as to what is included has what Tucker, Stronge and Gareis (2002) call a
“steamer trunk” effect (p. 3). Additionally, Stronge and Tucker (2003) conclude that if a
portfolio becomes merely a paper chase, it invariably misses the mark of professional
growth and improved performance evaluations.

Classroom Observations

Although, as described earlier, there are many types of ways to evaluate teacher
performance, the most commonly used type used in schools is classroom observation
(Danielson & McGreal, 2000; DiPaola & Hoy, 2008; Lortie, 1975; Peterson, 2000,
Scriven, 1973; Stodolsky, 1984). In addition, current school practices reflect the belief
that the use of observation is the best data source for evaluation (Danielson & McGreal,
2000; DiPaola & Hoy, 2008; Peterson, 2000; Stronge, 2006). Because observation is the

most common model and most familiar and recognizable to teachers, it is briefly
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discussed below. Classroom observations take two primary forms—informal and formal.
Both aim to provide an administrator the opportunity to obtain a sample of a teacher’s
performance in the classroom (Peterson, 2000).

Informal observations. Informal observations usually do not include a pre- or post-
observation conference. Informal observations are sometimes referred to as “walk-ins,
“drop-ins” or “pop-ins” (Zepeda, 2006). The interest of informal observation has
heightened recently with the refinement of the Downey Walk-Through, in which
administrators make several informal observations per day, spending between three and
five minutes in a classroom (Downey, Steffy, English, Frase, & Poston, 2004); there are
five key ideas in the Downey Walk-Through:

e Short, focused, yet informal observation

e Possible area for reflection

e Curriculum as well as instructional focus

e Follow-up occurs only on occasion and not after every visit

e Informal and collaborative. (p. 19)

Essentially, informal observations in general are brief and last approximately ten
to fifteen minutes; can occur at the beginning, middle or end of a class period; and can be
made at any time during the school day (Zepeda, 2003).

Formal observations. Formal observations, on the other hand, include the
processes of pre- and post-observation conferences and most often follow the clinical
model as developed by Cogan (1973) and Goldhammer (1969). Cogan and Goldhammer
viewed the method and model of formal observation as a way to provide for ongoing

analysis of teaching in the classroom. Although there are numerous variations of this
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model currently used in school systems, the clinical model was originally composed of
six phases, which have been streamlined into three: the pre-observation conference, the
classroom observation, and the post-observation conference.

In the clinical model of formal classroom evaluation, all three phases are
conducted as part of the evaluation. The model is cyclical; each phase informs the next.
The first part of the process usually involves the teacher informing the administrator what
he/she will observe in the classroom during their visit. During the classroom observation,
the administrator usually keeps a record of classroom activities and questions and
compares this to the pre-observation meeting. After the classroom observation and
during the post-observation conference, the teacher and supervisor discuss what was
observed (Zepeda, 2006). The purpose of the post-observation conference is for the
teacher and supervisor to review the data collected in the observation and then to develop
a working plan for ongoing growth and development.

Current school practices reflect the belief that formal observation using the
clinical model of supervision is the best data source for evaluation; this model is the most
common method for evaluating teachers (Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Peterson, 2000;
Stronge, 2006).

Though observation is the most common method of teacher performance
evaluation, primary reliance on formal and informal observations in evaluation present
significant problems (e.g., contrived situation, very limited sample, only occurs in the
classroom) (DiPaola & Hoy, 2008; Peterson, 2000; Stronge, 2006; Zepeda, 2006).

Additionally, direct observation provides data on a single aspect of the performance of
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teachers—that of their own behaviors in the classroom on a given day and time—not on
the impact they make upon students (DiPaola & Hoy, 2008).
Pitfalls of General Teacher Performance Evaluation Methods

The literature and research on teacher performance evaluation is clear: it doesn’t
work well. Danielson and McGreal (2000) described evaluation systems as characterized
by top-down communication, in which the only evidence of teacher performance is that
collected by an administrator during classroom observation which can lead to one sided
communication as well as a subordinate relationship during the process.

Peterson (1984) described a similar problem: teacher evaluation as a highly
judgmental process. He identified the current common practice of “discrepancy” in
which teacher quality is recognized by differences between an a priori ideal—a list of
some behaviors, characteristics, duties, attitudes, outcomes, preparation, and/or
experiences—and evidence about the actual teacher under review (Peterson, 2000, p. 40).
Thus a standard of good teaching is defined and all teachers are compared to it. Those
teachers most closely corresponding to the ideal are considered to be of the highest
quality. As described earlier, discrepancy, or observation, is most widely recognized
form of evaluation in the public school system (Henniger, 2002). However, observation,
though it is the most common form and/or practice of teacher evaluation, may not be the
best way to evaluate teachers. Peterson (2000) stated:

Seventy years of empirical research on teacher evaluation show that current

practices (administrator observation) do not improve teachers or accurately tell

what happens in classrooms. Current procedures do not reward exemplary
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teachers. Despite obvious and longstanding problems, school districts continue to

rely on principal reports (administrative observations). (p.18)

In addition to empirical research studies that show the statistical inaccuracy of
principal ratings, interview and questionnaire studies of teachers and administrators
indicate extremely low levels of respect for the procedures within the profession
(Peterson, 2000). As early as 1973, Wolf found that teachers “believe that the standards
for evaluating are too vague and too ambiguous to be worth anything” (p. 160). Lortie
(1975) found that only seven percent of his interviewees saw judgments by their
organization superiors as the most appropriate source of information to indicate
performance success. In 1984, the RAND corporation study found that administrators
considered teacher evaluation a “necessary evil or a time-consuming chore” (p. 22).

Johnson (1990) interviewed 115 teachers and found that “teachers roundly
criticized formal supervision and evaluation practices” (p.266). In addition, Johnson
(1990) found that administrators focused on orderly performances of the evaluations
procedures as opposed to the content of those evaluations. Another problem identified by
teachers in the Johnson (1990) study was the rating forms, which left teachers confused
when administrators evaluated items such as “professional demeanor” without the use of
descriptions or further explanation (p. 268). The main dissatisfaction of teachers with
administrators as evaluators was what the teachers saw as a basic lack of competence on
the part of administrators to evaluate subject matter (Johnson, 1990).

Direct observation fails to provide information about the teacher’s expectations or
intentions, the teacher’s planning, or how materials are chosen and selected to match to

students and objectives. Observations provide a limited perspective on long-range
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instructional continuity or day-to-day versatility; the teacher’s involvement in the life of
the school, the community, and the profession are unlikely to be evaluated directly
(Cangelosi, 1991).

Traditional assessments appear to reinforce superior-subordinate managerial
relationships in which the evaluator stands outside the process and makes judgments
about the teacher (Guba & Lincoln, 1989; Peterson, 2000). A manager-oriented
evaluation system affords teachers little voice in the analysis of their own practice. In
addition, such a system may serve to circumscribe the construction of knowledge and to
foster a monologue instead of a dialogue in the evaluation process.

Tucker (1997) described “the crux of the problem” as being principal’s inflated
self-ratings of their understanding of teacher evaluation (p. 104). Regardless of the
assessments of outside observers and evaluation experts about the factors that enable or
disable effective evaluation, the beliefs and attitudes of principals themselves about these
factors as well as their beliefs about their own skills and abilities are likely to impact
substantially the effective implementation of evaluation policies (Painter, 2000).

Lastly, reliance on administrators as the central evaluator leads to sociological
domination, which in turn detracts from teacher functioning and morale (Peterson, 2000).

Principals face serious role conflicts when they have the tasks both of educational
leaders of professionals and summative judges of teachers (Cusick, 1973; Lortie, 1975;
Peterson, 2000). Administrator reports are not always the best objective evidence
available; systematic parent surveys, pupil reports, peer reviews, pupil achievement data,
standardized achievement tests, and documentation of professional activity all routinely

are more reliable than principal reports (Peterson, 2000). Finally, administrators may not



have been selected for their role because they were themselves the best classroom

teachers (Peterson, 2000). Further studies, listed below by consecutive year, reveal a

myriad of teacher evaluation issues, as seen in Table 1.

Table 2: Current Evaluation Practices and Comment

Commentary Regarding Current Evaluation

Author

Year

Teachers see nothing to be gained from evaluation, p.
160.

Wolf

1973

Teacher evaluation is a disaster. The practices are
shoddy, and the principles are unclear, p. 244.

Scriven

1981

If a school can justify evaluating all teachers through
identical procedures, then the school is probably devoid
of innovations, p. 22.

Travers

1981

Evaluators are mistaken if they assume they are
observing the typical behavior of a teacher with the
usual evaluation procedure, p. 17.

Stodolsky

1984

Principals lacked sufficient resolve and competence to
evaluate accurately, p. 22.

Wise et al

1984

Almost all educational personnel decisions are based on
judgments which, according to the research, are only
slightly more accurate than they would be if they were
based on pure chance, p. 243.

Medley & Coker

1987

An approach based on this kind of (classroom
observation based) research cannot be a legitimate
method of teacher evaluation, p. 9.

Scriven

1987

Current teacher evaluation procedures do not distinguish
contributions made to minority students, especially by
minority teachers. In fact, conventional evaluation
underestimates their importance to the educational
system, p. 134.

Peterson, Deyhle &
Watkins

1988

Teachers regard the practice as an institutional
obligation to be endured rather than an opportunity to be
seized, p. 266.

Johnson

1990

In most school district, the norms and expectations that
surround teacher evaluation preclude a meaningful
activity, p. 404.

McLaughlin

1990

Teachers and administrators alike lack technical
expertise and awareness of...evaluation processes,
p. 177

Peterson &
Chenoweth

1992

People who do have a vision of improved teacher
evaluation tend to offer simplistic solutions for the

rather complicated technical and sociological problems,
p. 30.

Peterson

2000

The complexity of professional roles in today’s schools

Tucker, Stronge &

2002
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requires a performance evaluation that reflects that Gareis
complexity, p. 56
An attractive alternative is to use student achievement Hanushek & Rivkin | 2007

(for evaluating teachers); however, researchers still must
sort out how much measured student achievement
reflects the performance of the teachers and how much it
reflects family and other influences, p. 70

Table 2.

Table 2 reveals a variety of pitfalls, problems and concerns unearthed in the
literature regarding teacher evaluation. The pitfalls that all teachers face are the same
ones that theatre arts teachers face. Combine these pitfalls with subject matter that is
unique, such as the theatre arts, and effective evaluation can become even more elusive.
The following section addresses how these pitfalls and other issues effect the evaluation
of theatre arts teachers.

Current Methods for Evaluating Theatre Arts Teachers

In order to understand how current general methods and models of teacher
performance evaluation effect theatre arts teachers, it is important to review a brief
history of theatre arts in the classroom. The history of theatre education explains the
nature of the changes that have taken place in theatre education. It also explains the
complex nature of theatre itself.

A Brief History of Theatre Arts Teachers

Hobgood (1987) explained that one of the reasons that theatre is so difficult to
teach and therefore even more difficult to evaluate is the broad range of subject matters it
includes. When the dramatic arts entered American education early in the 20™ century,
programs dealt with selected parts of this range (Hobgood, 1987). As the teaching field
became more widely established, more and more of the extraordinary diversity of theatre

found its way into curricula. Currently, the variety of studies conducted by theatre
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programs has reached an extent beyond the ambitions of the pioneers of theatre education
(Hobgood, 1987).

At the beginnings of theatre in American education, activities were voluntary and
extracurricular; the academic units sponsoring the activities considered that theatre
enhanced and illuminated their intellectual fields, especially through play production.

In one recent study, it was found that though only a small percentage of the schools
reported that the theatre arts were taught directly, more than fifty percent said that
classroom teachers integrated dramatic arts into their curricula in other subject areas to
facilitate students’ learning. The teachers had enough awareness of the importance of
theatre to incorporate it into their teaching methods (Burton, Horowitz, & Abeles, 2000).

Early in American theatre education, as student interest and demand led to the
introduction of theatre classes for credit, instruction consisted primary of survey courses
or the study of aspects of theatre practice in which faculty had expertise. A consensus
then held that the most desirable teacher in a theatre program would be one who was well
versed in the literature, history, and practice of the stage—in a word, a ‘generalist’
(Hobgood, 1987).

After World War II, the number of theatre programs at all levels grew (Brockett,
2007). Expectations of theatre curricula widened and deepened, especially in colleges
and universities. Demands for stronger secondary education programs increased to meet
these expectations. Administrators found their programs criticized if they did not treat all
important aspects of theatre with the result that more and more educational institutions
authorized enlarged curricula with highly specific instruction. The generalists, who had

been expected to conduct instruction in several areas, now had to focus their attention on



39

one or two subjects. The most desirable teacher then became the one trained and tested
through professional experience to deal with a narrowing segment of theatre—in a word,
a ‘specialist’ (Hobgood, 1987).

The Educational Theatre Association (1991) mounted a national study of theatre
education in schools across the country and a variety of information was collected
regarding theatre in the public schools. Researchers surveyed random sample of schools
with eleventh and twelfth grades and total school enrollments of three hundred or more.
The sample was geographically representative and included rural, suburban, and urban
schools and a cross-section of school types (Educational Theatre Association, 1991).

Theatre activities were shown to be common in U.S. high schools with 88%
reporting either one or more theatre courses, or co-curricular theatre productions or both;
of these, 59% offered both credit theatre courses and co-curricular theatre activities.
About nine out of ten theatre programs mounted a production annually (Educational
Theatre Association, 1991).

Program funding was generally derived from a combination of school and outside
sources such as ticket sales, fundraising events, and advertising. Principals reported that
arts programs accounted for an average of 6% of the schools’ total budgets, and theatre
programs received about 1% of the total. Budgets for theatre programs averaged
approximately $4,000 with more than half budgeting $2,000 or less per year (Education
Theatre Association, 1991).

In the area of teaching, the typical theatre teacher had an average of fourteen

years teaching experience and slightly more than a decade of teaching theatre. Theatre
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teachers did not generally teach theatre exclusively. Six out of ten teachers reported that
theatre was a secondary assignment for them (Educational Theatre Association, 1991).
Theatre arts teacher certification varied from state to state and in 1991, there were only
twenty states that required theatre education certification, including: Arizona, Colorado,
Georgia, Idaho, Kansas, Maryland, Massachusetts, Nevada, New Mexico, North
Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Virginia,
Washington, Wisconsin. School systems that required high school theatre or some
combination of theatre and speech was three-fifths (Educational Theatre Association,
1991). States that required a combination of theatre and English or speech certification
included twelve: Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, Illinois, Iowa, Missouri, Nebraska, New
Hampshire, New Jersey, Oklahoma, South Carolina and Wyoming (Educational Theatre
Association, 1991). In another study, it was found that certification for theatre arts
teachers was not available in many states and that there were limited in-service
opportunities for theatre arts teachers (Wheetley, 1990).
Theatre Education Best Practice

More recent trends of educational practice in the last two decades have included
best practices approaches to teaching which is grounded in the work of Zemelman,
Daniels and Hyde (1998). The term was borrowed from the legal and medical
professions to describe solid, reputable, state-of-the-art work in a field (Zemelman,
Daniels & Hyde, 1998). A practitioner of best practice can be described as one who
follows the best practice standards, is aware of current research, and consistently offers
clients the full benefits of the latest knowledge, technology and procedures (Zemelman,

Daniels & Hyde, 1998).
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Lazarus (2004) took the idea of best practice and applied it to theatre education.

Through a qualitative study that included more than one hundred theatre education

teachers, she developed an umbrella for what best practices include in theatre education.

Her ideas evolved into what she termed as: Characteristics of Best Practice in Theatre

Education (Lazarus, 2004, p. 9) and they include three major strands:

Learner-Centered Classroom and Production Work: The students’ place at
the center of the learning process is acknowledged, valued, and nurtured.
Learning together, students and teacher pose questions, investigate and
consider ideas from multiple perspectives, and reflect on discoveries.
Content is correlated with familiar ideas, lived experiences, and relevant
social issues. There is shared decision-making and individual and
collective action. Dialogue, collaboration, risk-taking, and
experimentation are hallmarks of this practice (Lazarus, 2004; Zemelman,
Daniels & Hyde, 1998).

Socially Responsible Practice: Students learn in, through, and about
theatre as members of society and as citizens of the school and the world.
Material studied and produced is relevant to students and their
communities and is developmentally appropriate. Students and adults
show respect for each other, the program, and the art form in all formal
and informal communications and interactions. The program is
physically, academically, and socially accessible to all students in the
school regardless of age, race, religion, socioeconomic status, sexual

orientation, physical ability, or disability (Lazarus, 2004).
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o Comprehensive Theatre Education: Instruction is holistic, authentic, and
allows students to learn and practice collaboratively in the roles of actor,
director, playwright, designer, technician, critic, researcher, and audience.
Curricular and co-curricular work intertwines production, history,
criticism, and aesthetics. Integration of theatre study and practice takes
place across arts disciplines, in other subjects, and in the school and
community (Lazarus, 2004).

These three characteristics overlap and intersect in many ways within an effective
theatre program. Lazarus (2004) also noted that many teachers make conscious
connections between the work in their theatre classes and their production (i.e., their
after-school theatre programs). While all of the teachers produce plays, some teachers
had production classes solely for making those connections. Some had sequential classes
such as Theatre 1, 11, and III, as well as a separate production class. Whatever the
individual configuration of production and classes, these teachers recognized that they
were always teaching (Lazarus, 2004). To unify their programs, they incorporate
improvisation and acting exercises, research, design, theatre technology, audition
techniques, stage management, rehearsal etiquette, and work with text, voice, and
movement into classes and after school rehearsals (Lazarus, 2004).

In a comprehensive theatre program, most theatre teachers in the Lazarus (2004)
study rather than separate instructional units about acting, play analysis, or lighting,
instead combined these aspects of their instruction into a more comprehensive
curriculum. The teachers she interviewed engaged their students in learning theatre

history, production, and criticism simultaneously; the students created original work and
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talked easily about the style, its historical roots, its meaning, and the art and craft
necessary for its creation (Lazarus, 2004).

In many schools, the arts teachers talk and work together, developing curricula
and pursuing joint projects. Some theatre teachers integrate their curricula with teachers
from other academic departments. Lazarus (2004) describes comprehensive theatre
education as an interwoven study and exploration of all aspects of theatre which
encompasses a core of holistic study of the theatre disciplines, expanding and intersecting
with work across other arts disciplines and academic areas. A comprehensive theatre
program that encompasses all of the disciplines inherent in theatre is also described as
Discipline-Based Theatre Education.

Discipline-Based Theatre Education (DBTE)

Discipline-Based Theatre Education was developed for the Southeast Center for
Education in Theatre (which is based out of the SCEA or the Southeastern Institute for
Education in the Arts), a nationally recognized center for professional development
located at the University of Tennessee at Chattanooga. SCEA was prompted in this
move by the development of Discipline-Based Art Education (DBAE) initiated in 1985
by the Getty Center for Education in Arts.

Discipline-Based Theatre Education (DTBE) is a comprehensive approach to
teaching and learning that contributes to the creation, understanding, and appreciation of
theatre. It proposes a process-centered exploration of theatre from the various
perspectives of the researcher, playwright, director, designer technician, actor, audience,
and critic. The concepts, processes, and values inherent in theatre are studied and

explored through four main methods of inquiry: production, history, aesthetics, and
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criticism (Southeast Institute for Education in Theatre, 1996). There interrelated
approaches provide a variety of strategies for experiencing, understanding, reflecting
upon, and valuing works of theatre and the theatre process as seen in Diagram 1
(Southeast Institute for Education in Theatre, 1996).

Diagram 1: (Southeast Institute for Education in Theatre, 1996)

Researcher

Discipline-Based Theatre Education Conceptual Model
Source: Southeast Center for Education in Theatre (1996)

Diagram 1.

This history of theatre in education has left its mark on current theatre education
practices and now administrators, who are faced with the challenge of evaluation, must
be able to understand what is best practice for theatre teachers when it comes to

evaluating and providing students with feedback that encourages student progress and
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measures student achievement as well as use a variety of assessments and content
knowledge to plan appropriate instruction. Is the theatre teacher a generalist or a
specialist? Do they use a D-BTE approach to teaching theatre? Are these teachers
certified to teach theatre? If administrators do not understand these aspects of the craft of
theatre, how can they evaluate the teacher appropriately?

Pitfalls of Theatre Arts Teachers Performance Evaluation

Traditional approaches to the evaluation of teachers have to date failed to supply
administrators with enough comprehensive information needed to make important
educational decisions about theatre arts teachers (Maranzano, 2000). Evaluation
instruments typically used for teacher evaluation nationwide do not transfer well to the
complex and specialized world of performing arts instruction, including theatre arts
(Grant & Drafall, 1991; Taebel, 1990a, 1990b). Many common evaluation systems
actually hinder a creative teacher’s risk-taking and self-reflecting behaviors (Johnson,
1990), ingredients considered critical to the creative world of fine and performing arts
instruction. While issues surrounding ineffective personnel evaluation are apparent
throughout the research on the topic, they are accentuated in fields requiring specialized
training, such as those in the performing arts, including theatre arts.

Good and Mulryan (1990) stated that a majority of commonly used evaluation
instruments failed to recognize the multidimensional nature of theatre arts teaching
practices and school contexts. Henniger (2002) stated that the nature of the observation
itself is very different for those who have experience in a particular subject. Observers
who have been formally trained in a given skill, for example, often respond differently to

observations of the performance of that skill than those who have not received formal
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training (Henniger, 2002). Combine the pitfalls of current evaluations practices
described above with the challenges of a unique subject matter, such as the performing
arts (theatre), and teacher performance evaluation would seem almost impossible.

It would seem that evaluating a theatre arts teacher becomes much more effective
if that teacher were evaluated through the eyes of an administrator who has been formally
trained in the (performing) arts. Of course, this is not possible in most cases, but,
according to Henniger (2002), the complete absence of having any arts background
makes evaluation next to impossible. Stronge (2006) stated that evaluators focus attention
on their own personal interests; thus, what they notice reflects their personal interests. It
is true that all teaching environments share important characteristics, and that a
thoughtful and well-trained observer can recognize these characteristics (or their absence)
in a variety of settings. But knowledge of content, of content-related pedagogy, and the
approaches to learning displayed by students at different developmental levels are highly
relevant to teaching. Teachers may well be more knowledgeable in these matters than the
administrator who evaluates their performance; this fact undermines the evaluation
process, contributing to the perception that it has little value (Danielson & McGreal,
2000). How many administrators have been introduced to breathing techniques used for
stage and screen, stage diction or Stanislavsky’s “method” of acting? This is where the
evaluation of theatre arts teachers can be difficult. How can administrators who do not
know how the craft of theatre is taught evaluate theatre teachers in action?

Eisner (2005) called this level of observation connoisseurship and likens it to
what a wine connoisseur experiences when experiencing a variety of wines; a

connoisseur in education is deeply familiar with skills that others possess and can
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understand and articulate the subtleties of a teacher at work, especially in the arts and can
observe and detect specific skills that make that teacher excellent. Eisner (2005) stated:

To be a connoisseur...means being able to discriminate the subtleties among

types...by drawing upon a gustatory, visual, kinesthetic memory against which

the particulars of the present may be placed for purposes of comparison and
contrast. Connoisseurs of anything appreciate what they encounter in the proper
meaning of that word. Appreciation here means an awareness and an
understanding of what one has experienced. Such awareness provides the basis

for judgment. (p. 40)

Eisner’s (2005) connoisseurship of educational evaluation would require that
those who are in the position of having to judge or evaluate would need to possess the
skills that are required to have awareness of the subject as well, especially fine and
performing arts educators. If the teaching the arts requires a complex skill set, then
evaluating teachers of the fine arts would require a set of similar complex skills, if not
more, once the assessment process is added to the equation.

Teacher evaluation is a complex undertaking due to the multifaceted and complex
concepts underlying the assessment process; state mandated evaluation systems
historically have been designed to primarily check for general teaching competencies that
are assumed to be applicable to all teachers across all disciplines. When state legislature
determines the generic criteria for teacher competencies, there appears to exist an

underlying assumption that all subjects are taught in the same manner (Loup, et al.,

1996).
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Finally, current practices dismiss the contributions to the instructional program
that occur outside of the context of the classroom (Good & Mulryan, 1990). These
extensions may include dramatic presentations, student participation in academic
conferences and performances. These activities occur beyond the regular school schedule
and serve as a valuable learning experience. Many new experiences that are not covered
in a classroom setting are experienced in after school activities. These varied learning
experiences reflect new partnerships, arrangements, and interactions with the
communities that schools serve including participation with a variety of business interests
and service organizations (Maranzano, 2000). Stronge and Tucker (2003) noted that
teacher performance evaluation systems that do not include teacher responsibilities
outside the classroom are not balanced. This is especially true in the case of theatre
teachers whose assignments are not totally based in classroom instruction and related
tasks. Stronge and Tucker (2003) identified several key concerns which included:

e Limited performance evidence;

e Artificial nature of observation (in and outside of the classroom);
e (lassroom responsibilities only;

e Process, not product; and finally,

¢ Inspection approach to evaluation. (p. 54)

Limited performance evidence is of special concern to theatre teachers, whose
major performance responsibilities fall outside of the regular school schedule. These
major responsibilities can include theatre conferences, major productions and competition
pieces. Classroom visits, even three or four visits per year for a full hour each, typically

represent less than one-half of one percent of the actual teaching performance (Stronge &
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Tucker, 2003). Add this to the many hours of rehearsal and performance time outside of
the classroom and the percentage is likely less than one half of one percent. Additionally,
the complexity of theatre teachers’ roles (in rehearsal and performances) requires that
they spend many hours beyond what would some would consider classroom
responsibilities. These hours do not include other responsibilities that most teachers
share beyond classroom instruction hours: communicating with parents, and reflecting
multiple aspects of professionalism (Stronge & Tucker, 2003).

The artificial nature of observation is another concern as it fails to capture the
nature of what occurs both inside and outside of the classroom (Stronge &Tucker, 2003).
Combine this to what is being learned and accomplished in a setting such as a rehearsal
or performance and many additional opportunities for evaluation could be lost. Part of
teaching--and by extension student learning--in the arts is the process of rehearsal and
performance. Gardner (2004) stated that:

...focusing on performance immediately marks the an important shift (in

learning): instead of mastering content, one thinks about the reasons why a

particular content is being taught and how best to display one’s comprehensions

of that content in a publicly accessible way. (p.161)

In addition, observation tends to measure specific teaching processes; however, it
does not reflect teaching/performance results (Stronge & Tucker, 2003). Many theatre
teachers participate in competitive venues in which results are reported. Many theatre
teachers are also required to incorporate seasonal performances during after school hours
that are open to the public for a small fee or donation. If schools are not producing

adequate entertainment for the public, ticket sales can decline. These are just two
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instances in which results can be reported and yet neither of these instances are observed
or considered in most teacher performance evaluation practices.

While observation does provide insight into some aspects of teaching, it is,
nonetheless, an inspection model in which the evaluator passes judgment on the teaching
performance (Stronge & Tucker, 2003). Thus it tends to deemphasize the
professionalism of teacher. Professionalism of theatre teachers can reach well beyond the
school and into the community and can include interactions with the business community
and service organizations and other theatre programs in neighboring schools. These
relationships with the community exist through financial contracts, competitions and as
potential future audiences. All of these are important relationships for theatre teachers to
foster in order to create and sustain successful theatre programs.

Limited performance evidence, responsibilities beyond the regular school day, the
artificial nature of observation, considering the process as well as the product and the
limitations of a brief inspection approach to evaluation are all important issues to
consider beyond the classroom in the evaluation of theatre teachers. These issues are
important because many theatre teachers spend additional hours in rehearsal and
performance in order to sustain theatre programming as well as to meet the requirements
of their employment contracts.

Studies in Evaluating Theatre Arts Teachers

To date, there have been no significant studies regarding evaluating theatre arts
teachers. Salazar (1996) collected information across the country on theatre arts educator
performance evaluation. She collected information from eleven states (California,

Ilinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, New York, North Carolina, Ohio
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and Pennsylvania). Information for Virginia, which would be applicable to this study and
to which the Guidelines for Uniform Performance Standards and Evaluation Criteria for
Teachers, Administrators, and Superintendents (Stronge, et al., 2001) would apply, was
not collected because as Salazar stated: “(respondents revealed that) there was no special
evaluation in their schools for theatre teachers” (Salazar, 1996, p. 28).

Of the other states surveyed, Salazar found that many of the schools did not have
or require state certification for theatre teachers and that many of them fell under the
speech communication model of certification. Of the eleven states who responded, not a
single one used an evaluation system for the fine and performing arts (including theatre
arts). In New York, a music specialist handles all of the arts. In North Carolina, “there
had been some talk of developing projects in evaluations of teachers that grow out of
state guidelines, but interest has waned” (Salazar, 1996, p. 29).

The other states had similar statements to make regarding teacher performance
evaluation of theatre teachers. Not one had a system in place and every local district in
each area oversaw evaluation without developing and applying those standards for
specialized disciplines, such as theatre. The survey, though small due to lack of
information that was available, speaks volumes to the problems that theatre teachers face
in receiving proper performance evaluation.

The Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation
The Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation (2007) define

personnel evaluation as:
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the systematic assessment of a person’s performance and/or qualifications in

relation to a professional role and some specified and defensible institutional

purpose. (p. 2)

A standard is defined as:

a principle mutually agreed to by people engaged in the professional practice, that

if met, will enhance the quality and fairness of that professional practice, which in

the present case is personnel evaluation. (p. 2)

Additionally, they identified distinct purposes for the standards of personnel evaluation:

1.

2.

Guiding promotion and tenure decisions;

Recognizing and rewarding meritorious contributions;

Assessing the quality of service and production;

Identifying the strengths and weaknesses of the evaluatees to help them
discover where they need improvement;

Prescribing remediation goals and in-service education and training, and;
When remediation efforts fail, developing a fair, valid, and effective case for
terminating those whose performance is ineffective and does not contribute to

the effectiveness of the educational system and the well-being of its students.

(p- 6)

The Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation (2007) further

delineated that personnel evaluation conform to the following standards: propriety,

utility, feasibility, and accuracy. The standards do not specify procedures to be used in

personnel evaluation, for example, specific assessment methods, data processing, and

data analysis. Rather, the Standards provide a framework for designing, conducting, and
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judging personnel evaluations and systems (Joint Committee on Standards for
Educational Evaluation, 2007). Propriety Standards are intended to ensure that a
personnel evaluation will be conducted legally, ethically, and with due regard for the
welfare of the evaluatee and those involved in the evaluation. The Utility Standards are
intended to guide evaluations so that they will be informative, timely, and influential.
The Feasibility Standards are intended to guide personnel evaluation systems to ensure
easc of implementation, efficiency in use of time and resources, adequacy of funding, and
viability from a political standpoint (Joint Committee on Standards for Educational
Evaluation, 2007). The Accuracy Standards determine whether an evaluation produces
sound information. Personnel evaluations must be technically adequate and as complete
as possible to allow sound judgments and decisions to be made. The evaluation
methodology should be appropriate for the purpose of the evaluation and the evaluatees
being evaluated and the context in which they work (Joint Committee on Standards for
Educational Evaluation, 2007).

Table 3: Joint Committee Standards Definitions

Propriety Standards

The Propriety Standards are intended to ensure that a personnel evaluation will be
conducted legally, ethically, and with due regard for the welfare of the evaluatee and
those involved in the evaluation.

P1 Service Orientation. Personnel evaluations should promote sound education,
fulfillment of institutional missions, and effective performance of job responsibilities, so
that the educational needs of students, community, and society are met.

P2 Appropriate Policies and Procedures. Guidelines for personnel evaluations should be
recorded and provided to the evaluatee in policy statements, negotiated agreements,
and/or personnel evaluation manuals, so that evaluations are consistent, equitable, and
fair.

P3 Access to Evaluation Information. Access to evaluation information should be
limited the persons with established legitimate permission to review and use the
information, so that confidentiality is maintained and privacy protected.
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P4 Interactions with Evaluatees. The evaluator should respect human dignity and act in
a professional, considerate, and courteous manner, so that the evaluatee's self-esteem,
motivation, professional reputations, performance, and attitude toward personnel
evaluation are enhanced or, at least, not needlessly damaged.

PS5 Balanced Evaluation. Personnel evaluations should provide information that
identifies both strengths and weaknesses, so that strengths can be built upon and
weaknesses addressed.

P6 Conflict of Interest. Existing and potential conflicts of interest should be identified
and dealt with openly and honestly, so that they do not compromise the evaluation
process and results.

P7 Legal Viability. Personnel evaluations should meet the requirements of all federal,
state, and local laws, as well as case law, contracts, collective bargaining agreements,
affirmative action policies, and local board policies and regulations or institutional
statutes or bylaws, so that evaluators can successfully conduct fair, efficient, and
responsible personnel evaluations.

Utility Standards

The Utility Standards are intended to guide evaluations so that they will be informative,
timely, and influential.

U1 Constructive Orientation. Personnel evaluations should be constructive, so that they
not only help institutions develop human resources but encourage and assist those
evaluated to provide excellent services in accordance with the institution's mission
statements and goals.

U2 Defined Uses. Both the users and intended uses of a personnel evaluation should be
identified at the beginning of the evaluation so that the evaluation can address appropriate
questions and issues.

U3 Evaluator Qualifications. The evaluation system should be developed, implemented,
and managed by persons with the necessary qualifications, skills, training, and authority,
so that evaluation reports are properly conducted, respected and used.

U4 Explicit Criteria. Evaluators should identify and justify the criteria used to interpret
and judge evaluatee performance, so that the basis for interpretation and judgment
provide a clear and defensible rationale for results.

US Functional Reporting. Reports should be clear, timely, accurate, and germane, so
that they are of practical value to the evaluatee and other appropriate audiences.

U6 Professional Development. Personnel evaluations should inform users and
evaluatees of areas in need of professional development, so that all educational personnel
can better address the institution's missions and goals, fulfill their roles and
responsibilities, and meet the needs of students.

Feasibility Standards

The Feasibility Standards are intended to guide personnel evaluation systems so that they
are as easy to implement as possible, efficient in their use of time and resources,
adequately funded, and viable from a political standpoint.
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F1 Practical Procedures. Personnel evaluation procedures should be practical, so that
they produce the needed information in efficient, non-disruptive ways.

F2 Political Viability. Personnel evaluations should be planned and conducted with the
anticipation of questions from evaluatees and others with a legitimate right to know, so
that their questions can be addressed and their cooperation obtained.

F3 Fiscal Viability. Adequate time and resources should be provided for personnel
evaluation activities, so that evaluation can be effectively implemented, the results fully
communicated, and appropriate follow-up activities identified.

Accuracy Standards

The accuracy standards determine whether an evaluation has produced sound
information. Personnel evaluations must be technically adequate and as complete as
possible to allow sound judgments and decisions to be made. The evaluation
methodology should be appropriate for the purpose of the evaluation and the evaluatees
being evaluated and the context in which they work.

A1l Validity Orientation. The selection, development, and implementation of personnel
evaluations should ensure that the interpretations made about the performance of the
evaluatee are valid and not open to misinterpretation.

A2 Defined Expectations. The qualifications, role, and performance expectations of the
evaluatee should be clearly defined, so that the evaluator can determine the evaluation
data and information needed to ensure validity.

A3 Analysis of Context. Contextual variables that influence performance should be

identified, described, and recorded, so that they can be considered when interpreting an
evaluatee's performance.

A4 Documented Purposes and Procedures. The evaluation purposes and procedures,
both planned and actual, should be documented, so that they can be clearly explained and
justified.

A5 Defensible Information. The information collected for personnel evaluations should
be defensible, so that the information can be reliably and validly interpreted.

A6 Reliable Information. Personnel evaluation procedures should be chosen or
developed and implemented to assure reliability, so that the information obtained will
provide consistent indications of the evaluatee's performance.

A7 Systematic Data Control. The information collected, processed, and reported about
evaluatees should be systematically reviewed, corrected as appropriate, and kept secure,
so that accurate judgments about the evaluatee's performance can be made and
appropriate levels of confidentiality maintained.

A8 Bias Identification and Management. Personnel evaluations should be free of bias,
so that interpretations of the evaluatee's qualifications or performance are valid.

A9 Analysis of Information. The information collected for personnel evaluations should

be systematically and accurately analyzed, so that the purposes of the evaluation are
effectively achieved.

A10 Justified Conclusions. The evaluative conclusions about the evaluatee's
performance should be explicitly justified, so that evaluatees and others with a legitimate
right to know can have confidence in them.
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A1l Metaevaluation. Personnel evaluation systems should be examined periodically
using these and other appropriate standards, so that mistakes are prevented or detected
and promptly corrected, and sound personnel evaluation practices are developed and

maintained over time.

Table 3 (Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation, 2007).

Table 4: Personnel Evaluation Standards Applied to Teacher Evaluation

Standards Description of the Standards

Application to Teacher
Evaluation

Propriety Evaluations should be legal,
Standards ethical, and conducted with
concern for both the welfare of
the teachers and their clients.

Written policy inclusive of
criteria and procedures
Job-related evaluation criteria
Prior notification before
evaluation begins

Legal compatibility with
statutory mandates

Equitable treatment of all
teachers

Utility Evaluations should be offered in a
Standards timely manner, useful format, and
with information that the teacher
can use to improve performance.

Detailed and focused feedback
that enhances instruction for
children

Constructive suggestions that
allow sufficient time for
improvement

Process promotes growth

Feasibility Evaluation systems must be
Standards reasonable to use in terms of the
time and resources required to
conduct the evaluation, in
addition to providing valuable
feedback.

Practical procedures for both
teachers and administrators
Perception of meaningful
evaluation as a priority for the
school system, with adequate
support

Accuracy Information collected during the
Standards evaluation must be valid and
precise in order to draw
conclusions about job
performance.

Written documentation of all
communications regarding
performance
Recommendations based on
patterns of behavior
Substantiation for personnel
recommendations that are made

Table 4 (Stronge & Tucker, 2003).
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While the Standards don’t provide actual procedures or forms for teacher evaluation, they

do provide guidance developing or implementing valid and reliable personnel evaluation

systems (Howard & Sanders, 2006).

Table 5: Linking Standard Statements to Key Questions of Teacher Evaluations

Attribute
Standard Statement Key Questions
P 1—SERVICE ORIENTATION Are job descriptions clearly written and
Personnel evaluations should promote understood by both evaluatees and
sound education of all students, evaluators?
fulfillment of institutional missions, and Are these job expectations aligned with
effective performance of job district goals and sound educational
responsibilities of educators. practice?
P2 — APPROPRIATE POLICIES AND Are written policies regarding all
PROCEDURES aspects of teacher evaluation written,
Guidelines for personnel evaluations should be | adopted by governing boards, and
recorded and provided to evaluatees in policy | available to all teachers and evaluators
statements, negotiated agreements, and/or as well as other stakeholders?
personnel evaluation manuals. Is there an oversight of the process to

ensure consistency and fairness of
judgment of the evaluator?

P3—ACCESS TO EVALUATION Is the information gathered during an
INFORMATION evaluation protected and held
To maintain confidentiality, access to confidential?

o evaluation reports should be limited to the Is there a process in place to ensure

~ persons with established legitimate permission | that only those with a legitimate

= to review and use the information. purpose have access to personnel

g evalyations?

@) P4—INTERACTIONS WITH Are there safeguards and oversights in

g EVALUATEES place to ensure that evaluators conduct

The evaluator should respect human dignity
and act in a professional, considerate, and
courteous manner.

all interactions (both written and
verbal) in a professional, constructive
manner?

Is there a process in place to address
mcidences of unprofessional
interactions with evaluatees?

P5 - COMPREHENSIVE EVALUATION
Personnel evaluations should provide
information that identifies both strengths and
weaknesses, so that strengths can be built
upon and problem areas addressed.

Do procedures and expectations allow
the identification of strengths and
weaknesses rather than focusing solely
on the deficits of performance?

Are the ratings conducive to
differentiating among levels of
performance?

P6—CONFLICT OF INTEREST

Existing and potential conflicts of interest
should be identified and dealt with openly and
honestly.

Are there safeguards and oversights in
place to ensure that preexisting
conditions or events would not
compromise the evaluator’s ability to
be fair and unbiased?
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P7—LEGAL VIABILITY

Personnel evaluations should meet the
requirements of all federal, state, and local
laws, as well as case law, contracts, collective
bargaining agreements, affirmative action
policies, and local board or institutional
policies.

Does the evaluation process meet all
federal, state, and local laws and
guidelines including those established
through collective bargaining?

Do all those involved generally agree
that the evaluations are fair and
efficient?

UTILITY

Ul—CONSTRUCTIVE ORIENTATION
Personnel evaluations should be constructive,
so that they not only help institutions develop
human resources but encourage and assist
those evaluated to provide excellent services
in accordance with the institution’s mission
statements and goals.

Does the evaluation process reflect the
institution’s goals and mission?

Is a process in place that aligns feedback
and professional development based on
evaluation with the institution’s goals and
mission?

U2—DEFINED USES

Both the users and intended uses of a
personnel evaluation should be identified at
the beginning of the evaluation.

Have all users (teacher, administrators,
School Board members, etc.) of the
evaluation process been clearly identified
from the beginning of the evaluation
cycle?

Have the uses for the information
(dismissal, tenure, merit pay, etc.) been
clearly identified?

U3—EVALUATOR QUALIFICATIONS
The evaluation system should be developed,
implemented, and managed by persons with
the necessary qualifications, skills, training,
and authority.

Have all the evaluators received
appropriate training in the evaluation
process?

Have those who manage the records
received appropriate training and hold
appropriate credentials?

U4—EXPLICIT CRITERIA

Systems of evaluation should have clear
specific criteria directly related to the required
job expectations of the evaluatees?

Do the criteria reflect only the job
expectations of those evaluated?

Are criteria for one group used for
another group with unrelated job
expectations (i.e., an evaluation for
teachers used for guidance counselors?)

US5—FUNCTIONAL REPORTING
Reports should be clear, timely, accurate, and
germane.

Is there a system of oversight to ensure
that all reports generated by the evaluator
meet deadlines and provide useful,
accurate information?

U6—FOLLOW-UP AND PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT

Personnel evaluations should be followed up
with appropriate professional development to
strengthen identified areas in need of
improvement.

Is there a structure in place to allow the
use of data generated by teacher
evaluation in developing professional
development plans?

Are there procedures in place that allow
oversight to ensure appropriate follow-up
of evaluation results?
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FEASIBILTY

F1—PRACTICAL PROCEDURES
Personnel evaluation procedures should
be practical to produce necessary
information efficiently.

Are procedures for collecting data as
simple and job-embedded as possible to
prevent undue overburdening of either the
teacher or the evaluator?

F2—POLITICAL VIABILITY
Personnel evaluations should be planned
and conducted with the anticipation of
questions and concerns from all
stakeholders to ensure their necessary
cooperation.

What is the process in place that allows all
stakeholders the opportunity to question
the procedures or results of an evaluation?
Is there a process to determine the outcome
of questions asked concermning an
evaluation?

F3—FISCAL VIABILITY

Adequate time and resources should be
provided for personnel evaluation
activities.

Can the district afford the resources to
conduct the teacher evaluation in the way
that will maximize its effect?

ACCURACY

A1—VALIDITY ORIENTATION

The selection, development, and
implementation of personnel evaluations
should ensure that the interpretations made
about the performance of the evaluatee are
valid and not open to misinterpretation.

Are safeguards in place that ensure that all
comments about a teacher’s performance
are clearly communicated and directly
related only to the specified duties of the
teacher?

A2—DEFINED EXPECTATIONS
The qualifications, role, and
responsibilities of the evaluatee
should be clearly defined.

Are the expectations and scope of work for
the teacher clearly defined and understood
not only by the evaluator, but also by the
teacher as well?

A3— ANALYSIS OF CONTEXT
Contextual variables that influence
performance should be identified, described,
and recorded.

Whenever data are collected, is there a
structure or expectation in place that the
details regarding the circumstances also be
recorded (i.e., notation on observation
forms)?

A4—DOCUMENTED PURPOSES AND
PROCEDURES

The evaluation purposes and procedures,
both planned and actual, should be
documented.

Is there a structure in place for ensuring
that all evaluators and teachers clearly
understand the purposes and procedures to
be followed?

A5—DEFENSIBLE INFORMATION
The information collected for personnel
evaluations should be defensible.

Is there oversight in place to ensure that the
results of any given evaluation would be
the same regardless of evaluator?

A6—RELIABLE INFORMATION
Personnel evaluation procedures should
be chosen or developed and
implemented to assure reliability.

Is there oversight to ensure that the
procedures of evaluation are the same for
all teachers regardless of the evaluator?

AT—SYSTEMATIC DATA CONTROL
The information collected, processed, and
reported about evaluatees should be
systematically reviewed, corrected as
appropriate, and kept in a secure location.

Is there a structure in place that ensures
that all evaluation information is held in a
secure location (e.g., locked file cabinets,
secure server, etc.)?

Is there a system in place to record person,
time, date and purpose of access to
records?

A8—BIAS IDENTIFICATION AND
MANAGEMENT

Personnel evaluations should be free of
bias to ensure valid interpretations of
data.

Is there oversight to ensure that the results
of any evaluation are not influenced by
preconceived ideas of the evaluator that
may be unrelated to the actual job
performance of the teacher?
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Does evaluator training include bias
control?

A9—ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION
The information collected for personnel
evaluations should be systematic and
accurate to effectively achieve the
purposes of the evaluation.

Is there oversight of the evaluator’s final
reports and disposition to ensure continued
accuracy and use of data?

Do the personnel evaluations of the
evaluators include their performance in
evaluation?

A10—JUSTIFIED CONCLUSIONS
The evaluative conclusions about
evaluatee performance should be
explicitly justified to ensure that
evaluatees and others with a legitimate
right to know can have confidence in
them.

Is there a structure in place that requires
the evaluator to justify the disposition of an
evaluation based on documentation of
performance?

A11—METAEVALUATION
Personnel evaluation systems should be
examined periodically using these and

Is there a system in place to allow the
periodic review of the teacher evaluation
system to ensure its continued usefulness?

other appropriate standards to make
necessary revisions.

Table 5 (Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation, 2007).
Summary

When theatre arts teachers are not evaluated in ways that are of value to them,
both the theatre arts teachers and their students may suffer. Administrators may use
evaluation to determine how building space, budget and even school class schedules are
handled (Maranzano, 2000). Theatre arts teachers may be edged out of needed
programming space, the loss of classes through scheduling, or they may lose materials
through budget. All of these concerns are handled through administrative decisions.

Additionally, teachers cannot grow professionally if they do not have proper
evaluation (Peterson, 2000). The most prevalent reason for this problem is that
evaluation in the form of administrator observation is limited (Danielson & McGreal,
2000: Peterson, 2000). Without comprehensive and thorough evaluation for theatre arts

educators, the field will most likely suffer as a result.
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These major concerns cited throughout the research are indicative of the
complexity of the nature of evaluation for theatre arts teachers. The opinions and
perceptions of theatre arts teachers should be addressed when the impact of evaluation
practices are reviewed. Current attention to this critical area of teacher evaluation may
provide some insight into the necessary changes that need to be made in theatre arts

evaluation practices in Virginia.
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Chapter Three: Methodology
Purpose

The purpose of this qualitative study was to examine the perceptions and opinions
of theatre arts educators in Virginia. Current methods for the evaluation of teachers
appear to have limited applicability for the majority of performing arts teachers due to the
specialized nature of what it is they teach (Maranzano, 2000; Peterson, 2000; Rush, 1997,
Stronge, 2006; Taebel, 1990a, 1990b; Wolf, 1973). Instructional leaders whose
responsibilities include observation and evaluation may find additional challenges when
charged with evaluating performing arts teachers using general educational models. In
order for educational leaders to make informed evaluation decisions, it is important for
them to consider the contributions of performing arts teachers. The branch of the
performing arts that was the focus of this study was theatre arts. It generally is held that
administrators do not have the expertise that theatre arts teachers have in the area of best
practices in theatre education and, consequently, expertise in evaluation methods
applicable for theatre arts teachers (Henniger, 2002; Landon, 1965). It is the knowledge
of both theatre arts teachers and administrators that needs to be extrapolated in order to
understand what is happening currently in teacher performance evaluation and what
needs to be changed in order to make evaluation for theatre arts teachers an experience
from which they can learn and grow and as a result be better prepared to teach their

students. Thus, the problem investigated by this study was to understand the issues
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surrounding evaluation in regards to performing arts (i.e., theatre/drama) teachers.
Specifically, the following issues were investigated:
Research Questions:
6. How do theatre teachers and administrators perceive performance evaluation
practices?
(The Joint Committee of Standards Evaluation informs the following four research
questions)
7. How do theatre teachers and administrators perceive the quality of evaluation in
terms of propriety standards?
8. How do theatre teachers and administrators perceive the quality of evaluation in
terms of utility standards?
9. How do theatre teachers and administrators perceive the quality of evaluation in
terms of feasibility standards?
10. How do theatre teachers and administrators perceive the quality of evaluation in
terms of accuracy standards?
Sample Selection
This study utilized a type of purposeful sampling called critical case sampling.
Critical cases are those that “make a point quite dramatically or are, for some reason,
particularly important in the scheme of things” (Patton, 2002, p. 236). Patton stated that
“another clue to the existence of a critical case is a key informant observation to the
effect that if it happens there, it will happen anywhere” (Patton, 2002, p. 236). The

researcher interviewed eight pairs of two: theatre arts teachers and the administrator



Nowacek: Evaluating Theatre Arts Teachers 64

responsible for evaluating them. This yielded a total of sixteen participants. Criterion for
this study included theatre arts teachers who met the following:

1. teach theatre as their primary subject focus at the high school level in
Virginia;

2. maintain a theatre program during after school hours that include one act play
festival competition responsibilities (VHSL participants), full theatre
productions, or a combination of these;

3. have experienced being evaluated by an administrator in their current teaching
position.

The most important criteria for this study was to ensure that each theatre arts
teacher have experience with administrative evaluation (i.e., each had to have been
evaluated several times during their careers in their current teacher position), so that the
nuances of these experiences can be explored. A table and a key of the demographics of

the participants are listed below.
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Table 6: Study Demographic Information—Characteristics of Participants

PARTICIPANTS DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION (See Key)

A through H FM C/A T/A MA >10 <10
Participant A1l F C T MA <10
Participant A2 F C A MA <10
Participant B1 M C T MA >10
Participant B2 M C A MA >10
Participant C1 M C T >10
Participant C2 F C A MA <10
Participant D1 M C T >10
Participant D2 F A A MA <10
Participant E1 F C T MA >10
Participant E2 F A A MA >10
Participant F1 F C T MA >10
Participant F2 M A A MA <10
Participant G1 F C T <10
Participant G2 F C A MA <10
Participant H1 F C T MA >10
Participant H2 F A A MA <10

Table 7. Key to Study Demographic Information—Characteristics of Participants

F/M Female or Male

C/A Caucasian or African-American

T/A Teacher or Administrator

MA Does the participant have a master’s degree?

>10 Over ten years experience

<10 Less than ten years experience (no participant had less than five

years experience)

Background for Selected Methodology

It was appropriate to use a qualitative design for this study for several reasons.

The first of which is the nature of theatre itself. Theatre, as described by Taylor (1996) in

Researching Drama and Arts Education, should be studied in ways that makes sense to

study theatre: the few existing studies regarding professional theatre or the merits of
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theatre in America are designed based on an anthropological premise—the study of
culture. Qualitative research is the study of learning (in culture) through art and science
(Rossman & Rallis, 2003). What better way to study theatre education than to use an
approach that somewhat mirrors this approach (Carroll, 1996)? In addition, the one
appropriate methodology for research in drama is grounded in the natural setting of
theatre activity (Carroll 1996). The reason behind this is that theatre, by its very nature,
is a non-reproducible experience. Without the ‘voice’ (i.e., qualitative methods of
collecting data) of the participant, it is possible to lose a unique set of social relationships
that become a single unit of experience capable of analysis and study (Carroll, 1996).
The researcher for this study has had a long career in educational theatre (see Researcher
as Instrument) which leads to understanding of the participants and an understanding of
the nature of those participants to want express themselves as most theatre practitioners
would: verbally to an audience (Neelands, 1996). This can also be described by Neelands
as “the professional is personal” (p. 157). The issue surrounding the blurring of
professional and personal identities was central to Fullan’s analysis of professional
change (Fullan, 1982).
Using a Critical Paradigm

Patton (2002) described a paradigm as “a worldview—a way of thinking about
and making sense of the complexities of the real world” (p. 69). He went on to state that
paradigms are deeply embedded in the socialization of adherents and practitioners. The
critical realist paradigm most closely aligns with the objectives as a researcher in
recording responses from teachers and administrators when asked about their perceptions

and experiences with evaluation. According to Dobson (2002):
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The critical realist agrees that our knowledge of reality is a result of social

conditioning and, thus, cannot be understood independently of the social actors

involved in the knowledge derivation process. However, it takes issue with the
belief that the reality itself is a product of this knowledge derivation process. The
critical realist asserts that “real objects are subject to value laden observation”; the
reality and the value-laden observation of reality operating in two different
dimensions, one intransitive and relatively enduring; the other transitive and

changing. (p. 17)

This statement reflects the experiences and decision processes that led the
researcher to the selection of the research paradigm. The researcher believes that
knowledge of reality is a result of social conditioning, but, as discussed by Dobson,
reality itself is also a product of this derivation process. Therefore, though the statements
that the participants make will be subject to the researcher’s value-laden observations, the
researcher rejects the notion that reality itself (according to the participants, i.e., ‘their’
realities) is exclusively a product of this knowledge derivation process. What the
researcher held to be reality regarding the focus of this study was a power imbalance in
the nature of the relationships between administrators and those who teach theatre arts
classes: it is the perspectives of the teachers that are overlooked. It is crucial to use the
voices of those who are in the position of teaching theatre arts and even more so,
evaluated on their teaching performance. Taylor (1996) noted that there is an underlying
attitude and stereotype that theatre teachers are not theorists and therefore their opinions

do not matter when nothing could be further from the truth. He noted that theatre



Nowacek: Evaluating Theatre Arts Teachers 68

practitioners were the one group that was under-represented in the process of writing the
Nation Standards for Arts Education (Taylor, 1996). Taylor stated:

Why is it that the thirty-two names listed as committee members of the Standards

only three, two high-school teachers and one principal of an elementary school,

could be considered direct representatives of the predominant sites where these

standards will be achieved? (p.5)

Rossman and Rallis (2003) relate this power imbalance to the paradigm in which
this study was situated, saying: “The critical realist paradigm analyzes the power
relations embedded in political and economic structures. Radical social change is viewed
as arising from crises in these basic social systems, leading to more equitable
distributions of power and wealth” (p. 47). The researcher holds acknowledged
assumptions about the nature and power of the political structure in schools which by
extension, affects the participants. In social and political strata, administrators hold
power over teachers, including fine arts teachers, by the nature of their jobs (Larsen &
Malen, 1997). Administrators are responsible for hiring many of their staff as well as
evaluating them. Administrators can terminate a teacher’s job if the teacher doesn’t meet
his/her contract requirements. There are many angles in which this can be observed,
though the researcher will follow Eisner in determining what is most effective in
revealing the problems that theatre arts teachers face.

Perspective: Eisner’s Art Education Critique

Eisner (1998) described perspective as a way of examining situations from

various angles (p. 49). In creating a perspective for this work, it was important to honor

those who have a recognized history in education and art and are champions for the
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cause. The researcher shares the perspectives of those who have had such an influence in
the field. Eisner’s works speak to the survival of the arts in education, and in many ways
his collected works communicate his perception that school leaders have derailed the
process of providing arts curricula for all students. It is Eisner’s perspective that served
as the critical lens for this study. Although it is not readily definable, it is clearly critical,
asserting that though the arts are not treated fairly in K-12 education, they have a rightful
place in terms of policies, planning and administrative sheltering.
In his book, Reimagining Schools, Eisner (2005) wrote:
...insofar as we in schools, colleges, and universities are interested in providing
the conditions that enable students to secure deep and diverse forms of meaning in
their lives—we cannot in good conscience omit the fine arts. Insofar as we seek
to develop the skills for securing such meanings, we must develop multiple forms
of literacy. Such meanings do not accrue to the unprepared mind. The task of the
schools is to provide the conditions that foster the development of such literacy.
At present, for the vast majority of students, the schools fail in this task. (p. 83)
The words of Eisner, quoted above, reflect a common theme that is communicated
in most of his work. His words and descriptions of the arts in education will echo
through this study. This perspective, deemed Eisner’s “arts education critique” for the
purposes of this study, is one that intertwines a critical perspective with an understanding
of the importance of arts education as well as the challenges that theatre arts teachers
face. Eisner is well-known for his lifetime of work in both education and the arts; his
long list of publications encompasses both arts and education topics. In addition to being

both an artist and an educator, Eisner’s work includes an interest in how to create better



Nowacek: Evaluating Theatre Arts Teachers 70

educational settings and situations for arts educators in the name of understanding and
community. This study sought understanding a la Eisner’s visions.

Eisner is interested in how schools decide what to teach, how to evaluate teachers,
and how to reform schools so that they can educate genuinely. He stated: “My
background in the arts has taught me to try to pay attention to configurations, to the ways
in which components relate to each other and how it is that they influence each other”
(Eisner, 2005, p. 3). This notion of configuration includes how all arts (and in this study
specifically, the theatre arts) should be framed and taught having a rightful place within
the walls of every school for every student and how the administrators and teachers fit as
components. It is this notion of paying attention to the components that relate to and
influence each other that was of concern in this study. In this study, the perspectives of
theatre arts teachers and administrators were explored to understand what practices might
better suit evaluation methods for theatre arts teachers, thus opening avenues for future
resolution.

Method for the Study

Collective case study, a term coined by Robert Yin (1984), is a strategy that is
used to describe the collection of several cases within a single study to achieve the aim of
shedding light on a particular pre-given issue, concept, or problem. Each team (teacher
and administrator) represented one case.

In case studies, the researcher seeks to understand a larger phenomenon through
intensive study of one (or several) specific instance/s (Rossman & Rallis, 2003). A case
study is a holistic inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its natural

setting: the evaluation of teachers in their workplace is the basis for this method.
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It was crucial to use the voices of those who are in the position of teaching theatre
arts and even more so, evaluated on their teaching performance. To reiterate the words of
Taylor (1996) who noted that there is an underlying attitude and stereotype that theatre
teachers are not theorists and therefore their opinions do not matter. Taylor (1996) said
that nothing could be further from the truth. It is for this reason that theatre arts teachers
were the primary focus of this study. It is it their expertise that is overlooked. It is their
understanding of the issues of evaluation that the researcher seeks to define and illustrate.

Instrumentation

In order to align the research questions with the interview questions and the Joint
Committee Standards, a two-step process was implemented to strengthen the validity of
the instrument to be used in the study. Part I of the process consisted of a panel of three
experts to review the Personnel Evaluation Standards set forth by the Joint Committee on
Standards for Educational Evaluation (2007) and compare the standards to the interview
and follow-up questions set forth by the researcher. The panel made suggestions,
additions, and changes to the questions as well as tables in which to present their
findings. To confirm the congruence of the interview questions with the Personnel
Evaluation Standards, the same panel of three experts in educational leadership and
performance standards reviewed a Table of Specifications with all experts confirming the
alignment of the research questions with the standards and functions (see Tables 6, 7, 8,
and 9 below).

In part II of the process, the researcher asked both theatre arts teachers and
administrators to review the questions to determine if the questions use terminology

familiar to them. The researcher also asked them if the interview questions and follow-
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up questions are familiar enough to be answered in the course of an interview. The
questions were then reworded to reflect the suggestions and revisions as necessary before
the study began.
Data Generation

This research study focused on evaluation of theatre arts teachers and used the
perceptions of select Virginia theatre arts teachers and administrators who evaluate them
for their expertise on the subject (see Sample). A cross-case analysis was used to gain a
better understanding of the participants’ perspectives. The critical realist paradigm used
in this study informed the creation of the interview questions (see Chapter 1); these
questions were concentrated on professional experiences that have shaped beliefs, issues
of power, and equality.
Interviews

This study used a semi-structured interview format. The following interview

guide was created based on the research questions (Tables 8 through 11):
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Table 8: Definition of Terms Aligned with Research Questions

Research Category

Definition of Terms

Research Question

Process of Evaluation

The evaluation process as
determined and utilized by
the participants.

How do theatre teachers and
school administrators
perceive teacher
performance evaluation
practices?

Propriety Standards Intended to ensure that a How do theatre teachers and
personnel evaluation will be | administrators perceive the
conducted legally, ethically, | quality of evaluation in
and with due regard for the | terms of propriety
welfare of the evaluatee and | standards?
those involved in the
evaluation.

Utility Standards Intended to guide How do theatre teachers and
evaluations so that they will | administrators perceive the
be informative, timely, and | quality of evaluation in
influential. terms of utility standards?

Feasibility Standards Intended to guide personnel | How do theatre teachers and

systems so that they are as
easy to implement as
possible, efficient in their
use of time and resources,
adequately funded, and
viable from a political
standpoint.

administrators perceive
evaluation in terms of
feasibility standards?

Accuracy Standards

Determine whether an
evaluation has produced
sound information.
Personnel evaluations
should be appropriate for
the purpose of the
evaluation and the
evaluatees being evaluated
and the context in which
they work.

How do theatre teachers and
administrators perceive the
quality of evaluation in
terms of accuracy
standards?

Table 8 (Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation, 2007).
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Table 9: Research Questions Aligned with Interview Questions and Follow-up Interview

Questions

Research Question

Interview Question

Follow-up
Interview Question

How do theatre teachers and
school administrators
perceive teacher
performance evaluation
practices?

1. Describe the evaluation
process from the beginning
of the year until the end of
the year.

l1a. Describe the tools or
instruments included in the
procedures.

1b. How are you informed
of these procedures? U2

How do theatre teachers and
administrators perceive the
quality of evaluation in
terms of propriety
standards?

2. What are the required
duties and expectations of
your job as defined by your
job description? (t) P2/A2

3. Describe how your
evaluation process
addresses strengths and
recommended areas of
growth for those being
evaluated. A9/P5

4. How do you ensure that
evaluation data of theater
arts teachers follows legal
guidelines and is conducted
in a confidential manner?
(a) P3

5. Describe the manner in
which the results of
employee appraisal are
communicated. (formal
conference, report in your
mailbox, etc.) P4/A3

6. How does your
evaluation process
differentiate among teacher
levels of performance and
experiences? (a) P5/P7

4a. What processes are in
place to ensure that
performance reviews are
conducted in a professional
and constructive manner?
(a) P3

6a. Describe your “look-
fors” and “red flags” in the
teacher evaluation process.

(2)

How do theatre teachers and
administrators perceive the
quality of evaluation in
terms of utility standards?

7. What impact does the
evaluation have on your
teaching? (t) Ul

8. What training did you

8a. Describe that training.
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receive to implement the
evaluation system? (a)
U3/us

9. What training did you
receive in order to
understand the evaluation
system? (t) U3/U5

10. How does your
evaluation process
differentiate between the
job performance of teachers
with unrelated job
descriptions, such as
classroom teachers and
theatre teachers? U4

11. What links exist
between evaluation data and

planned staff development?
U6

U3/Us

9a. Describe that training.
U3/Us

How do theatre teachers and
administrators perceive
evaluation in terms of
feasibility standards?

12. How does the
evaluation process promote
the professional growth of
teachers with varying skill

and experience levels? (a)
F1/F2

How do theatre teachers and
administrators perceive the
quality of evaluation in
terms of accuracy
standards?

13. To what degree does
your current evaluation
process accurately assess
the job performance of
theatre arts teachers/ you?
Al/P5

14. How is information
generated from teacher
observations and job
performance documented
and shared with teachers?
(a) A4

15. What procedures are in
place to ensure the
confidentiality of teacher
performance reviews? A7
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16. How does the
performance evaluation
protocol ensure objectivity

in the evaluation process?
A8

(t)=teachers

(a)=administrators

Interview questions that are not demarcated are to be asked of both teachers and

administrators

Table 10: Alignment of Interview Questions to Joint Committee Standards

Standard Strand Definition Question
Propriety P1 Service Orientation ‘ v
P2 Appropriate Policies and Procedures 2
P3 Access to Evaluation Information 4; 4a
P4 Interaction with Evaluatees 5
P5 Balanced Evaluation
Conflict of Interest
| P7 Legal Viability
Utility Ul Constructive Orientation
U2 Defined Uses 1b
U3 Evaluator Qualifications 8; 8a; 9; 9a
U4 Explicit Criteria 10
U5 Functional Reporting 8; 8a; 9; 9a
U6 Professional Development 11
Feasibility F1 Practical Procedures 12
F2 Political Viability 12
Fiscal Viability :
Accuracy Validity Orientation

Defined Expectations

Analysis of Context

Documented Purposes and Procedures

Defensible Information

.| Reliable Information

Systematic Data Control

Bias

NOTE: Standards in )v;hlch tﬁe cell block is gray are not within the expected realm for

Analysis of Information

Justified Conclusions

Metaevaluation

administrators or teachers to know (see: Panel of Experts)
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Table 11: Joint Committee Standards Definitions

Propriety Standards :

The Propriety Standards are intended to ensure that a personnel evaluation will be
conducted legally, ethically, and with due regard for the welfare of the evaluatee and
those involved in the evaluation.

P1 Service Orientation. Personnel evaluations should promote sound education,
fulfillment of institutional missions, and effective performance of job responsibilities, so
that the educational needs of students, community, and society are met.

P2 Appropriate Policies and Procedures. Guidelines for personnel evaluations should be
recorded and provided to the evaluatee in policy statements, negotiated agreements,
and/or personnel evaluation manuals, so that evaluations are consistent, equitable, and
fair.

P3 Access to Evaluation Information. Access to evaluation information should be
limited the persons with established legitimate permission to review and use the
information, so that confidentiality is maintained and privacy protected.

P4 Interactions with Evaluatees. The evaluator should respect human dignity and act in
a professional, considerate, and courteous manner, so that the evaluatee's self-esteem,
motivation, professional reputations, performance, and attitude toward personnel
evaluation are enhanced or, at least, not needlessly damaged.

PS5 Balanced Evaluation. Personnel evaluations should provide information that
identifies both strengths and weaknesses, so that strengths can be built upon and
weaknesses addressed.

P6 Conflict of Interest. Existing and potential conflicts of interest should be identified
and dealt with openly and honestly, so that they do not compromise the evaluation
process and results.

P7 Legal Viability. Personnel evaluations should meet the requirements of all federal,
state, and local laws, as well as case law, contracts, collective bargaining agreements,
affirmative action policies, and local board policies and regulations or institutional
statutes or bylaws, so that evaluators can successfully conduct fair, efficient, and
responsible personnel evaluations.

Utility Standards

The Utility Standards are intended to guide evaluations so that they will be informative,
timely, and influential.

U1 Constructive Orientation. Personnel evaluations should be constructive, so that they
not only help institutions develop human resources but encourage and assist those
evaluated to provide excellent services in accordance with the institution's mission
statements and goals.

U2 Defined Uses. Both the users and intended uses of a personnel evaluation should be
identified at the beginning of the evaluation so that the evaluation can address appropriate
questions and issues.

U3 Evaluator Qualifications. The evaluation system should be developed, implemented,
and managed by persons with the necessary qualifications, skills, training, and authority,
so that evaluation reports are properly conducted, respected and used.
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U4 Explicit Criteria. Evaluators should identify and justify the criteria used to interpret
and judge evaluatee performance, so that the basis for interpretation and judgment
provide a clear and defensible rationale for results.

U5 Functional Reporting. Reports should be clear, timely, accurate, and germane, so
that they are of practical value to the evaluatee and other appropriate audiences.

U6 Professional Development. Personnel evaluations should inform users and
evaluatees of areas in need of professional development, so that all educational personnel
can better address the institution's missions and goals, fulfill their roles and
responsibilities, and meet the needs of students.

Feasibility Standards

The Feasibility Standards are intended to guide personnel evaluation systems so that they
are as easy to implement as possible, efficient in their use of time and resources,
adequately funded, and viable from a political standpoint.

F1 Practical Procedures. Personnel evaluation procedures should be practical, so that
they produce the needed information in efficient, non-disruptive ways.

F2 Political Viability. Personnel evaluations should be planned and conducted with the
anticipation of questions from evaluatees and others with a legitimate right to know, so
that their questions can be addressed and their cooperation obtained.

F3 Fiscal Viability. Adequate time and resources should be provided for personnel
evaluation activities, so that evaluation can be effectively implemented, the results fully
communicated, and appropriate follow-up activities identified.

Accuracy Standards

The accuracy standards determine whether an evaluation has produced sound
information. Personnel evaluations must be technically adequate and as complete as
possible to allow sound judgments and decisions to be made. The evaluation
methodology should be appropriate for the purpose of the evaluation and the evaluatees
being evaluated and the context in which they work.

A1l Validity Orientation. The selection, development, and implementation of personnel
evaluations should ensure that the interpretations made about the performance of the
evaluatee are valid and not open to misinterpretation.

A2 Defined Expectations. The qualifications, role, and performance expectations of the
evaluatee should be clearly defined, so that the evaluator can determine the evaluation
data and information needed to ensure validity.

A3 Analysis of Context. Contextual variables that influence performance should be

identified, described, and recorded, so that they can be considered when interpreting an
evaluatee's performance.

A4 Documented Purposes and Procedures. The evaluation purposes and procedures,
both planned and actual, should be documented, so that they can be clearly explained and
justified.

A5 Defensible Information. The information collected for personnel evaluations should
be defensible, so that the information can be reliably and validly interpreted.
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A6 Reliable Information. Personnel evaluation procedures should be chosen or
developed and implemented to assure reliability, so that the information obtained will
provide consistent indications of the evaluatee's performance.

A7 Systematic Data Control . The information collected, processed, and reported about
evaluatees should be systematically reviewed, corrected as appropriate, and kept secure,
so that accurate judgments about the evaluatee's performance can be made and
appropriate levels of confidentiality maintained.

A8 Bias Identification and Management. Personnel evaluations should be free of bias,
so that interpretations of the evaluatee's qualifications or performance are valid.

A9 Analysis of Information. The information collected for personnel evaluations should
be systematically and accurately analyzed, so that the purposes of the evaluation are
effectively achieved.

A10 Justified Conclusions. The evaluative conclusions about the evaluatee's
performance should be explicitly justified, so that evaluatees and others with a legitimate
right to know can have confidence in them.

A1l Metaevaluation. Personnel evaluation systems should be examined periodically
using these and other appropriate standards, so that mistakes are prevented or detected
and promptly corrected, and sound personnel evaluation practices are developed and
maintained over time.

Table 11 (Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation, 2007).

Data Collection and Analysis

Interview tapes were transcribed verbatim. The emerging patterns in the
interviews were identified, coded, categorized, classified, and labeled (Patton, 2002).
Coding is the process of unitizing, categorizing, and then labeling the data (Patton, 200).
Coding linked data to conceptual issues (Rossman & Rallis, 2003, p. 286). The researcher
used both inductive analysis and analyst-constructed categories. Inductive analysis
allowed the researcher to identify indigenous categories. The categories developed from
the patterns that appeared (Patton, 2002). The researcher paid special attention to the
patterns and analyzed data. The memos addressed analytic questions that emerged.

Data was coded more than once in order to expand or collapse existing categories.
The categorical approach was used to analyze the interviews. Based in grounded theory,

this method consisted of closely examining the similarities and differences that were
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presented in the data. In order to deeply explore these inner perceptions, the “unit of
analysis” was phrases. The researcher used both inductive analysis and analyst-
constructed categories. Inductive analysis allowed the researcher to identify indigenous
categories. These are the categories that are expressed through the emic view. Therefore,
the categories are reflected in the words of the participants (Rossman & Rallis, 2003).
However, the critical realist view is informing the research study. Therefore, the
researcher imposed the etic view. As a result, categories emerged through the literature.

One drawback of using analyst-constructed categorizes is that “it imposes a world
of meaning on the participants that better reflects the observer’s world than the world
under study” (Patton, 2002, p. 460). The researcher was cognizant of this weakness and
ensured that both the indigenous categories and analyst-constructed categories informed
data analysis; additionally, the researcher shared a professional history having taught the
same subject matter as the participants which ensured that phrases and terminology used
by the participants in describing their work was not be lost during the interview
transcriptions or in coding.

The researcher looked for categories that arise from the interviews and compare
those categories for similarities and differences. The researcher compared the teacher
and administrator responses as a pair (per team/school) for differences in perspectives
guided by the interview questions; in addition, the researcher compared pattemns across
all of the interviews for teachers and for all administrators for common patterns. The
researcher also compared the interview responses to the Joint Committee Standards (see

Tables 6-9) for common patterns across all of the interviews.
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Analysis changes generated and collected data into research findings (Patton,
2002). Rossman and Rallis (2003) stated that analysis is composed of three parts. It
involves organizing data into meaningful themes, interpreting meaning, and writing the
results of the analysis coherently so that they bring understanding to others. Data analysis
in this study will be ongoing and will consist of “recording and tracking analytical
insights that occur during data collection” (Patton, 2002, p. 436).
Trustworthiness and Authenticity

The quality of this study depended, to a large extent, on the degree of attention
that was devoted to trustworthiness and authenticity. There are many elements to
consider when creating a study that is trustworthy. According to Rossman and Rallis
(2003), for a study to be trustworthy, “it must be more than reliable and valid; it must be
ethical” (p. 63). In addition, they suggest that: “competent practice, ethics and political
sensitivity all contribute to a study’s trustworthiness. All research aims to produce a
trustworthy study, that is one whose findings are worth paying attention to, worth taking
account of” (p. 63). The researcher was aware of some of the possible pitfalls that may
be encountered as a result of this. Trustworthiness in nonpositivistic research describes
the rigor of the methods used and has been defined as a combination of four elements:
credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).
These four elements, described at length in the following sections, was applied to this
study to ensure that the results of the study were trustworthy.

Credibility. Credibility is used to determine how closely the findings match the
perceptions of the subjects interviewed. Potential threats to credibility include (but are

not limited to): perceptions/gender of interpretations of participants perceptions; comfort
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level of the participant; biases of interviewer that may impact the data collection process;
discussing topics/theories, etc., or what the subjects think that they should say rather than
to share their actual perceptions; and the setting. Many or all of these can threaten the
trustworthiness of a study.

In order to ensure credibility, the researcher utilized the following techniques:
member checks, reflexive journaling, peer debriefing, and triangulation. According to
Gall, Gall and Borg (2007), member checking involves “having research participants
review statements in the report for accuracy and completeness. Correct factual errors,
and if necessary, collect more data to reconcile discrepancies, rewrite the report, or
include contrasting views” (p. 475). With member checking, the validity procedure shifts
from the researchers to the participants in the study. Lincoln and Guba (1985) describe
member checks as “the most crucial technique for establishing credibility” (p. 314) in a
study. It consists of taking data and interpretations back to the participants in the study
so that they can confirm the credibility of the information and narrative account. With
the lens focused on participants, the researcher systematically checks the data and the
narrative account (Creswell & Miller, 2000).

Reflexive journaling involves self-disclosing their assumptions, beliefs, and
biases. This is the process whereby the researcher reports on personal beliefs, values, and
biases that may shape their inquiry. It is important for the researcher to acknowledge and
describe their entering beliefs and biases early in the research process to allow readers to
understand their positions, and then to bracket or suspend those researcher biases as the

study proceeds. This validity procedure uses the lens of the researcher but is clearly
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positioned within the critical paradigm where individuals reflect on the social, cultural,
and historical forces that shape their interpretations (Creswell & Miller, 2000).

A peer review or debriefing is the review of the data and research process by
someone who is familiar with the research or the phenomenon being explored. A peer
review provides support, plays devil’s advocate, challenges the researchers’ assumptions,
pushes the researchers to the next step methodologically, and asks hard questions about
methods and interpretations (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

Triangulation is a validity procedure where the researcher searches for
convergence among multiple and different sources of information to form themes or
categories in a study. Triangulation is a step taken by a researcher employing only the
researcher’s lens, and it is a systematic process of sorting through the data to find
common themes or categories by eliminating overlapping areas (Creswell & Miller,
2000).

Transferability. Transferability takes place when the researcher applies her
findings to other participants or contexts. Threats to transferability include: sample
selection (location, experience, program qualities/components); setting; lack of
description of participants/setting or situation.

To ensure transferability, the researcher utilized the following techniques:
reflexive journaling and thick descriptions. According to Denzin (1989), “thick
descriptions are deep, dense, detailed accounts...Thin descriptions, by contrast, lack
detail, and simply report facts” (p. 83). The purpose of a thick description is that it
creates verisimilitude, statements that produce for the readers the feelings that they have

experienced, or could experience, the events being described in a study (Creswell &



Nowacek: Evaluating Theatre Arts Teachers 84

Miller, 2000). The process of writing using thick description is to provide as much detail
as possible. It may involve describing a small slice of interaction, experience, or action;
locating individuals in specific situations; bringing a relationship or an interaction alive
between two or more persons; or providing a detailed rendering of how people feel
(Denzin, 1989). These information-rich cases provide useful information for a deep
sense of inquiry as well as a variety of responses.

Dependability. Dependability requires that the study be consistent in its findings.
In order to this, the methods must include reflexive journaling and multiple data
collection methods. The researcher’s multiple data collection methods were included
critical case studies.

Confirmability. Confirmability seeks to establish whether the data and their
interpretations can be traced primarily to the focus of the inquiry rather than to the
researchers’ beliefs and expectations. Confirmability can be established by reflexive
journaling.

Authenticity

Authenticity, or the degree to which a study is useful and meaningful, is
comprised of five criteria: fairness, ontological authenticity, educative authenticity,
catalytic authenticity, and tactical authenticity (Dimock, 2001).

Several methods were used to demonstrate authenticity in the results of this study.
There are five distinct dimensions of authenticity and they are as follows: fairness;
ontological authenticity; educative authenticity; catalytic authenticity; and tactical
authenticity. The idea of fairness refers to making sure that all of the participants’ voices

are “heard” in the results of the study. The inquirer seeks to give voice to the alternative



Nowacek: Evaluating Theatre Arts Teachers 85

perspectives of the participants, and in so doing, contributes to the quality of the inquiry
(Lincoln, 1997). The methods that were used to demonstrate fairness include member
checking and peer debriefing.

Ontological Authenticity. Ontological authenticity is achieved when participants
experience personal growth (Dimock, 2001). Creating a caring and trustful relationship
between the inquirer and the respondents also contributes to ontological authenticity. The
potential threats to ontological authenticity include: asking surface or narrow questions;
and misinterpreting nonverbal or verbal cues from participants. The methods that were
used to demonstrate ontological authenticity included follow-up questions during the
interview to provide clarity and depth of understanding.

Educative Authenticity. Educative authenticity is achieved when participants
expand their knowledge about the constructions and perspectives of other stakeholders in
the same context. As the participants in the inquiry, respondents are asked to verify the
understanding of the researcher during member-checks. The potential threats to
educative authenticity include: not providing feedback or sharing results; not providing
results that are user-friendly; and finally, misinterpreting nonverbal or verbal cues from
participants. To demonstrate educative authenticity, the following methods were used:
distributing copies of the research results to participants; and discussing the research
results with the participants at the conclusion of the study.

Catalytic Authenticity. Catalytic authenticity depends upon the participants’
decisions and actions as a result of the participation of the study. The methods that were

used to demonstrate catalytic authenticity include: member checking; follow-up
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questions during the interview; distribution of study results to participants; and finally,
discussion of study results at the conclusion of the study.

Tactical Authenticity. The final unit of authenticity is tactical authenticity.
Tactical authenticity means that stakeholders may increase their personal knowledge
during the inquiry or learn more about the meanings held by others, but the inquiry must
also empower action of the part of the stakeholders (Dimock, 2001). As Lincoln (1997)
noted:

Fairness could certainly apply to any and all forms of qualitative research

and at any stage of the research. But one might be able to achieve catalytic

or tactical authenticity only after ontological and educative authenticity

have been reasonably fully achieved. (p. 41)

The methods that were used to demonstrate tactical authenticity in the results of
the study include: member checking; follow-up questions during the interview;
distribution of the study results to the participants at the conclusion of the study; and
finally, discussion of study results with participants after the conclusion of the study.
Ethical Safeguards

All efforts were made by the researcher to ensure that the participants of this
study were ethically safeguarded. Concerning the protecting of human subjects involved
in research, the proposal was submitted to the School of Education Human Subjects
Review Committee. Additionally, the participants were not interviewed and data was not
collected until approval from the committee was given. Participants signed a consent

form that detailed their rights and responsibilities involved in the study (see appendix).
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Interviews were recorded using digital voice recording methods. Digitally
recording the interview allowed the researcher to take strategic and focused field notes
(Patton, 2002). Each participant was provided with a consent form detailing the process
(see appendix). Participant responses were recorded using a pseudonym. This allowed
the researcher to determine the participant’s identity and ensure confidentiality of
responses. The key linking the participant to their pseudonym was destroyed at the
conclusion of the study. Each participant read and reviewed summaries of the
information that was generated during the interview to check for accuracy. Each
individual interview session was digitally voice recorded to ensure accurate data analysis.
The tapes were deleted after transcription or coding and are no longer available for use.
All effort was made to conceal the participant’s identity in the study’s report of results
and to keep personal information confidential.

Intended Audience

The results are particularly salient to educators specializing in administration and
performing arts. The primary audience for the study includes professors in academe,
educational administrators, and teachers. Parents and community members may also find
the outcomes interesting as they consider and evaluate educator concerns for teachers and
by extension their students in the area of the performing arts. Secondary audience
members include policy makers and other members in the field of education.

Through focused reflection the researcher endeavored to contribute to a greater
awareness and understanding of how theatre arts teachers are evaluated and the impact

these evaluation methods have on all aspects of performing arts education.
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Results of the study may be presented at education conferences especially
targeted at administration, performing arts education or general education conferences
that would target bringing greater awareness to performing arts education. Furthermore,
results may be published in educational periodicals or included within professional
development content. By sharing the result findings with others, the researcher hoped to
(1) contribute to an increase in self-reflection and awareness of evaluation practices
among administrators and those who create and utilize current evaluation systems, (2)
expand understanding of the impact of the evaluation systems affects performing arts
teachers (particularly theatre arts teachers), and (3) create meaning and facilitate
communication for recommendations regarding specific implications the study results
may have upon educational practice.

In critical analysis of the findings from this study, the results will initiate a
dialogue that will point to making specific recommendations for future research. While
currently more research is needed to create greater understanding in this area, future
research may build on this study’s findings to specifically identify alternatives to
appropriately respond to evaluating theatre arts teachers to create a better future for the

students whom they serve.
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Chapter Four: Results
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to investigate the issues surrounding evaluation in
regards to theatre arts teachers and administrators in Virginia. This qualitative study
specifically investigated the following issues: 1) how theatre teachers and administrators
perceived performance evaluation practices; 2) how theatre teachers and administrators
perceived the quality of evaluation in terms of propriety standards; 3) how theatre
teachers and administrators perceived the quality of evaluation in terms of utility
standards; 4) how theatre teachers and administrators perceived the quality of evaluation
in terms of feasibility standards; and finally, 5) how theatre teachers and administrators
perceived the quality of evaluation on terms of accuracy standards. Note: The J oint
Committee of Standards Evaluation informed Questions 2-5.

Sample Selection

Pairs of teachers and administrators were chosen based on voluntary participation.
The sample was based on a small critical sample of selected administrators and high
school theatre teachers. This study utilized a type of purposeful sampling called critical
case sampling. Critical cases are those that “make a point quite dramatically or are, for
some reason, particularly important in the scheme of things” (Patton, 2002, p. 236).
Patton stated that “another clue to the existence of a critical case is a key informant
observation to the effect that if it happens there, it will happen anywhere” (Patton, 2002,

p- 236). The researcher interviewed eight pairs of two: theatre arts teachers and the
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administrators responsible for evaluating them (for a total of 16 participants). Criterion
for this study included theatre arts teachers who met the following:

4. taught theatre as their primary subject focus at the high school level in
Virginia;

5. maintained a theatre program during after school hours that include one act
play festival competition responsibilities (VHSL participants), full theatre
productions, or a combination of these; and

6. have had experience being evaluated by an administrator in their current
teaching position.

Research Study Response Rate

One of the most important criteria for this study was to ensure that each theatre
arts teacher had experience with administrative evaluation, (i.e., each had to have been
evaluated several times during their careers in their current teaching position) so that the
nuances of these experiences could be adequately explored. Of the 16 participants or
eight pairs interviewed, three pairs were from the same county; however, though the
evaluation systems had similarities, they were overall different from school to school (see
Results).

Finally, eight pairs of teacher/administrator ‘teams’ from Virginia ranging from

magnet schools to general education high schools to Virginia public schools designed for

the performing arts were included in the study representing five different school divisions

Findings of the Study
The interview questions were derived from the original research questions,

reviewed by a panel of experts, and specifically varied for administrators and theatre arts
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teachers based on their occupation. Each participant was asked to respond to a member
check at the conclusion of the interview. Many participants furnished copies of their
evaluation materials for the researcher to review though they were not required to provide
this information. As described in Chapter Three, all participants, schools, districts and
university are represented by pseudonyms. Each pseudonym is designed to correspond
alphabetically by pair and in order of the case listing; for example, Alexa and Andrea are
listed as case one, Bard and Brian, listed as case two and so forth.

Findings Guidelines

The following tables represent condensed responses to the specific interview
questions, listed by question order with the theatre arts teacher’s responses listed on the
left. The table provides an overview of in order of the interview questions to allow the
reader a quick glance of pair regarding the overall findings. In some instances, particular
questions were directed to either the theatre arts teacher or the administrator but not both.
In such cases, a parenthetical note is used in the table.

Following the table is a discussion based on the findings. The discussion does not
reveal the questions in order of the interview; instead, the discussion for Chapter Four
follows the participants’ focus on what they deemed important, and what issues they gave
the most time and attention to during the interview process. Stake (1995) wrote, “The
important thing (when writing the case study report) is to write for the understanding that
ought to be, not write down so as to minimize misinterpretation, but to write up as to
maximize reader encounter with the complexity of the case” (p. 126). In some instances,
the theatre arts teacher or the administrator answered questions with a few short words or

phrases. Member checking was used after almost every question, and a follow-up phone
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interview was also implemented in every case, but some participants did not elaborate on
particular issues in either member checks or subsequent interviews. Therefore, the
researcher clustered the topics in the discussion in order of their importance according to
what the participants felt was important or emphasized throughout the interviews. Stake
(1995) described this as using “description one by one of several major components of
the case” (p. 127). For the reader, this means that all information can be found in either
the table in order of interview question or within the description that follows for more
detail of the participants involved in each case. The case study following the table is
organized for the reader conceptually, covering four areas:
1. the evaluation process used by the district;
2. policies and procedures;
3. training and staff development; and,
4. impact, professional growth and ensuring objectivity in the evaluation process.
These areas cover the following questions in clusters, as follows:
1. the evaluation process used by the school district (interview Questions 1, 1a, and
1b);
2. policies and procedures (interview Questions 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 14 and 15);
3. training and staff development (interview Questions 8, 8a, 9, 9a, and 11);
4. impact, professional growth and ensuring objectivity in the evaluation process
(interview Questions 7, 10, 12, 13, and 16).
By organizing the responses conceptually, the reader can see how the evaluation
process impacted both the theatre arts teaches and administrators as one single case.

Additionally, because several interview questions were asked of either the theatre arts
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teacher or the administrator but not asked of both theatre arts teachers and administrators
as a pair, a cross-case analysis was the most sufficient way to present findings for specific
interview questions. Those findings are listed following the cases.
Case One: Alexa and Andrea

Alexa and Andrea had worked together for ten years in a large suburban school
(one of four high schools within the district) with a mixed-race student population located
near central Virginia. Alexa held a Bachelor of Fine Arts degree in Theatre Education
and a Master of Arts degree in Television and Media Performance. Andrea held a
Master’s in Education, and was completing her doctorate in educational policy, planning
and leadership at a university located about an hour’s drive from her home. The
following table represents condensed responses to the specific interview questions, listed
by question order with the theatre arts teacher’s responses listed on the left as Alexa. The
findings of the case itself follow the table.
Table 12: Case One—Alexa and Andrea

Overview of Theatre Teacher/Administrator Condensed Responses Arranged by
Interview Question

Evaluation Process

Teacher: Al Alexa Administrator: A2 Andrea
1. Describe the evaluation process from 1. Describe the evaluation process from
the beginning of the year to the end of the | the beginning of the year to the end of the
year. year.
Observation by administrator three times a | Observation by administrator three times a
year for new teachers year
Evaluation Instruments/Tools
Teacher: Al Alexa Administrator: A2 Andrea
la. Describe the tools or instruments 1a. Describe the tools or instruments
included in the procedures. included in the procedures.
Teacher observation form Teacher observation form/uses scripting to
communicate observations not listed on
form

Informed of Evaluation Procedures
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Teacher: Al Alexa
1b. How are you informed of these
procedures? U2

Administrator: A2 Andrea
1b. How were you informed of these
procedures? U2

Department head or mentor teacher

Policy determined by principal

Duties and Expectations/Job Description

Teacher: A1 Alexa
2. What are the required duties and
expectations of your job defined by your
job description? P2/A2

Administrator: A2 Andrea

No job description

(Question was asked of theatre teachers
only)

Evaluation Process Addresses Strengths and Weaknesses

Teacher: Al Alexa
3. Describe how your evaluation process
addresses strengths and weaknesses for
those being evaluated. A9/P5

Administrator: A2 Andrea
3. Describe how your evaluation process
addresses strengths and weaknesses for
those being evaluated. A9/P5

Not addressed in the evaluation report

Addressed in the evaluator’s comments

Follows Legal Guidelines

Teacher: Al Alexa

Administrator: A2 Andrea
4. How do you ensure that evaluation data
of theatre arts teachers follows legal
guidelines and is conducted in a
confidential manner? P3

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Follows county policy

Performance Reviews Conducted Professionally/Constructively

Teacher: A1 Alexa

Administrator: A2 Andrea
4a. What processes are in place to ensure
that performance reviews are conducted in
a professional and constructive manner? P3

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

County policy; share with teachers in
advance

Results of Employee Appraisals are Communicated

Teacher: Al Alexa
5. Describe the manner in which the
results of employee appraisals are
communicated. (formal conference, report
in your mailbox, etc.) P4/A3

Administrator: A2 Andrea
5. Describe the manner in which the
results of employee appraisals are
communicated. (formal conference, report
in your mailbox, etc.) P4/A3

Formal conference

Formal conference

Evaluation Process Diffe

rentiates Teacher Levels

Teacher: Al Alexa

Administrator: A2 Andrea
6. How does the evaluation process
differentiate among teacher levels of

performance and experiences? P5/P7
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(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Process does not
differentiate/administrator’s use of the tool
is determining factor

Look fors and Red Flags

Teacher: Al Alexa

Administrator: A2 Andrea
6a. Describe your “look-fors” and “red
flags” in the teacher evaluation process.

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Look fors: students engaged; what
questions are students asking; what
learning is taking place

Red flags: chaos; poor classroom
management.

Impact of Evaluation

Teacher: Al Alexa
7. What impact does the evaluation have
on your teaching? Ul

Administrator: A2 Andrea

Self-esteem boost

(Question was asked of theatre arts teachers
only)

Training to Implement /Understand Evaluation System

Teacher: Al Alexa
9. What training did you receive in order
to understand the evaluation system?
U3/Us
9a. Describe that training. U3/U5

Administrator: A2 Andrea
8. What training did you receive to
implement the evaluation system?
U3/Us
8a. Describe that training. U3/US

No training

Day long training to learn scripting
techniques

Differentiation Unrelated Job Descriptions

Teacher: Al Alexa
10. How does your evaluation process
differentiate between the job performance
of teachers with unrelated job descriptions,

such as classroom teachers and theatre
teachers? U4

Administrator: A2 Andrea
10. How does your evaluation process
differentiate between the job performance
of teachers with unrelated job descriptions,

such as classroom teachers and theatre
teachers? U4

No differentiation

No differentiation

Links Between Evaluation Data and Staff Development

Teacher: Al Alexa
11. What links exist between evaluation
data and planned staff development? U6

Administrator: A2 Andrea
11. What links exist between evaluation
data and planned staff development? U6

No links

No links

Evaluation Process Promotes Professional Growth
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Teacher: Al Alexa
12. How does the evaluation process
promote your professional growth? F1/F2

Administrator: A2 Andrea
12. How does the evaluation process
promote the professional growth of
teachers with varying skills and experience
levels? F1/F2

Evaluation process does not promote
professional growth

Attempts to promote growth by teacher
creating one personal goal per year

Evaluation Accurately Assesses Job Performance/Theatre

Teacher: Al Alexa
13. To what degree does your current
evaluation process accurately assess your
job performance? A1/P5

Administrator: A2 Andrea
13. To what degree does your current
evaluation process accurately assess the job
performance of theatre arts teachers?
Al/P5

Not accurate/determined by
administrator/subjective

More accurate for classroom teachers than
for theatre teachers

Information Generated From Evaluations Shared with Teachers

Teacher: A1 Alexa

Administrator: A2 Andrea
14. How is information generated from
teacher observations and job performance
documented and shared with teachers? A4

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Summative evaluation report is shared with
teachers in formal/informal conferences

Confidentiality of Teach

er Performance Reviews

Teacher: Al Alexa
15. What procedures are in place to ensure
the confidentiality of teacher performance
reviews? A7

Administrator: A2 Andrea
15. What procedures are in place to ensure
the confidentiality of teacher performance
reviews? A7

Problems are discussed behind closed
doors

Evaluations are discussed behind closed
doors

All files are handled by administrators and
school personnel at the central office

Ensuring Objectivity in the Evaluation Process

Teacher: Al Alexa
16. How does the performance evaluation
protocol ensure objectivity in the
evaluation process? A8

Administrator: A2 Andrea
16. How does the performance evaluation
protocol ensure objectivity in the
evaluation process? A8

It does not/subjective

It does not/subjective

Table 12 represents condensed responses found in the case of Alexa and Andrea.

Alexa and Andrea worked well together and

This pattern regarding how interactions with

described a relationship of mutual respect.

evaluatees were handled was prevalent
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throughout most of the participants interviewed. Andrea commented, “I also, when I first
started doing (evaluation for the) fine arts, had some frank conversations with the folks
there because [ know that I was out of my element a little bit. I got put in charge of the
fine arts because 1 had been in the band—so, O.K.” Being “out of her element” for
Andrea meant asking teachers in the fine arts department for input regarding evaluation
so that she could better serve their needs.

The Evaluation Process used by the School District. Stronge and Tucker (2003)
described teacher observation and portfolio review as the most familiar and prevalent
form of teacher performance evaluation. In the case of Alexa and Andrea, teacher
observation was used as the primary tool for evaluation. Both Alexa and Andrea
described the same evaluation process and evaluation tools and both commented upon the
use of the tools with negativity. Andrea said, “...you are supposed to pull out three
positives and one area of growth—1I cannot bring myself to do it that way, so 1 don’t.”
Alexa concurred, “The evaluation sheet for classroom observation is not bad for core
subjects...but it tends to fall apart for the fine arts people.” Whether or not the evaluation
process was balanced also became a pattern throughout the cases and in the cross-case
analysis.

However, Alexa could not find a job description for her position. This was a
concern for Alexa because she was uncertain as to how she would be evaluated on such
information. In addition, her concern was that the strengths or weaknesses of her teaching
could not be identified without an initial job description to serve as a template for the

evaluation process.



Nowacek: Evaluating Theatre Arts Teachers 98

Andrea described the evaluation process as addressing strengths and weaknesses
for those being evaluated through the use of scripting and reflection. Alexa, however,
found that the scripting was not helpful, and commented that administrators would not be
able to effectively comment on what areas of her teaching could be improved, stating,
“The assistant principal, the senior teacher and even your department head—none of
them are theatre people. These are the people that know that they do not understand what
we are teaching!”

Policies and Procedures. In terms of how policies and procedures were handled
in Alexa and Andrea’s school, both described a school environment that did not affect the
relationship or evaluation outcomes of Alexa by Andrea but served as insight as to how
the daily working relationships operated in terms of evaluation. School policies were
handled according to the county and both Alexa and Andrea were aware of these policies
and procedures and followed them. Modifications were made as determined by Alexa in
determining the best use of the evaluation procedures. When describing how the
evaluation process addressed strengths and weaknesses, Alexa stated:

And it depends also on where the teacher is in terms of her professional career—

you know, it’s not that expectations for the summative change but when I'm

going into a classroom observation the degree of expertise of the teacher has to

come into play in terms of what I’'m pulling out for the teacher to work on. I'm

not going to pull out something very subtle for a new teacher to work on and I'm

not going to give a glow for a great job on your bulletin board for a 20 year

veteran. There has to be, you know, some sort of flexibility with that.
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Most of the policies in place were viewed the same way by both Alexa and
Andrea; however, the confidentiality process was viewed differently. While the post-
conference was held behind closed doors and the summative evaluation report was signed
by both, Alexa described the nonchalant way the information was distributed. Alexa
said, “They are very sensitive about confidentiality if it’s a bad thing. But I’ve had
people all around me as I’ve been handed an evaluation.” Andrea, on the other hand,
described the process as much more formal and behind closed doors but she also
described the process as rushed:

We have conferences after each of the observations and then there’s a conference

for the summative. Now I’m going to be completely honest with you, I don’t

always get to the conference in the way that I would like...so while we’re
supposed to have a conference sometimes it’s “here’s what I’ve done, if you have
any questions or you want to talk about this, my door is always open”—which
isn’t as proactive as it should be. I'm being honest.

Training and Staff Development in Regards to the Evaluation Process. Training
and staff development did not impact Alexa or Andrea. Both reported that there was little
to no training to understand the evaluation process. Andrea reported that there was
minimal training to use the process:

I went through a peer professional teaching act course as a teacher which really

did help but wasn’t specifically designed for that. And then when I became an

administrator they gave us a day-long training on doing evaluations but the

primary focus of that was scripting...but the primary focus of that was scripting

and we’re supposed to take down everything word for word.
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Both Andrea and Alexa reported that there were no links between planned staff
development and evaluation. Instead, staff development was driven by student test
SCOres.

Impact, Professional Growth and Ensuring Objectivity in the Evaluation Process.
Finally, regarding the impact of the evaluation process, professional growth as a result of
an evaluation, and ensuring objectivity in the evaluation process, both Alexa and Andrea
had concerns that these aspects of the evaluation process impacted the personal
interactions of those involved in the process. Alexa commented, “It’s always nice to
know that you are at least appreciated.” And while she felt appreciated in her position,
she understood the consequences for not being valued by her administration:

Years ago, the band director and I had a slight run-in and we took it to our

assistant principal. I was told in one of my evaluations, not the summative, but

the observation, the prior form that I needed to work on my relationships with

staff and faculty at the school. To which I took great offense because I was

probably giving as good as I got; and tried to deal with things one on

one...however, with the leaving of a couple of people, and not to blow my own

horn—but then the incredibly smooth-running of the performing arts (department)

and working with one another, the administration sat up and went, oh we see!
Case Two: Bard and Brian

Bard and Brian worked together in the only high school in its district. Bard holds
a Bachelor’s Degree in Theatre and a Master’s in Education. Brian held a Master’s in
Education and was currently pursuing a doctorate in education at a nearby university.

Although each of them had been at the school in their respective positions for longer than
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five years, Brian had only evaluated Bard for three years. Therefore, many of Bard’s

answers reflected his experiences with previous administrators in his current teaching

position. The following table represents the condensed responses, listed by question

order with the theatre arts teacher’s responses listed on the left as Bard. Following the

table is a discussion based on the findings.

Table 13: Case Two—Bard and Brian

Overview of Theatre Teacher/Administrator Condensed Responses Arranged by

Interview Question

Evaluation Process

Teacher: B1 Bard
1. Describe the evaluation process from
the beginning of the year to the end of the
_year.

Administrator: B2 Brian
1. Describe the evaluation process from
the beginning of the year to the end of the
year.

A or B project observation/portfolio

A cycle full observation with pre-post
conference
B cycle portfolio review/project

Evaluation Instruments/Tools

Teacher: B1 Bard
la. Describe the tools or instruments
included in the procedures.

Administrator: B2 Brian
1a. Describe the tools or instruments
included in the procedures.

Teacher observation form, “check list”

Teacher observation form for competencies
Scripting

Informed of Evaluation Procedures

Teacher: B1 Bard
1b. How are you informed of these
procedures? U2

Administrator: B2 Brian
1b. How were you informed of these
procedures? U2

Administration email

Policy determined in manual

Duties and Expectations/Job Description

Teacher: B1 Bard
2. What are the required duties and
expectations of your job defined by your
job description? P2/A2

Administrator: B2 Brian

No job description

(Question was asked of theatre arts teachers
only)

Evaluation Process Addresses Strengths and Weaknesses

Teacher: B1 Bard
3. Describe how your evaluation process
addresses strengths and weaknesses for
those being evaluated. A9/P5

Administrator: B2 Brian
3. Describe how your evaluation process
addresses strengths and weaknesses for
those being evaluated. A9/P5
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Addressed in evaluation form in terms of
rating scale

Addressed in the evaluator’s comments or
Performance Improvement Plan

Follows Legal Guidelines

Teacher: B1 Bard

Administrator: B2 Brian
4. How do you ensure that evaluation data
of theatre arts teachers follows legal
guidelines and is conducted in a
confidential manner? P3

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

All documents are copied and placed in
files

Performance Reviews Conducted Professionally/Constructively

Teacher: B1 Bard

Administrator: B2 Brian
4a. What processes are in place to ensure
that performance reviews are conducted in
a professional and constructive manner? P3

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Determined by administrator/shared with
teachers up front

Results of Employee Appraisals are Communicated

Teacher: B1 Bard
5. Describe the manner in which the
results of employee appraisals are
communicated. (formal conference, report
in your mailbox, etc.) P4/A3

Administrator: B2 Brian
5. Describe the manner in which the
results of employee appraisals are
communicated. (formal conference, report
in your mailbox, etc.) P4/A3

Formal conference if discrepancy otherwise
signed/ placed in mailbox

Formal conference/signed letters/memos
handed in person—not placed in mailbox

Evaluation Process Diffe

rentiates Teacher Levels

Teacher: B1 Bard

Administrator: B2 Brian
6. How does the evaluation process
differentiate among teacher levels of
performance and experiences? P5/P7

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Process does not differentiate/discretion
issued by administrator

Look fors and Red Flags

Teacher: B1 Bard

Administrator: B2 Brian
6a. Describe your “look-fors” and “red
flags” in the teacher evaluation process.

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Look fors: Instructional strategies

Red flags: poor classroom management

Impact of Evaluation

Teacher: B1 Bard
7. What impact does the evaluation have

on your teaching? Ul

Administrator: B2 Brian
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Can damage psyche

(Question was asked of theatre arts teachers
only)

Training to Implement /Understand Evaluation System

Teacher: B1 Bard
9. What training did you receive in order
to understand the evaluation system?
u3/Us
9a. Describe that training. U3/U5

Administrator: B2 Brian
8. What training did you receive to
implement the evaluation system?
U3/us
8a. Describe that training. U3/U5

New teachers have a mentor

No training

Differentiation Unrelated Job Descriptions

Teacher: B1 Bard
10. How does your evaluation process
differentiate between the job performance
of teachers with unrelated job descriptions,
such as classroom teachers and theatre
teachers? U4

Administrator: B2 Brian
10. How does your evaluation process
differentiate between the job performance
of teachers with unrelated job descriptions,
such as classroom teachers and theatre
teachers? U4

No differentiation

No differentiation/discretion of
administrator in use of evaluation tools

Links Between Evaluation Data and Staff Development

Teacher: B1 Bard
11. What links exist between evaluation
data and planned staff development? U6

Administrator: B2 Brian
11. What links exist between evaluation
data and planned staff development? U6

No links

Data evaluated by site and division and
staff development implemented during
summer professional development days

Evaluation Process Prom

otes Professional Growth

Teacher: B1 Bard
12. How does the evaluation process
promote your professional growth? F1/F2

Administrator: B2 Brian
12. How does the evaluation process
promote the professional growth of
teachers with varying skills and experience
levels? F1/F2

Evaluation process allows teachers to
choose projects to pursue

Promote growth by creating goals;
Teacher observation form in the category
of “Professional Growth”

Evaluation Accurately Assesses Job Performance/Theatre

Teacher: B1 Bard
13. To what degree does your current
evaluation process accurately assess your
job performance? A1/P5

Administrator: B2 Brian
13. To what degree does your current
evaluation process accurately assess the job
performance of theatre arts teachers?
Al/P5

Not accurate/subjective especially if

Not accurate/highly subjective

administrator does not understand theatre

Information Generated From Evaluations Shared with Teachers
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Teacher: B1 Bard

Administrator: B2 Brian
14. How is information generated from
teacher observations and job performance
documented and shared with teachers? A4

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Written narrative/memorandums generated
1s shared with teachers in formal/informal
conferences

Confidentiality of Teach

er Performance Reviews

Teacher: B1 Bard
15. What procedures are in place to ensure
the confidentiality of teacher performance
reviews? A7

Administrator: B2 Brian
15. What procedures are in place to ensure
the confidentiality of teacher performance
reviews? A7

Completed summative evaluation reports
are placed in teacher mailboxes

Files are stamped ‘confidential’
All files are handled by administrators and
school personnel at the central office

Ensuring Objectivity in the Evaluation Process

Teacher: B1 Bard
16. How does the performance evaluation
protocol ensure objectivity in the
evaluation process? A8

Administrator: B2 Brian
16. How does the performance evaluation
protocol ensure objectivity in the
evaluation process? A8

It does not/completely subjective

Teacher evaluation forms are written to be
objective but can be used/interpreted

subjectively

The Evaluation Process used by the School District. In the case of Bard and

Brian, evaluation was determined on the number of years a teacher was employed in the

district. Because Bard was a tenured teacher with a certain number of years, he was

currently being evaluated on the “B” track. “A” track and “B” track were different as one

included a portfolio and portfolio review and the other track included teacher observation

throughout the year and a summative evaluation report at the conclusion of the school

year. Bard preferred the portfolio over observation and reported:

For me, it opens doors for me because I can choose a project—so I can

collaborate with another teacher on a project or I can look at diversity as a

project...maybe I’ll look at these projects and use that as a way to bring more

African-American students into the theatre program. Why are they not involved?
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However, when asked if the portfolio as a tool was able to better evaluate him
based on the procedures in the process he remarked, “No, that’s just me. And that’s what
I make out of my own evaluation.”

Policies and Procedures. The pattern of how interactions with
evaluators/evaluatees are handled appeared throughout the interviews with Brian and
Bard in terms of all aspects of evaluation, including policy and procedures. Bard served
as the head of his department (fine arts) and Brian often found himself relying on Bard to
communicate with him regarding the specific needs of the fine arts program. Brian
commented, “You know, I’m learning from them and they are learning from me.”
However, in the past, things had not gone smoothly for Bard in terms of being evaluated.
He described a past experience with a previous administrator who evaluated him:

You’re going to laugh at this but I am dead serious as to how this happened: he

came in. He walked over to my desk and looked at my lesson plan. Itold him a

little bit about what we were doing with mime and what not and had the kids

break into groups. They were working and I went around observing. And I kept
looking back and looking up. We are in kind of a pit so the stage is down

below—it’s kind of like an amphitheatre but it’s really small. I kept looking up at
my desk and he wasn’t even looking at me—he was looking at the computer. He

was in there for probably twenty or twenty-five minutes for the most--this is a

ninety minute class--and then he closed his book, he looked at me, looked around

the room, waved and got up and left. And he was supposed to be there for the
entire class period. Usually if they are going to be in there for the whole class

period they tell you that they are coming so you can be prepared. And that’s what
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they do. And I was like what in the world is he doing? I went up there and he
was looking at eBay! He was on the account the whole majority of time he was
there because I went and looked my history and I was like you’ve got to be
kidding me!?
Bard described some positive changes that took place once Brian arrived but still felt that
he was misunderstood:

I know that a lot of the weaknesses that they put down for me I’m going to get.

They are going to put down there “professional dress” because many times I will

just come in wearing slacks and a polo shirt and I won’t have a tie on because

either I’'m painting that day or I’'m doing something. And they don’t know that.

And they constantly want you in a tie the whole time. Yeah, it has an impact on

my psyche. It’s a drag. It’s a constant uphill battle.

These statements by Bard reflect the findings of the study conducted by the
Secondary Theatre Project sponsored by the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign
that defined five “crucial qualitative factors” for secondary theatre education (Seidel,
1991, p. 17). In order of their perceived significance to students, they were: the teacher;
the policies and practices of the school district administration; dramatic production;
community environment; and the theatre curriculum (Seidel, 1991). These factors are
inextricably linked and yet there appears that the first two most important factors,
teachers and administrators, are disconnected through significant types of policies and

practices (Seidel, 1991).



Nowacek: Evaluating Theatre Arts Teachers 107

In answering interview questions regarding how the evaluation process
differentiated among teacher levels of performances and experiences, Brian admitted that
he had no knowledge of the fine arts or how to evaluate his theatre art teacher:

I am the person that is in charge of the fine arts department and I’m also in charge

of working with the mathematics department—two areas that I have no prior

knowledge in terms of working with those areas. Because I was a social studies
person. I’ve been working with those departments for two years.

Training and Staff Development in Regards to the Evaluation Process. Both Bard
and Brian reported that there was no training to understand the evaluation system; Brian
also reported that his training from the college he was currently attending was his greatest
source of information for using any evaluation system. Additionally, e commented that
most of the division training for teachers was based on the results of student test scores
and not based on evaluation scores even though he considered this link “huge”.

Impact, Professional Growth, and Ensuring Objectivity in the Evaluation Process.
Brian revealed that the process of evaluation was left to the discretion of the
administrator and that little or no knowledge could be problematic for administrators
when evaluating theatre teachers:

It can be subjective in many regards in terms of I think this is a weaknesses. But

making sense of information sometimes takes (time). I am one of those people

who believe that everything can be subjective to a degree—but when you sit
down and you reflect upon it with the person who is across from you, you are
making sense of information; you are coming to some kind of truth and you are

arriving at it together. But you are expert as the administrator, so you’ve got to
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lay it all out on the table. It may be that you arrived at the particular thing by

some subjective means, but when you really articulate it and lay it all out, you are

both agreeing that this is an issue, this is a problem. And if the teacher can’t

articulate to you why it’s not a problem then of course the teacher is at a loss.

Bard knew these problematic experiences well. These findings reflect the earlier
literature discussed. Peterson (2000) stated practice of evaluation is one of the most
important factors for communicating professional goals and expectations to teachers via
administration. Bard commented that he continued to do his best regardless of the results
of his evaluations.

Case Three: Clay and Catherine

Clay and Catherine had worked together for eight years in a large urban school for
the performing arts. The school had two theatre teachers: one theatre teacher handled
musical theatre and the other teacher, Clay, taught straight or non-musical theatre.
Students who attended this public school in Virginia had to audition in order to attend.
Catherine served as the center’s director and was in charge of evaluation for all of the
performing arts teachers. She herself had a background in music and taught chorus
before becoming the center’s director; she also held a Bachelor’s Degree and a Master’s
in Education. Clay holds a Bachelor’s in Education and was a professional theatre
practitioner before becoming a teacher and educational foundations and strategies were
difficult for him:

See, I’'m not a teacher, I just play one on TV, and I came in from, as a

professional practitioner and then picked up the education classes once I started
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teaching...so I don’t know how it’s supposed to happen. So I had to learn all the

acronyms and I had to figure out what Bloom’s Taxonomy was on the fly.

Because theirs was a school of the arts, Clay balanced his teaching responsibilities

with production responsibilities and performances that ran throughout the year but

became especially intense during the spring as the end of the year approached.

Throughout the years, Clay described his admiration for Catherine and referred to their

informal and collegial relationship throughout the interview.

A comparison table for Clay and Catherine reveals the condensed responses,

listed by question order with the theatre arts teacher’s responses listed on the left as Clay.

Following the table is a discussion based on the findings.

Table 14: Case Three—Clay and Catherine

Overview of Theatre Teacher/Administrator Condensed Responses Arranged by

Interview Questions

Evaluation Process

Teacher: C1 Clay
1. Describe the evaluation process from
the beginning of the year to the end of the
year.

Administrator: C2 Catherine
1. Describe the evaluation process from
the beginning of the year to the end of the
year.

Teacher observation by administrator
Personal Growth Plan

Teacher observation by administrator four
times a year

Evaluation Instruments/Tools

Teacher: C1 Clay
1a. Describe the tools or instruments
included in the procedures.

Administrator: C1 Catherine
1a. Describe the tools or instruments
included in the procedures.

Focus of Continuous Improvement Plan
Teacher observation form

Teacher observation form
scripting/commendations and
recommendations

Informed of Evaluation Procedures

Teacher: C1 Clay
1b. How are you informed of these
procedures? U2

Administrator: C1 Catherine
1b. How were you informed of these
procedures? U2

Not informed

Policy determined by principal

Duties and Expectations/Job Description
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Teacher: C1 Clay
2. What are the required duties and
expectations of your job defined by your
job description? P2/A2

Administrator: C1 Catherine

No job description/general classroom
teacher only found in contract

(Question was asked of theatre arts teachers
only)

Evaluation Process Addresses Strengths and Weaknesses

Teacher: C1 Clay
3. Describe how your evaluation process
addresses strengths and weaknesses for
those being evaluated. A9/P5

Administrator: C1 Catherine
3. Describe how your evaluation process
addresses strengths and weaknesses for
those being evaluated. A9/PS

Not addressed in the teacher evaluation
form

Asks administrator for direction in
determining strengths and weaknesses

Addressed in the evaluator’s comments
Uses personal experience to determine
strengths and weaknesses (arts
background)

Follows Legal Guidelines

Teacher: C1 Clay

Administrator: C1 Catherine
4. How do you ensure that evaluation data
of theatre arts teachers follows legal
guidelines and is conducted in a
confidential manner? P3

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Follows county policy/Personnel binder

Performance Reviews Conducted Professionally/Constructively

Teacher: C1 Clay

Administrator: C1 Catherine
4a. What processes are in place to ensure
that performance reviews are conducted in
a professional and constructive manner? P3

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

As director of center (Catherine herself)
determined these when program
began/casual but effective

Results of Employee Appraisals are Communicated

Teacher: C1 Clay
5. Describe the manner in which the
results of employee appraisals are
communicated. (formal conference, report
in your mailbox, etc.) P4/A3

Administrator: C1 Catherine
5. Describe the manner in which the
results of employee appraisals are
communicated. (formal conference, report
in your mailbox, etc.) P4/A3

Informal conference/email contact

Drafts a formal copy; follows up with
informal conference

Evaluation Process Differentiates Teacher Levels

Teacher: C1 Clay

Administrator: C1 Catherine
6. How does the evaluation process
differentiate among teacher levels of
performance and experiences? P5/P7
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(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Process does not
differentiate/administrator’s use of the tool
is determining factor

Professional Growth Plan for struggling
teachers

Look fors and Red Flags

Teacher: C1 Clay

Administrator: C1 Catherine
6a. Describe your “look-fors” and “red
flags” in the teacher evaluation process.

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Look fors: evidence of planning
Curriculum and content

Use of Quia site

Objectives on the board

Red flags: student discipline/classroom
management

Impact of Evaluation

Teacher: C1 Clay
7. What impact does the evaluation have
on your teaching? Ul

Administrator: C1 Catherine

Helps with classroom management but not
content

(Question was asked of theatre arts teachers
only)

Training to Implement /Understand Evaluation System

Teacher: C1 Clay
9. What training did you receive in order
to understand the evaluation system?
U3/Js
9a. Describe that training. U3/US5

Administrator: C1 Catherine
8. What training did you receive to
implement the evaluation system?
U3/Us
8a. Describe that training. U3/U5

No training

Training through classes taken while
acquiring her master’s degree; no training
through county

Differentiation Unrelated Job Descriptions

Teacher: C1 Clay
10. How does your evaluation process
differentiate between the job performance
of teachers with unrelated job descriptions,

such as classroom teachers and theatre
teachers? U4

Administrator: C1 Catherine
10. How does your evaluation process
differentiate between the job performance
of teachers with unrelated job descriptions,
such as classroom teachers and theatre
teachers? U4

No differentiation

Uncertain

Links Between Evaluation Data and Staff Development

Teacher: C1 Clay
11. What links exist between evaluation
data and planned staff development? U6

Administrator: C1 Catherine
11. What links exist between evaluation
data and planned staff development? U6

No links

No links—top down decision in staff
development
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Evaluation Process Prom

otes Professional Growth

Teacher: C1 Clay
12. How does the evaluation process
promote your professional growth? F1/F2

Administrator: C1 Catherine
12. How does the evaluation process
promote the professional growth of
teachers with varying skills and experience
levels? F1/F2

Clay attempts to apply class management
suggestions in classroom

It does not promote professional growth.
Catherine attempts to make up for that by
promoting a collegial atmosphere so all can
learn and work together

Evaluation Accurately Assesses Job Performance/Theatre

Teacher: C1 Clay
13. To what degree does your current
evaluation process accurately assess your
job performance? A1/P5

Administrator: C1 Catherine
13. To what degree does your current
evaluation process accurately assess the job
performance of theatre arts teachers?
Al/P5

The accuracy comes in the form of the
administrator’s use of the tools

Uncertain.

Catherine’s use of the tool as opposed to
the tool itself is the determining factor of
accuracy

Information Generated From Evaluations Shared with Teachers

Teacher: C1 Clay

Administrator: C1 Catherine
14. How is information generated from
teacher observations and job performance
documented and shared with teachers? A4

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Email is generated and then shared with
teachers in formal/informal conferences

Confidentiality of Teach

er Performance Reviews

Teacher: C1 Clay
15. What procedures are in place to ensure
the confidentiality of teacher performance
reviews? A7

Administrator: C1 Catherine
15. What procedures are in place to ensure
the confidentiality of teacher performance
reviews? A7

Uncertain but believes no one has access to
the files of others

Conferences to discuss summative
evaluation reports are discussed behind
closed doors

All files are handled by administrators and
school personnel at the central office

Ensuring Objectivity in the Evaluation Process

Teacher: C1 Clay
16. How does the performance evaluation
protocol ensure objectivity in the

Administrator: C1 Catherine
16. How does the performance evaluation
protocol ensure objectivity in the

evaluation process? A8

evaluation process? A8
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Teacher evaluation form is subjective; the
administrator’s use of the evaluation form
is also based on subjectivity

Based on trust

Created by Catherine herself
Subjective

The Evaluation Process used by the School District. Clay and Catherine described

a process that did not apply to the needs of theatre teacher evaluation.

Balanced/unbalanced evaluations, as a pattern was evident in these interviews. Both Clay

and Catherine commented on the inapplicability of their evaluation process to theatre

teachers throughout the interviews. Catherine said, “(The county) used a check-off list

that had nothing to do...content-wise or with the curriculum...”

Clay described similar frustrations:

I’'m supposed to be evaluated by my assistant principal, but she’s also in charge of

laptop distribution, and attendance and she is one of the most overbooked

assistant principals that we have and so she’s—I don’t think she’s observed me

maybe once or twice and she’s apologized and says, I know you are doing a good

job there and so I’'m not too worried and um, does her thing. But my boss...she

ends up being the one who observes me. She is the head of the Center for the

Arts. So she’s the one who does the evaluations.

The evaluation process included observation and the tools used in the process

were described as paper and pen by both Clay and Catherine.

Policies and Procedures. Clay said that he was not informed of evaluation

procedures, whereas Catherine said that she had been doing evaluations as long as she

could remember but thought that originally she had been told in departmental meetings

when she first began working there.
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When asked about the required duties and expectations of his job, Clay reported
that his contract describes a general classroom teacher in terms of responsibilities. Clay
said that he relied on Catherine for written feedback through scripting and Catherine
reported that her “commendations and recommendations” through scripting were what
teachers found most helpful—both regarded a written “check-list” as not being helpful in
the evaluation process.

Both Clay and Catherine agreed that district policy ensured that legal guidelines
were followed in evaluation procedures. Results of employee appraisals were
communicated through conferences and email correspondence. They also concurred that
all of these policies and communications surrounding evaluation were confidential

Training and Staff Development in Regards to the Evaluation Process. Even
though Clay and Catherine taught in a performing arts high school, the training was still
what Catherine called, “top-down”. Both she and Clay also concluded that there were no
links between evaluation data and planned staff development. Catherine commented that
she gleaned the most information from classes that she took while earning her master’s
degree.

Impact, Professional Growth and Ensuring Objectivity in the Evaluation Process.
The working relationship between Clay and Catherine was one of the most important
aspects of this team. Clay trusted and appreciated Catherine and therefore any feedback
that he received from Catherine did not affect him in a negative way, even if that
feedback required that he make improvements. However, Catherine herself admitted to
creating the evaluation protocol and that it was subjective and perhaps had its flaws. She

stated:
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Well, objectivity, this is where it’s like all things art. This is where my rubric
comes in because this is where when I go into the lesson....now maybe I can
make an instrument that you know, has an outline of these are things that [ am
looking for before I go. And maybe this is a great wake up call for me to be more
specific.

And Clay had his doubts about the process, “It’s a trust thing, I guess. [ mean you
have to trust that the person who is going to you evaluate you to be objective. I’ve never
had a bad review and it’s always been a positive response from my evaluations...if you
look at the form, the form is subjective.” Which led to this comment from Clay regarding
the nature of evaluation, “A classroom teacher is evaluated the same as a theatre teacher.
Other than the fact that it’s Catherine and she knows the arts better than others
would...she knows what she is looking for. So it’s the person that makes that difference
and not the forms.” In the case of Clay and Catherine, their interactions positively
affected the outcomes of the evaluation process. This pattern, the influence of interactions
between administrators and evaluatees was prevalent throughout the interviews with Clay
and Catherine.

Case Four: David and Debra

In the case of David and Debra, both had worked at their large suburban high
school for years. David held a Bachelor’s of Fine Arts degree in Theatre Education.
David had been with the school for eight years, while Debra had been in the school since
1992 but with the same district for over thirty years. Debra held a Master’s in Education.
Both had a mutual respect for each other. David was an award-winning theatre teacher

and Debra was an assistant principal who evaluated not only the performing arts but other
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areas such as the English department and the library staff as well. A discussion of the

case of David and Debra follows the table outlining the condensed responses arranged by

interview question, below.

Table 15: Case Four—David and Debra

Overview of Theatre Teacher/Administrator Condensed Responses Arranged by

Interview Questions

Evaluation Process

Teacher: D1 David
1. Describe the evaluation process from
the beginning of the year to the end of the
year.

Administrator: D2 Debra
1. Describe the evaluation process from
the beginning of the year to the end of the
year.

Teacher observation by administrator two
or three times a year
Performance targets are determined

Teacher observation by administrator three
times a year

Performance targets are submitted and
followed up on in March

Evaluation Instruments/Tools

Teacher: D1 David
1a. Describe the tools or instruments
included in the procedures.

Administrator: D2 Debra
1a. Describe the tools or instruments
included in the procedures.

Teacher observation form
Scripting

Teacher performance target sheet
Scripting

Informed of Evaluation Procedures

Teacher: D1 David
1b. How are you informed of these
procedures? U2

Administrator: D2 Debra
1b. How were you informed of these
procedures? U2

Pre-conference with administrator

Policy determined by principal/county
Administrative retreat in August (before
school year begins)

Duties and Expectations/Job Description

Teacher: D1 David
2. What are the required duties and

expectations of your job defined by your
job description? P2/A2

Administrator: D2 Debra

Determined by contract

Extra responsibilities came from
management of auditorium space that later
developed into an additional paid job

(Question was asked of theatre arts teachers
only)

Evaluation Process Addresses Strengths and Weaknesses

Teacher: D1 David
3. Describe how your evaluation process
addresses strengths and weaknesses for
those being evaluated. A9/PS

Administrator: D2 Debra
3. Describe how your evaluation process
addresses strengths and weaknesses for
those being evaluated. A9/P5
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Determined by the subjectivity of the
administrator

Addressed in the evaluator’s comments
(scripting)

Follows Legal Guidelines

Teacher: D1 David

Administrator: D2 Debra
4. How do you ensure that evaluation data
of theatre arts teachers follows legal
guidelines and is conducted in a
confidential manner? P3

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Follows county policy

Performance Reviews Conducted Professionally/Constructively

Teacher: D1 David

Administrator: D2 Debra
4a. What processes are in place to ensure
that performance reviews are conducted in
a professional and constructive manner? P3

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Discretion of administrator
“It’s in the communication piece”

Results of Employee Appraisals are Communicated

Teacher: D1 David
5. Describe the manner in which the
results of employee appraisals are
communicated. (formal conference, report
in your mailbox, etc.) P4/A3

Administrator: D2 Debra
5. Describe the manner in which the
results of employee appraisals are
communicated. (formal conference, report
in your mailbox, etc.) P4/A3

Formal conference followed by signed
copies of summative evaluation form
distributed

Evaluation is written up

Formal conference followed by signed
copies of summative evaluation form
distributed

Evaluation Process Diffe

rentiates Teacher Levels

Teacher: D1 David

Administrator: D2 Debra
6. How does the evaluation process
differentiate among teacher levels of
performance and experiences? P5/P7

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Process does not
differentiate/administrator’s use of the tool
is determining factor

Look fors and Red Flags

Teacher: D1 David

Administrator: D2 Debra
6a. Describe your “look-fors” and “red
flags” in the teacher evaluation process.

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Look fors: Time on task, addressing
student discipline immediately

Red flags: poor classroom management,

teachers who do most of the talking

Impact of Evaluation
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Teacher: D1 David
7. What impact does the evaluation have
on your teaching? Ul

Administrator: D2 Debra

No long term effects unless the evaluation
is poor then it affects psyche

(Question was asked of theatre arts teachers
only)

Training to Implement /Understand Evaluation System

Teacher: D1 David
9. What training did you receive in order
to understand the evaluation system?
U3/Us
9a. Describe that training. U3/U5

Administrator: D2 Debra
8. What training did you receive to
implement the evaluation system?
U3/Us
8a. Describe that training. U3/U5

Cannot recall training unless it was
addressed during the new teacher
workshops

Training to learn scripting techniques
Peer coaching
Clinical supervision model

Differentiation Unrelated Job Descriptions

Teacher: D1 David
10. How does your evaluation process
differentiate between the job performance
of teachers with unrelated job descriptions,

such as classroom teachers and theatre
teachers? U4

Administrator: D2 Debra
10. How does your evaluation process
differentiate between the job performance
of teachers with unrelated job descriptions,

such as classroom teachers and theatre
teachers? U4

No differentiation

No differentiation

Links Between Evaluation Data and Staff Development

Teacher: D1 David
11. What links exist between evaluation
data and planned staff development? U6

Administrator: D2 Debra
11. What links exist between evaluation
data and planned staff development? U6

No links

No links—based on test scores and not
evaluation data

Evaluation Process Promotes Professional Growth

Teacher: D1 David
12. How does the evaluation process
promote your professional growth? F1/F2

Administrator: D2 Debra
12. How does the evaluation process
promote the professional growth of
teachers with varying skills and experience
levels? F1/F2

Evaluation process does not promote
professional growth

Professional growth is not determined by
evaluation but instead administrator
communication/goals are determined by
superintendent and administrators

Evaluation Accurately Assesses Job Performance/Theatre

Teacher: D1 David
13. To what degree does your current
evaluation process accurately assess your
job performance? A1/P5

Administrator: D2 Debra
13. To what degree does your current
evaluation process accurately assess the job

performance of theatre arts teachers?
Al1/P5
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Not accurate/determined by personal goals
set by teacher

Determined by the end product
(performance/final show) as opposed to the
process that a theatre teacher uses

Information Generated From Evaluations Shared with Teachers

Teacher: D1 David

Administrator: D2 Debra
14. How is information generated from
teacher observations and job performance
documented and shared with teachers? A4

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Keeps a file for each teacher/department
Summative evaluation forms generated are
shared with teachers in formal/informal
conferences

Confidentiality of Teacher Performance Reviews

Teacher: D1 David
15. What procedures are in place to ensure
the confidentiality of teacher performance
reviews? A7

Administrator: D2 Debra
15. What procedures are in place to ensure
the confidentiality of teacher performance
reviews? A7

Conducted in an office setting; filed in
office

Evaluations are discussed behind closed
doors

All files are handled by administrators and
school personnel at the central office

Ensuring Objectivity in the Evaluation Process

Teacher: D1 David
16. How does the performance evaluation
protocol ensure objectivity in the
evaluation process? A8

Administrator: D2 Debra
16. How does the performance evaluation
protocol ensure objectivity in the
evaluation process? A8

“Objectivity through the use of many
perspectives”

Objective because it is scripted and the
administrator writes down only what he/she
sees

The Evaluation Process used by the School District. The evaluation process for

David and Debra included a pre-conference, teacher observation, and post-conference.

Administrators observed the teachers in their charge several times during the year and

supplemented the formal observations with walk-throughs, as described by Downey. The

interest of informal observation has heightened recently with the refinement of the

Downey Walk-Through, in which administrators make several informal observations per
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day, spending between three and five minutes in a classroom (Downey, Steffy, English,
Frase, & Poston, 2004).

In addition to their class responsibilities, teachers also had departmental and
personal goals that they were to achieve by the end of the school year. Debra explained
part of the process:

There is a deadline and a time frame that we give them to submit their

performance targets to us and they’re signed off on and then from that point, all

during the year, they can work on them. At the end of the year, they indicate their
degree of accomplishment, whether they exceeded expectation, met expectation,

did not meet expectation...they meet with us at, they meet with me, at the end of

the year and we talk about it. But the bottom line is I should be seeing that when I

do their observation...I should see they how they’ve implemented the goals.

David described the process similarly, but did not agree with Debra that the goals
would be present during an observation by an administrator, stating:

I know that for the first couple of years I made one of my goals to emphasize

interdisciplinary studies tying together theatre with other subject areas so what I

would do is include a handout or a worksheet that would relate say, set design to

mathematics or relate lighting to physics, or electricity studies, and so that would
be my documentation. In theory this is supposed to go along with the
observation...but it’s almost like they are two different things and they all go in
with the final evaluation at the end of the year.

Policies and Procedures. David and Debra agreed that the procedures set in place

at their high school ensured confidential performance reviews and that district policy was
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followed to ensure that the evaluation data followed legal guidelines. However, David
did not feel that the evaluation had any impact on him unless it was a poor evaluation, in
which case he said that it would make him “worry”. How interactions with evaluatees
and evaluators are handled as a pattern was evident in these interviews.

Regarding how strengths and weaknesses are addressed in the evaluation system,
David responded by saying, “As far as the growth and such, whichever administrator is
observing me at the time, will usually give me positives and then something to grow on.
So it’s up to administrators to like observe something that they see that they want me to
watch out for.”

Training and Staff Development in Regards to the Evaluation Process. David did
not recall having ever received training to understand the evaluation system; he
commented that it may have been covered at the in-service provided to new teachers
upon being hired in the district. Debra described a very lengthy process:

Well first of all we all had to go through the peer coaching process. When we

began the clinical supervision model that we’re using, we had to go through a

training process—we had to go through several sessions and even now, teachers

who go through that process now they get ninety recertification points...and they
can either take it for the points, ninety points, or they can pay a little bit more for
it and get credit for it, college credit for it. We started out with all the
administrators once we went to the clinical supervision model—all of us had to be
trained. So we were trained first. Then we went to department chairs and then
they were all trained during the school year—but it requires a lot of money

because of substitute teachers because you had to have two to three people in the
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building and you think about all the schools in the county sending someone—so it

was quite expensive...

Both David and Debra concluded that there were no link between evaluation data
and planned staff development. Instead, Debra commented that staff development was
driven by district policy and that “...it’s all tied in based on what we’re trying to achieve
as a school.”

Impact, Professional Growth and Ensuring Objectivity in the Evaluation Process.
David concluded that there were no opportunities for professional growth within the
evaluation system; Debra commented that it was the administrator’s job to determine
what areas of growth were needed for their teachers. She commented that this could be
problematic for those who did not understand the nature of the subject matter.

Initially, both David and Debra concluded that the evaluation process was
objective, but further discussion into the topic gave them pause to reconsider. When
asked, “To what degree does your current evaluation process accurately assess your job
performance”, David responded by joking:

I think that it is fairly accurate because I’ve good reviews...except for that one

guy who didn’t know what he was talking about (laughs). But any time you base

something off of performance targets based set for the year and a couple of
observations throughout the year, it’s kind of hard to say that it’s accurate.

Subjectivity is also the topic of discussion throughout both interviews. Debra
believed that she was being objective, “Well, I think the script is pretty objective—I
mean I can only write down what I see.” And later when asked how does the evaluation

process differentiated between the job performance of teachers with unrelated job
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descriptions, such as classroom teachers and theatre teachers, she stated, “...well to me, a

classroom teacher is a classroom teacher whether they teach theatre arts or whatever...

Why would it be any different?”

Case Five: Emily and Erica

Emily and Erica worked in a high school that had only been in existence for five

years and was in a primarily rural area. Emily held a Bachelor’s Degree in Theatre

Education and a Master’s in Teaching. Emily had taught for a total of eight years and

was the only theatre teacher that had ever taught at this new high school. Erica, Emily’s

administrator, was new to the professional of administration and had only served as an

assistant principal for two years. Emily had a Master’s in Education and had previously

been a teacher.

A comparison table for Emily and Erica reveals the condensed responses, listed

by question order with the theatre arts teacher’s responses listed on the left as Emily. A

description of these findings is discussed following the table; emergent patterns are

discussed as well.

Table 16: Case Five—Emily and Erica

Overview of Theatre Teacher/Administrator Condensed Responses Arranged by

Interview Questions

Evaluation Process

Teacher: E1 Emily
1. Describe the evaluation process from
the beginning of the year to the end of the
year.

Administrator: E2 Erica
1. Describe the evaluation process from
the beginning of the year to the end of the
year.

Teacher observation by administrator two
times a year followed by conference

Walk-throughs several times a year
Pre-conference, post-conference and
observation two or three times a year

Evaluation Instruments/Tools

Teacher: E1 Emily
1a. Describe the tools or instruments
included in the procedures.

Administrator: E2 Erica
1a. Describe the tools or instruments
included in the procedures.
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Teacher observation forms/”’check list” Teacher observation
Scripting forms/scripting/”check list” created by
Frica herself

Email communication

Informed of Evaluation Procedures

Teacher: E1 Emily Administrator: E2 Erica
1b. How are you informed of these 1b. How were you informed of these
procedures? U2 procedures? U2
Not informed until evaluation began Professional development training for all

administrators that describes procedures
and how to use them

Duties and Expectations/Job Description

Teacher: E1 Emily Administrator: E2 Erica
2. What are the required duties and
expectations of your job defined by your
job description? P2/A2

No job description (Question was asked of theatre arts teachers

only)
Evaluation Process Addresses Strengths and Weaknesses
Teacher: E1 Emily Administrator: E2 Erica

3. Describe how your evaluation process 3. Describe how your evaluation process

addresses strengths and weaknesses for addresses strengths and weaknesses for

those being evaluated. A9/P5 those being evaluated. A9/P5

Meets expectations or does not meet Addressed in the evaluator’s comments;

expectations based on discretion of Administrator follows county policy to

administrator incorporate the correct number of
suggestions for improvement and
commendation

Follows Legal Guidelines

Teacher: E1 Emily Administrator: E2 Erica

4. How do you ensure that evaluation data
of theatre arts teachers follows legal
guidelines and is conducted in a
confidential manner? P3

(Question was asked of administrators At the discretion of administrator
only)

Performance Reviews Conducted Professionally/Constructively

Teacher: E1 Emily Administrator: E2 Erica

4a. What processes are in place to ensure
that performance reviews are conducted in
a professional and constructive manner? P3

(Question was asked of administrators County policy; shared with teachers in
only) advance

Results of Employee Appraisals are Communicated
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Teacher: E1 Emily
5. Describe the manner in which the
results of employee appraisals are
communicated. (formal conference, report
in your mailbox, etc.) P4/A3

Administrator: E2 Erica
5. Describe the manner in which the
results of employee appraisals are
communicated. (formal conference, report
in your mailbox, etc.) P4/A3

Formal post-conference; scripting is shared
but teacher does not keep it
Teacher signs summative evaluation form

Formal conference where summative
evaluation forms are signed and copied for
employees

Evaluation Process Diffe

rentiates Teacher Levels

Teacher: E1 Emily

Administrator: E2 Erica
6. How does the evaluation process
differentiate among teacher levels of
performance and experiences? P5/P7

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Process does not differentiate

Look fors and Red Flags

Teacher: E1 Emily

Administrator: E2 Erica
6a. Describe your “look-fors” and “red
flags” in the teacher evaluation process.

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Look fors: differentiated instruction; using
higher level questioning; rapport with
students

Red flags: poor classroom management.

Impact of Evaluation

Teacher: E1 Emily
7. What impact does the evaluation have
on your teaching? Ul

Administrator: E2 Erica

“Little to none”

(Question was asked of theatre arts teachers
only)

Training to Implement /Understand Evaluation System

Teacher: E1 Emily
9. What training did you receive in order
to understand the evaluation system?
U3/us
9a. Describe that training. U3/US

Administrator: E2 Erica
8. What training did you receive to
implement the evaluation system?
U3/U5
8a. Describe that training. U3/US5

No training

Erica participated as a peer coach when she
was a teacher and applied it to her work as
an administrator

Differentiation Unrel

ated Job Descriptions
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Teacher: E1 Emily
10. How does your evaluation process
differentiate between the job performance
of teachers with unrelated job descriptions,
such as classroom teachers and theatre
teachers? U4

Administrator: E2 Erica
10. How does your evaluation process
differentiate between the job performance
of teachers with unrelated job descriptions,
such as classroom teachers and theatre
teachers? U4

No differentiation

No differentiation; administrators attempt
to differentiate through use of scripting

Links Between Evaluation Data and Staff Development

Teacher: E1 Emily
11. What links exist between evaluation
data and planned staff development? U6

Administrator: E2 Erica
11. What links exist between evaluation
data and planned staff development? U6

No links

No links currently; county in process of
remodeling uses for evaluation data

Evaluation Process Prom

otes Professional Growth

Teacher: E1 Emily
12. How does the evaluation process
promote your professional growth? F1/F2

Administrator: E2 Erica
12. How does the evaluation process
promote the professional growth of
teachers with varying skills and experience
levels? F1/F2

Evaluation process does not promote
professional growth

Attempts to promote growth by sharing
scripting “glows and grows” with teacher

Evaluation Accurately Assesses Job Performance/Theatre

Teacher: E1 Emily
13. To what degree does your current
evaluation process accurately assess your
job performance? A1/P5

Administrator: E2 Erica
13. To what degree does your current
evaluation process accurately assess the job
performance of theatre arts teachers?
Al/P5

Not accurate/administrators need to see
more than what one class experience will
reveal

Not accurate especially if administrator
does not understand subject matter

Information Generated From Evaluations Shared with Teachers

Teacher: E1 Emily

Administrator: E2 Erica
14. How is information generated from
teacher observations and job performance
documented and shared with teachers? A4

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Summative evaluation form (including
scripting) generated is shared with teachers
in formal conferences

Confidentiality of Teach

er Performance Reviews

Teacher: E1 Emily
15. What procedures are in place to ensure
the confidentiality of teacher performance

Administrator: E2 Erica
15. What procedures are in place to ensure
the confidentiality of teacher performance

reviews? A7

reviews? A7
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Copies of evaluations are placed in Evaluations are discussed behind closed
envelopes and placed in teacher mailboxes | doors

All files are handled by administrators and
school personnel at the central office

Ensuring Objectivity in the Evaluation Process

Teacher: E1 Emily Administrator: E2 Erica
16. How does the performance evaluation | 16. How does the performance evaluation
protocol ensure objectivity in the protocol ensure objectivity in the
evaluation process? A8 evaluation process? A8
It is both objective and subjective It does not/subjective

The Evaluation Process used by the School District. In the case of Emily and
Erica, the evaluation process was based on observation with a pre-conference at the
beginning of the year between the theatre arts teacher and their administrator and a post-
conference following; scripting was used as a way to determine strengths and weaknesses
in a teacher’s performance, with an administrator noting three strengths and one area of
deficiency for a teacher to improve upon. The pattern of an unbalanced evaluation would
appear throughout the interview process with Emily and Erica. Emily commend that she
was not informed of evaluation procedures until the process began.

Policies and Procedures. As an administrator, Erica received training that was
implemented county-wide. Part of the evaluation discussed in the training that Erica took
part in was that of communicating the results of employee appraisals and she described
the same process that Emily described which included a formal post-conference where
evaluation forms were signed by teachers and copies were distributed at the conclusion of
the post-conference. Though they both described the same process, Emily said that she
wished notes (scripting by the administrator) were distributed.

Emily wished for other changes to the evaluation system as well. Emily echoed
Erica’s sentiments that the fine arts were different than general education classes and

should be treated accordingly, “I wish that for me the evaluation process was more
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specific, it’s not... I don’t know if it’s because they don’t feel that it’s as important
evaluating me as the other teachers...”

Training and Staff Development in Regards to the Evaluation Process. Emily
simply said that in terms of training to understand the evaluation system, there was
“none”. Erica explained that she had undergone peer coaching and had applied that to
her administrative duties of teacher performance evaluation but that she had not been
specifically trained to evaluate the teachers in her charge. She explained:

I was actually asked to do it (peer coach). And the people that were strong

classroom teachers who were able to work with other teachers that needed help.

And I have just used it for other things--which actually helped me to get where I

am now.

When asked if she had any additional training specifically geared for evaluation,
Erica replied, “ No. The only, I mean the only thing that we did, there was nothing
official, I mean we worked together as far as talking about things and bouncing ideas off
of each other but nothing formal.”

Impact, Professional Growth and Ensuring Objectivity in the Evaluation Process:
The interaction between evaluatees/evaluators was an important aspect of the work
between Emily and Erica. When asked: How does the performance evaluation protocol
ensure objectivity in the evaluation process? Emily stated:

Rapport could be construed as subjective if you don’t get along with that

administrator. If they don’t understand your discipline. If you are under the

unfortunate circumstance of having an administrator that doesn’t understand the

value or see the value of your discipline then you are in trouble.
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This pattern was repeated throughout the interview with both Emily and Erica.
The researcher did not reveal to any participant whether or not she had interviewed the
other participant of the “team”, nor did she reveal or share any responses. However, both
Emily and Erica shared that they were working together at the time of the interviews on
Emily’s upcoming musical production and Erica had volunteered to perform a major role
in the production. Both agreed that Erica’s former background in music made the
evaluation process better for both of them. But because they worked closely together
beyond the scope of evaluator/evaluatee, a balanced or objective evaluation was not
possible. Erica was very fond of Emily and this information was revealed in the interview
process. Erica commented:

I’'m a music person. I have an interest because I was in band and I did the

musicals and all of that stuff, too. So it’s neat for me, as an administrator, and

I’ve told my fine arts teachers, that it’s always so nice to see them out of a

traditional classroom and to see them perform differently in a different type of

classroom so it’s a different type of mind set that you have to get.

In terms of professional growth, Emily responded by saying, “I don’t know that it
does. To be perfectly honest, I don’t think that it does.” A follow up question regarding
aspects that Emily would like to see as part of the evaluation process in order to promote
professional growth, revealed this response, “Sometimes they ask about the show, we do
kind of talk about what they do see in the show and we’ll talk about it at lunch but as far
as including that in my formal evaluation, it doesn’t show up in my evaluation. I’d like

that to be included, I think.”
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In response to that same question (Question 12, How does the evaluation process
promote the professional growth of teachers with varying skills and experience levels?)
Erica responded, “Well I think that, and it seems like it’s always going back to these
glows and these grows...” This revealed a disconnect, as Emily responded early in the
interview in response to another question that she did not receive scripting where
suggestions could be found, stating, “I wish. I don’t know that I’ve ever gotten the
additional pages that they write on.”

Both agreed that the evaluation process did not accurately assess the job
performance of theatre teachers. Erica responded:

You know, I don’t think it’s very accurate, quite honestly. I think that there’s a

better way. I think because that it doesn’t necessary specifics, I mean, I know that

you are focusing on theatre, but there’s so many things that are within the fine arts
within the curriculum and in the way that they handle a classroom that isn’t going
to happen in a math classroom. Sometimes I find myself, quite honestly, going

through that form going, OK, OK, this doesn’t apply or I’ll put a check, I

guess...because it doesn’t seem to be thoroughly assessing what they are doing in

the classroom. It sometimes doesn’t assess anything that they are doing at all.

And Emily concurred: “...it doesn’t work...they do see that we don’t just sit

around in a circle doing weird things in a drama class...but if they are trying to

figure out how effective I am at evaluating my students or conveying information
to my students then they need to come back.

Finally, both Emily and Erica agreed that there was no objectivity in the

evaluation process. Erica concluded, “I don’t know that they are objective. I think that
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they are subjective based on who is evaluating.” In this case, she was evaluating Emily,
and she was aware that she had a personal interest in the theatre and commented that she
tried to make the current evaluation process, “fit into what I need it to do, or what I am
trying to evaluate.”
Case Six: Fiona and Frederick

Problems with bias, interaction difficulties with evaluatees, and
unbalanced evaluations were all common patterns that emerged within all of the cases. In
many cases there were positive interactions between evaluators and evaluatees. In the
case of Fiona and Frederick, there was a deep disconnect. Fiona and Frederick were
employed in a magnet school for technology. Fiona had been employed at the school for
five years and held a Master’s of Fine Arts in Acting. Frederick had been employed at
the school since 1992 and served as a lead teacher for the fine arts and English. He held a
Master’s in Education and a bachelor’s degree in English. A discussion of the case of
Fiona and Frederick follows the comparison table of condensed responses, listed by
question order with the theatre arts teacher’s responses listed on the left as Fiona. Along

with the discussion, emergent patterns are disclosed as well.
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Overview of Theatre Teacher/Administrator Condensed Responses Arranged by

Interview Questions

Evaluation Process

Teacher: F1 Fiona
1. Describe the evaluation process from
the beginning of the year to the end of the
year.

Administrator: F1 Frederick
1. Describe the evaluation process from
the beginning of the year to the end of the
year.

Teacher observation by administrator
formally until after the third year then
observation informally two or three times a
year by lead teacher

Portfolio for years one, two, three, six, nine
twelve, fifteen and so forth

Teacher observation by lead teacher with
predetermined expectations; evaluation
forms completed to correspond

Informal walk-throughs up to eight times a
year

Evaluation Instruments/Tools

Teacher: F1 Fiona
la. Describe the tools or instruments
included in the procedures.

Administrator: F1 Frederick
1a. Describe the tools or instruments
included in the procedures.

Self-assessment form with four domains;
Pre-conference then follow up with
discussion of self-assessment;

Summative evaluation form on ‘off years’;
Handbook that describes portfolio—
“summative book”

Teacher self-assessment form with
domains;

Evaluation check-list that is relatively new
and needs ‘tweaking’

Informed of Evaluation Procedures

Teacher: F1 Fiona
1b. How are you informed of these
procedures? U2

Administrator: F1 Frederick
1b. How were you informed of these
procedures? U2

Handed school policy manual and found
out accidentally through another teacher
regarding portfolio completion

Meeting with assistant principal for
instruction

Duties and Expectations/Job Description

Teacher: F1 Fiona
2. What are the required duties and
expectations of your job defined by your
job description? P2/A2

Administrator: F1 Frederick

No job description/contract lists classes to
be taught

(Question was asked of theatre arts teachers
only)

Evaluation Process Addresses Strengths and Weaknesses

Teacher: F1 Fiona
3. Describe how your evaluation process
addresses strengths and weaknesses for
those being evaluated. A9/P5

Administrator: F1 Frederick
3. Describe how your evaluation process
addresses strengths and weaknesses for
those being evaluated. A9/P5
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“P” for proficient; addressed in evaluator’s
comments

Addressed in the evaluator’s comments

Follows Legal Guidelines

Teacher: F1 Fiona

Administrator: F1 Frederick
4. How do you ensure that evaluation data
of theatre arts teachers follows legal
guidelines and is conducted in a
confidential manner? P3

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Follows school district policy

Performance Reviews Conducted Professionally/Constructively

Teacher: F1 Fiona

Administrator: F1 Frederick
4a. What processes are in place to ensure
that performance reviews are conducted in
a professional and constructive manner? P3

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

County policy; share with teachers in
advance

Results of Employee Appraisals are Communicated

Teacher: F1 Fiona
5. Describe the manner in which the
results of employee appraisals are
communicated. (formal conference, report
in your mailbox, etc.) P4/A3

Administrator: F1 Frederick
5. Describe the manner in which the
results of employee appraisals are
communicated. (formal conference, report
in your mailbox, etc.) P4/A3

Formal conference for first three years;
After third year, summative evaluation
form is placed in mailbox, teacher need not
sign it

Formal conference first three years;
Summative evaluation sheet left in
teacher’s box after first three years, teacher
need not sign it

Evaluation Process Diffe

rentiates Teacher Levels

Teacher: F1 Fiona

Administrator: F1 Frederick
6. How does the evaluation process
differentiate among teacher levels of
performance and experiences? P5/P7

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Process does not
differentiate/administrator’s use of the tool
is determining factor

Look fors and Red Flags

Teacher: F1 Fiona

Administrator: F1 Frederick
6a. Describe your “look-fors” and “red
flags” in the teacher evaluation process.

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Look fors: students engaged; relevance;
knowledge of subject matter, closure;
differentiation of instruction

Red flags: poor classroom management;

lack of content knowledge
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Impact of Evaluation

Teacher: F1 Fiona
7. What impact does the evaluation have
on your teaching? Ul

Administrator: F1 Frederick

Fiona is not currently being evaluated by
anyone but thinks that evaluation would
help her: “If (administrator) didn’t
understand what you were doing, then I bet
my students didn’t understand either”

(Question was asked of theatre arts teachers
only)

Training to Implement /Understand Evaluation System

Teacher: F1 Fiona
9. What training did you receive in order
to understand the evaluation system?
U3/Us
9a. Describe that training. U3/U5

Administrator: F1 Frederick
8. What training did you receive to
implement the evaluation system?
U3/Us5
8a. Describe that training. U3/US5

No training

Division-wide training to learn the different
domains of the evaluation system and how
to implement

Differentiation Unrelated Job Descriptions

Teacher: F1 Fiona
10. How does your evaluation process
differentiate between the job performance
of teachers with unrelated job descriptions,
such as classroom teachers and theatre
teachers? U4

Administrator: F1 Frederick
10. How does your evaluation process
differentiate between the job performance
of teachers with unrelated job descriptions,
such as classroom teachers and theatre
teachers? U4

No differentiation

No differentiation

Links Between Evaluation Data and Staff Development

Teacher: F1 Fiona
11. What links exist between evaluation
data and planned staff development? U6

Administrator: F1 Frederick
11. What links exist between evaluation
data and planned staff development? U6

No links in theatre; staff development on
putting SOLs on the board as teachers were
not following school policy

CIA reports to principal with a list of
things that teachers need to improve upon

Evaluation Process Promotes Professional Growth

Teacher: F1 Fiona
12. How does the evaluation process
promote your professional growth? F1/F2

Administrator: F1 Frederick
12. How does the evaluation process
promote the professional growth of

teachers with varying skills and experience
levels? F1/F2

Evaluation process does not promote
professional growth

CIA reports help to determine where
teachers need professional growth

Evaluation Accurately Assesses Job Performance/Theatre
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Teacher: F1 Fiona
13. To what degree does your current
evaluation process accurately assess your

job performance? A1/P5

Administrator: F1 Frederick
13. To what degree does your current
evaluation process accurately assess the job
performance of theatre arts teachers?
Al/P5

Not accurate
Portfolio serves as a “scrapbook”

Accurate because the administrator
determines what things the teachers should
improve upon and teacher is then required
to make those improvements

Information Generated From Evaluations Shared with Teachers

Teacher: F1 Fiona

Administrator: F1 Frederick
14. How is information generated from
teacher observations and job performance
documented and shared with teachers? A4

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Summative evaluation documentation
generated is shared with teachers in
formal/informal conferences

Confidentiality of Teach

er Performance Reviews

Teacher: F1 Fiona
15. What procedures are in place to ensure
the confidentiality of teacher performance
reviews? A7

Administrator: F1 Frederick
15. What procedures are in place to ensure
the confidentiality of teacher performance
reviews? A7

Summative evaluation documentation is
placed in mailboxes (uncertain of security)

Summative evaluations are discussed
behind closed doors with all CIA members
(teachers/administrators)

Ensuring Objectivity in the Evaluation Process

Teacher: F1 Fiona
16. How does the performance evaluation
protocol ensure objectivity in the
evaluation process? A8

Administrator: F1 Frederick
16. How does the performance evaluation
protocol ensure objectivity in the
evaluation process? A8

It does not/subjective;

Content is not something that anyone not
trained in theatre would know how to
evaluate

It does not/subjective

The Evaluation Process used by the School District. The evaluation process for

Fiona was a mystery at the beginning of her tenure in her current position and she was

hesitant to take part in the study because, as

she stated, she had not been recently

evaluated, “The evaluation process, if we are discussing this year--my personal
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evaluation process has been absolutely nothing.” However, Fiona’s lead teacher, in
charge of her evaluations, had a completely different response:

I go in at the beginning of the year and I look and I evaluate the classroom

management style. And then I offer them support and then I evaluate them again.

And then I’ll evaluate it again within the next two weeks. And not only

classroom management but fluidity in teaching—and the flow of ideas. I evaluate

that and again I expect different things from a novice teacher than I expect from a

teacher who has taught the material before. So far this year | have seen all of my

teachers at least eight times.

This disconnect revealed itself throughout the interviews with Fiona and
Frederick. Their relationship was clearly the most disconnected of the pairs that the
researcher interviewed. The evaluation process for Fiona and Frederick included teacher
observation and a portfolio review. Fiona described the process for herself:

We are each assigned an administrator who comes in only really only two or three

times a year to basically just walk-through or sit in on your class, fill out a lovely

assessment form that they have and put it in your box. This year, since it’s my
fifth year, I am not on formal evaluation. Every three years we are formally
evaluated and I’'m not in a formal evaluation year—so I think that’s why I have
not even been evaluated at all this year.

Fiona also described a portfolio process as being part of evaluation process.
Although teacher portfolios should reflect a teacher’s performance or talents, a portfolio
with a heavy emphasis on amount of materials and documents without discrimination as

to what is included has what Tucker, Stronge and Gareis (2002) call a “steamer trunk”
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effect (p. 3). Additionally, Stronge and Tucker (2003) conclude that if a portfolio
becomes merely a paper chase, it invariably misses the mark of professional growth and
improved performance evaluations. Fiona’s description of the portfolio process reflected
the literature when she described her portfolio this way:

When I put it together it felt like busy work. It’s basically just a place to hold

things, because you break the portfolio up into these four domains and domain

one is me knowing my content and me knowing my students. And what is behind
there is my degree because how else do I prove that I know my content? I don’t
really know other than putting that there. It’s just like a scrapbook.

Policies and Procedures. Though there was an apparent breakdown in the
communication between Fiona and Frederick, they did have parallel responses as to how
many of the administrative tasks were handled. For example, they provided similar
responses how teacher observation forms were used Each described the process to
addresses strengths and weaknesses for those being evaluated as being found in the
context of the remarks made by the administrator using the performance evaluation form.
As for how the results of employee appraisals were communicated, each described the
process as including a formal conference behind closed doors at the conclusion of a
teacher being observed in the classroom. In addition, a summative evaluation form was
placed in the mailbox of the teacher who had been evaluated. And finally, both
concluded that the evaluation process did not differentiate between the job performance
of teachers with unrelated job descriptions, such as classroom teachers and theatre

teachers.
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Training and Staff Development in Regards to the Evaluation Process. While
Fiona said that she received no training in understanding the evaluation system, Frederick
said that he received division-wide training. He described it:

We actually had an in-service on the new evaluation system. And each domain of

the new evaluation, the walk-through evaluation system, the informal evaluation,

we had an in-service on what the different domains mean and what we should be
looking for and the things that we should be aware of...that was division-wide. It
was at different locations by content area at the beginning of the school year.

Fiona described links between evaluation data and planned staff development as
including a more broadly defined objective to incorporate all of the staff, regardless of
discipline. She described her experiences, “They see areas that are weak and so then
occasionally we will have a planned staff development meeting that focuses on writing
objectives—that’s one that we had—because you are supposed to have your objectives on
the board at all times.” But she also described staff development in theatre by saying,
“there is nothing.”

In order to plan staff development using evaluation data, Frederick described a
process whereby administrators made unannounced visits in order to find out where
teachers needed help. He said, “We actually take the data from the walk-through reports
and what we have is we have a team of evaluators and they are known as the CIA.”
Frederick described the process of evaluating teachers without beforehand knowledge of
a visit from an administrator:

We actually take the data from the walk-through reports and what we have is we

have a team of evaluators and they are known as the CIA. And the CIA meets
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with the assistant principal for instruction—she is in charge of the CIA. And

what she does is she will call us together by...and it’s not scheduled, we don’t

know when we are going to be called. She’ll call our classrooms and if we are not
there, she’ll call out security to come and get us. And we meet in a central
location. And then she’ll say: here are your evaluation forms. Today we’re
looking for engaging hooks....we’re a secret society. And they won’t tell us
beforehand because they don’t want us to go around to the teachers and say—
you’re being evaluated! Teach today!

The statement from Frederick reflects the literature base regarding top-down
communication. Danielson and McGreal (2000) described evaluation systems as
characterized by top-down communication, in which the only evidence of teacher
performance is that collected by an administrator during classroom observation which
can lead to one sided communication as well as a subordinate relationship during the
process.

Impact, Professional Growth, and Ensuring Objectivity in the Evaluation Process.
There appeared to be a breakdown in communication between Fiona and Frederick and
many of the responses that entailed the evaluation process and how it pertained
specifically to Fiona’s position as theatre arts teacher. When asked what impact the
evaluation process had on her teaching, Fiona responded to by stating:

If they were to evaluate me, I think it would have impact on me. [ would love

feedback on my teaching. I think that’s the only way we grow is for somebody to

tell you that they love what you are doing so that you do that more often or say,

what were you doing here, I didn’t understand and you go, ooh, I bet my students
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didn’t understand either. You know. I would love to have the feedback. And I’ve

even told my lead that. That I don’t get observed all that often—I would love it—

please—feel free!

When asked to explain the degree to which the current evaluation process
accurately assessed the job performance of theatre arts teachers, Frederick explained:

Our current evaluation system accurately assesses it because the things that we

look for in the classroom are things that should occur in classrooms across the

board no matter what—there has to be engagement, the teacher has to hook them,

the teacher has to have the knowledge of the content, the teacher has to check for

understanding, the teacher has to use some sort of technology, in theatre arts,

sometimes...maybe it’s the manipulation of props...

The statement above is reflected in the literature regarding problems of
evaluation. Tucker (1997) described “the crux of the problem” of teacher performance
evaluation as being principal’s inflated self-ratings of their understanding of teacher
evaluation (p. 104). Regardless of the assessments of outside observers and evaluation
experts about the factors that enable or disable effective evaluation, the beliefs and
attitudes of principals themselves about these factors as well as their beliefs about their
own skills and abilities are likely to impact substantially the effective implementation of
evaluation policies (Painter, 2000).

Frederick responds that “a teacher has to have knowledge of the content” but
Fiona remarked:

[ have a new lead teacher this year who has never stepped foot in my room. The

lead teacher before, she was more aware of what I actually taught than this guy is.
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I think she would be able to step into my room and know what content 1 was
supposed to be teaching. But if I messed up my facts about Greek and Roman
theatre, they wouldn’t have a clue. They would have no idea.

Finally, when asked about the objectivity of the evaluation process, both Fiona
and Frederick agreed that the process was not objective and showed bias. However, they
disagreed about whether or not subjectivity in the process of evaluation was positive or
negative especially in regards to theatre. Fiona stated:

It’s very subjective, I would say because going back to domain one—do I know

my content...then there’s one that just says “managing student behavior” well,

I’m sure to the naked eye, or to anyone walking in to my classroom, half the time

it’s going to look chaos—but it’s very controlled chaos, maybe it’s improvisation,

maybe we’re doing a warm-up and it’s going to look like chaos but it’s not.

And Frederick responded, “That is a good question...because what one person
considers engagement another person might not consider engagement...so I’m not sure
whether the form...allows for total objectivity.”

Case Seven: Gabrielle and Gina

Gabrielle and Gina had worked together for many years as teachers in a large
urban school district. The high school where they worked together was one of the largest
in its district and had been opened since the mid-1960s. Gabrielle had served as the
theatre teacher for this large urban high school for nearly thirty years. She had seen
many changes in her school district over those years. Gina was also the department chair
of the fine arts and had recently begun the process of teacher evaluation observation. The

researcher chose this team to interview because this was a new process for the district and
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was in its implementation stages. Gina believed that department heads were charged with
the responsibility of performance evaluation all along. It appeared that a former
administration did not agree. Gina describes the events:
When they talked to the department chairs about this, said that we should have
been doing it all along. But now here’s the catch...because the principal that we
had before--when I looked in the teacher handbook and it said that we were
supposed to do evaluations of our department and when I brought that up to her I
was told: ‘Oh, no! That is not the department chair’s job that is our job’. So it
was kind of a territorial issue or it seemed to be. So now we have a new principal
and new assistant principals and so like I said they just started this process this
year...this year it’s more like it’s a piece of paper and it’s showing that yes, we as
department chairs did go in and see each one of our teachers and this is what we
saw.
The following table represents the condensed responses, listed by question order
with the theatre arts teacher’s responses listed on the left as Gabrielle. Following the table

is a discussion based on the findings.
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Overview of Theatre Teacher/Administrator Condensed Responses Arranged by

Interview Question

Evaluation Process

Teacher: G1 Gabrielle
1. Describe the evaluation process from
the beginning of the year to the end of the
year.

Administrator: G2 Gina
1. Describe the evaluation process from
the beginning of the year to the end of the
year.

Teacher observation by administrator every
three years after tenure

Teacher observation by lead
teacher/department chair once a teacher is
tenured—new program

Evaluation Instruments/Tools

Teacher: G1 Gabrielle
1a. Describe the tools or instruments
included in the procedures.

Administrator: G2 Gina
1a. Describe the tools or instruments
included in the procedures.

Teacher observation form

Teacher observation form

Informed of Evaluation Procedures

Teacher: G1 Gabrielle
1b. How are you informed of these
procedures? U2

Administrator: G2 Gina
1b. How were you informed of these
procedures? U2

Gabrielle asks her department chair if the
school year is an evaluation year

Informed of evaluation procedures and
expectations at department chair meetings

Duties and Expectations/Job Description

Teacher: G1 Gabrielle
2. What are the required duties and

expectations of your job defined by your
job description? P2/A2

Administrator: G2 Gina

Job description in contract states that
teachers will use a approved curriculum
which can be found in a written curriculum
Separate contract for extra-curricular
activities

(Question was asked of theatre arts teachers
only)

Evaluation Process Addresses Strengths and Weaknesses

Teacher: G1 Gabrielle
3. Describe how your evaluation process
addresses strengths and weaknesses for
those being evaluated. A9/P5

Administrator: G2 Gina
3. Describe how your evaluation process
addresses strengths and weaknesses for
those being evaluated. A9/P5

Rating scale of 0-4; administrators much
comment in writing if they give a teacher a
4oral

Not addressed in summative evaluation
form
Addressed in the evaluator’s comments

Follows Legal Guidelines
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Teacher: G1 Gabrielle

Administrator: G2 Gina
4. How do you ensure that evaluation data
of theatre arts teachers follows legal
guidelines and is conducted in a
confidential manner? P3

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

All completed teacher observation forms
are returned to administrators (assumption
is that they follow legal guidelines)

Performance Reviews Conducted Professionally/Constructively

Teacher: G1 Gabrielle

Administrator: G2 Gina
4a. What processes are in place to ensure
that performance reviews are conducted in
a professional and constructive manner? P3

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Teacher observation forms and policy
surrounding forms does not state how they
should be used to meet this criteria

Results of Employee Appraisals are Communicated

Teacher: G1 Gabrielle
5. Describe the manner in which the
results of employee appraisals are
communicated. (formal conference, report
in your mailbox, etc.) P4/A3

Administrator: G2 Gina
5. Describe the manner in which the
results of employee appraisals are
communicated. (formal conference, report
in your mailbox, etc.) P4/A3

Formal conference; summative evaluation
reports are signed

Department chair drops off teacher
observation forms; administrator then
follows up in formal conference;
summative evaluation reports are signed by
teacher

Evaluation Process Differentiates Teacher Levels

Teacher: G1 Gabrielle

Administrator: G2 Gina
6. How does the evaluation process
differentiate among teacher levels of
performance and experiences? P5/P7

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Process does not differentiate

Look fors and Red Flags

Teacher: G1 Gabrielle

Administrator: G2 Gina
6a. Describe your “look-fors” and “red
flags” in the teacher evaluation process.

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Look fors: instructions are clear for
students; time on task; good rapport;
classroom environment

Red flags: chaos; mistreatment of students

Impact of Evaluation
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Teacher: G1 Gabrielle
7. What impact does the evaluation have
on your teaching? Ul

Administrator: G2 Gina

Feel good if evaluation is positive; Can
damage psyche

(Question was asked of theatre arts teachers
only)

Training to Implement /Understand Evaluation System

Teacher: G1 Gabrielle
9. What training did you receive in order
to understand the evaluation system?
U3/Us
9a. Describe that training. U3/US

Administrator: G2 Gina
8. What training did you receive to
implement the evaluation system?
U3/uUs
8a. Describe that training. U3/U5

Workshops and faculty meetings followed
by open invitations to discuss evaluation
with administration

No training

Differentiation Unrelated Job Descriptions

Teacher: G1 Gabrielle
10. How does your evaluation process
differentiate between the job performance
of teachers with unrelated job descriptions,
such as classroom teachers and theatre
teachers? U4

Administrator: G2 Gina
10. How does your evaluation process
differentiate between the job performance
of teachers with unrelated job descriptions,
such as classroom teachers and theatre
teachers? U4

No differentiation

No differentiation

Links Between Evaluation Data and Staff Development

Teacher: G1 Gabrielle
11. What links exist between evaluation
data and planned staff development? U6

Administrator: G2 Gina
11. What links exist between evaluation
data and planned staff development? U6

No links; based on test results

No links; classroom management staff
development ten years prior

Evaluation Process Prom

otes Professional Growth

Teacher: G1 Gabrielle
12. How does the evaluation process
promote your professional growth? F1/F2

Administrator: G2 Gina
12. How does the evaluation process
promote the professional growth of
teachers with varying skills and experience
levels? F1/F2

Process forces Gabrielle to focus on those
things that are marked as needing
improvement

Evaluation process brings focus on those
things that teachers tend to forget; “lose
sight of the basics”

Evaluation Accurately Assess

es Job Performance/Theatre

Teacher: G1 Gabrielle
13. To what degree does your current
evaluation process accurately assess your
job performance? A1/P5

Administrator: G2 Gina
13. To what degree does your current
evaluation process accurately assess the job
performance of theatre arts teachers?
Al/PS
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Not accurate for theatre
The teacher evaluation form is general;
parts of it are applicable

The teacher evaluation form is general;
parts of it are applicable for the fine arts

Information Generated From Evaluations Shared with Teachers

Teacher: G1 Gabrielle

Administrator: G2 Gina
14. How is information generated from
teacher observations and job performance
documented and shared with teachers? A4

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Teacher observation forms generates
information to be shared with teachers in
formal/informal conferences;

Department heads were told that they
should have been evaluating teachers all
along; former principal said that it was not
their responsibility

Confidentiality of Teacher Performance Reviews

Teacher: G1 Gabrielle
15. What procedures are in place to ensure
the confidentiality of teacher performance
reviews? A7

Administrator: G2 Gina
15. What procedures are in place to ensure
the confidentiality of teacher performance
reviews? A7

Conferences are behind closed doors;
summative evaluation reports have cover
sheets when placed in teacher mailboxes

Evaluations are discussed behind closed
doors with administrators; no conference
with department heads/teacher observation
forms are delivered to assistant
principals/principals

All files are handled by administrators and
school personnel at the central office

Ensuring Objectivity in

the Evaluation Process

Teacher: G1 Gabrielle
16. How does the performance evaluation
protocol ensure objectivity in the
evaluation process? A8

Administrator: G2 Gina
16. How does the performance evaluation
protocol ensure objectivity in the
evaluation process? A8

It does not/subjective

It is objective because each category is
rated numerically and teachers can dispute
rating

This district was just beginning to implement a program for evaluation that

included department heads who conducted observations to supplement the evaluation

process. Department heads serving as supplemental evaluators seems to be the case for

other schools in other districts; this program yielded insight into that phenomenon.
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The Evaluation Process used by the School District. As a department chair, Gina
had insight into the evaluation process and both Gabrielle and Gina agreed on many
aspects of the process. They described evaluation process as one in which teacher
observation was used until tenure took place. Gabrielle described this process briefly,
“We’re evaluated formally every three years, and so during each year we are supposed to
accumulate professional evidence and then we put together a notebook of that evidence.
During the third year, the assistant principal does at least one classroom visit and then we
turn in the book and they review it and they evaluate us.” Gina described the process
much the same way.

The tools included in the process were described similarly by both as being a
teacher observation form used by the administrator to record what he/she saw in the
observation that included a “checklist” of items. Gabrielle presented a copy of the form
during the interview and described it:

I’m supposed to have evidence that shows my planning assessment and

achievement, instructional leadership, content knowledge and that kind of thing,

safety and organizational management, professionalism and communication and
community relations. This is what the assistant principal uses to evaluate—I know
that this is the evidence that I am supposed to present and I know that these are
the things in which I am being judged.

Policies and Procedures. In describing the procedures used in the evaluation
process, both Gabrielle and Gina had some concerns about their own process, In
describing how the process addressed strengths and weaknesses for those being

evaluated, Gabrielle responded:
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The evaluative instrument has four levels and the...if you get a four, then that
means that you are consistently high in that area—from the rating scale... Well
when this first came out, we were aware that the assistant principals were being
told to give two’s and three’s...it fired a lot of us up because we were told, two’s
are good, two’s mean that you are doing well. And all of us are going--No, two
says that we are doing average. Nobody is that stupid (laughs). And this came
into place when there was an awful lot of talk about merit pay. So it was more
threatening than it is now. And I believe that in some schools, and it was the case
here for a while, that this was used as a power tool.

Gabrielle and Gina had similar responses to those questions regarding school
policy and the handling of administrative tasks related to the evaluation process. Both
Gabrielle and Gina said that all evaluations are held behind closed doors, with teachers
signing off on completed summative evaluations and receiving copies for their records.
In terms of the evaluation process differentiating between the job performance of teachers
with unrelated job descriptions, such as classroom teachers and theatre teachers, both
concluded that there was no differentiation and that the evaluation process remained the
same regardless of subject matter.

Training and Staff Development in Regards to the Evaluation Process. The
evaluation process was a new part of Gina’s job description; however, she did not receive
any training to implement the new evaluation system. Instead, she commented, “We
were given the form and that was it.” She also remarked:

We don’t conference with the teacher. We fill out the form and we turn it in to

the AP. And I guess they conference with the teacher if they feel that they need
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to. And like I said, it is the first year so I’'m not sure maybe it was just because it

was the first year they’ve had us do this that they wanted us to get used to doing

this and next year, things may be a little bit different.
Gina was uncertain as to what her tasks should include in the evaluation process and she
was uncertain as to what role she played in the evaluation process.

Impact, Professional Growth and Ensuring Objectivity in the Evaluation Process.
Regarding the impact of the evaluation process on theatre arts teachers, Gabrielle and
Gina agreed that it was ineffective. Gina responded to the accuracy of the evaluation
process in terms of the job performance of theatre arts teachers by saying, “Some of the
areas don’t really concern us as fine arts teachers so then you wonder how is the assistant
principal evaluating you in that because they have to put a score in...” Gabrielle
described an experience where she received a low set of evaluation scores on her teacher
observation form. She said of the experience:

Well...I was getting three’s and two’s. I did a lot of soul-searching and talked to

a couple of colleagues and...I felt...scolded. I do take teaching seriously and they

were saying that I was mediocre and...and that’s one of those personal demons

that I have; remember Salieri? Salieri said that God had granted him the demon
of mediocrity. And that’s one of those things that has always sat on my shoulder.

The idea that I could have a student who walked out not having (the best possible

experience)...I’m not capable of brilliance, but they should get as much as I am

capable of...I really felt that it was saying that I wasn’t good enough, and yet I

know what I was doing and...so there was an anger and frustration. And I’m sure
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that I externalized that some...you know, if what I’'m doing isn’t good enough,

then what is there to do?

Gina and Gabrielle both agreed that the performance evaluation protocol did not
ensure objectivity in the evaluation process. Both concluded that the relationship
between an administrator and those being evaluated could be influential in the outcome
of an evaluation. Gina said, “It can be subjective based on how the person evaluating
sees it...” And Gabrielle was passionate in her response:

I don’t think it does. That and when they talked about this being a basis for merit
pay there was a lot of talk about what about the influence of the building principal
or the assistant principal...and I was very aware that my principal was why I was
not being seen as an effective teacher. She didn’t like me, she didn’t like my
program, she had someone under her wing who hated me--was a person in our
department and he wanted control of the theatre and so he did everything he could
to malign me and to convince her to get me out of that space and out of control of
that space and it was common knowledge that she saw me as a pariah in this
building. But people would, just random people, would see me in the hall and
say, | am so sorry. So it was awful. But it is a clear example of what inequity can
exist in the evaluation system. And had this gone to merit pay I definitely would
have suffered.

At the conclusion of the interviews, the researcher asked each participant if they
were interested in adding any comments or if they would like to ask any questions. Gina

responded that she was disappointed that the new evaluation process did not aid the fine
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arts. In addition, she felt as if it was just “one more thing” that they were asked to do that
had not been implemented properly by the school district or by the principal.

Gabrielle promptly answered “yes” and then sat in silence for several minutes.
Finally, she spoke slowly and deliberately, much like a perspicacious prophet:

This notion of evaluation is fine. But I think there should be an additional piece

that should apply to the subject area. It’s sort of like judging that one act play—

the apples and oranges thing. And so I think how a foreign language teacher runs

a classroom has to be different than how even an English teacher runs a classroom

even though they are kind of related—they are really not. There is, I just really

think that there should be something...and as the assistant principals get to know
their subject areas--the ones that they supervise--I think that we have a good team
and that they do try to do something like that but there is no way to express it
unless they are really willing to sit and write. We talk about best practices--why
isn’t there a best practices in a foreign language classroom and a checklist? Oh,
that is a best practice, I see that in her.

After nearly thirty years of teaching and experiencing the evaluation process,
Gabrielle was disappointed that little had changed; her department chair, Gina, who had
spent nearly as many years in the same department working with Gabrielle felt much the
same way and concluded, “Well, I’ve been here forever so I’ve had it forever (laughs).
But they don’t always work well, you know, in the fine arts. But we do the best we can
to make it work for us.”

Case Eight: Hannah and Heather
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Of the eight pairs interviewed, Hannah and Heather, like Clay and Catherine,
worked in a specialty center for the visual and performing arts, i.e., a performing arts
public high school. However, Hannah and Heather’s performing arts school was in a
suburban school setting. It was also located in a different school district. Like Clay,
Heather taught with other theatre teachers. Hannah worked with two additional theatre
arts teachers whereas Clay worked with only one other theatre arts teacher. And Heather,
like Catherine, had originally been a teacher of music. Unlike Clay, Heather was
evaluated by two administrators who split their responsibilities of evaluation equally. For
this case, the researcher interviewed Heather, who served in much the same capacity as
Catherine. Catherine served as Director of the center, whereas Heather’s title was that of
Coordinator. Both had similar responsibilities for their respective schools. A discussion
of the case of Hannah and Heather follows the comparison table of condensed responses,
listed by question order with the theatre arts teacher’s responses listed on the left as

Hannah. Along with the discussion, emergent patterns are disclosed as well.
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Table 19: Case Eight—Hannah and Heather
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Overview of Theatre Teacher/Administrator Condensed Responses Arranged by

Interview Questions

Evaluation Process

Teacher: H1 Heather
1. Describe the evaluation process from
the beginning of the year to the end of the
year.

Administrator: H2 Hannah
1. Describe the evaluation process from
the beginning of the year to the end of the
year.

Teacher observation by administrator two
times a year; administrator completes a
written formative evaluation

Teacher observation by administrator two
to three times a year

Evaluation Instruments/Tools

Teacher: H1 Heather
1a. Describe the tools or instruments
included in the procedures.

Administrator: H2 Hannah
1a. Describe the tools or instruments
included in the procedures.

Teacher observation form/”check list” with
scripting

Teacher observation form/scripting/”check
list”

Informed of Evaluation Procedures

Teacher: H1 Heather
1b. How are you informed of these
procedures? U2

Administrator: H2 Hannah
1b. How were you informed of these
procedures? U2

New teacher meetings

Informed through assistant principal in
charge of instruction; were told that
observation/evaluation was not part of job
description but then attended
workshops/training to learn procedures

Duties and Expectations/Job Description

Teacher: H1 Heather
2. What are the required duties and
expectations of your job defined by your
job description? P2/A2

Administrator: H2 Hannah

No job description
Contract provides coaching information

(Question was asked of theatre arts teachers
only)

Evaluation Process Addresses Strengths and Weaknesses

Teacher: H1 Heather
3. Describe how your evaluation process
addresses strengths and weaknesses for
those being evaluated. A9/PS

Administrator: H2 Hannah
3. Describe how your evaluation process
addresses strengths and weaknesses for
those being evaluated. A9/PS

Teacher observation form uses a set of
observed characteristics to check off;
additional comments written in margins

Teacher observation form uses a set of
observed characteristics to check off; issues
can be addressed in the evaluator’s
comments; scripting

Follows Legal Guidelines
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Teacher: H1 Heather

Administrator: H2 Hannah
4. How do you ensure that evaluation data
of theatre arts teachers follows legal
guidelines and is conducted in a
confidential manner? P3

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Currently it is not following district
guidelines; conferences are held behind
closed doors for confidentiality

Performance Reviews Conducted Professionally/Constructively

Teacher: H1 Heather

Administrator: H2 Hannah
4a. What processes are in place to ensure
that performance reviews are conducted in
a professional and constructive manner? P3

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

County policy; share with teachers in
advance

Results of Employee Appraisals are Communicated

Teacher: H1 Heather
5. Describe the manner in which the
results of employee appraisals are
communicated. (formal conference, report
in your mailbox, etc.) P4/A3

Administrator: H2 Hannah
5. Describe the manner in which the
results of employee appraisals are
communicated. (formal conference, report
in your mailbox, etc.) P4/A3

Formal conference, summative evaluation
reports are signed at conference

Formal conference, summative evaluation
report is signed at conference

Evaluation Process Differentiates Teacher Levels

Teacher: H1 Heather

Administrator: H2 Hannah
6. How does the evaluation process
differentiate among teacher levels of
performance and experiences? P5/P7

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Process does not
differentiate/administrator’s use of the tool
is determining factor

Look fors and Red Flags

Teacher: H1 Heather

Administrator: H2 Hannah
6a. Describe your “look-fors” and “red
flags” in the teacher evaluation process.

(Question was asked of administrators
only)

Look fors: proper techniques in the arts are
being taught; clarity of teacher goals

Red flags: discipline

Impact of Evaluation

Teacher: H1 Heather
7. What impact does the evaluation have
on your teaching? Ul

Administrator: H2 Hannah

Self-esteem boost

(Question was asked of theatre arts teachers
only)
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Training to Implement /Understand Evaluation System

Teacher: H