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ABSTRACT .

/

This study was‘anhinvestigation;of'the'degree of teacher

'evaluation policy:implementation in Alberta “the events which

influenced policy adoption the variables which affected <

policy implementation and the utility of a policy

implementation model in explicating the implementation

_process. L. : o : L
The fi st phase‘of the study~consistedfof semi-structured

( . . :
interv with nine individuals who influenced the

/ N~

development of policy on teacher evaluation at the provincial

-levél. A primary purpose of this phase was to research the

background to define the purposes rand intents of teacher
‘evaluation policy, and to determine the" policy makers’
perceptions of the implementation of the policy

| A teacher a principal and the syperintendent or

designate from each of thirty of the 145 active'Alherta school

jurfsdiotions were-randomly seletted for inclusion in the
. ' . Al :

sécond phase;of*tﬁ:\Study Respondents were interv1ewed for
.

their perceptions of the teacher evaluation policy process.
" . L )
These second phase interviews with policy implementors were

Ao e
structured by findings from the first phase iqierviews with. .

4

' policy makers and by the variable clusters from the Van Horn -
¢

and Van Meter policy implementation model. The study also

included a document analysis oﬁ teacher evaluation policies

and teacher evaluetion instruments from the 30 jurisdictions

3

involved in the study

L4
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' 'characterized teacher evaluation policy: adoq.ipn as a long

term process extending over a period of 16 years, however the
nmplementation was greatly facilitated by a single high
profile event centering on an Alberta teacher S

detertification for unacceptable teaching standards

In addition teachers who were provided with
.

‘opportunities for input into the design of- ‘teacher -eyvaluation

o

policie; at the local level generally were found to have
L

- lictle effect on the policy development process

Further principals and superintendents exhibited a level

of expectation for full implementation of teachef evaluation

'.policy which exceeded provincial education officials

.expectations. “

oy

4

Fourteen recommendations for adjusting future teacher

evaluation policy implementation were identified in the study

The study confirmed that a multiple variable policy
implementatipn model c?h serve as an effective heuristic
device in designing and evaluating a cpmplex policy

1mplementation process.

The findings revealed that provincial educa ion officials N

Loy
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction to the Study

Societal and governmental concerns for excellence and

accountability in education are evidenced by renewed attention

to evaluation at classroom, school and district levels.

Numerous ‘reports and studies in recent years, the most hotable

‘being A Nation At Risk (National ‘Commission on Excellence Jn

-

Education 1983), A Nation Pregareg, Teachers for the leg
Century (Carnegie Task Force, 1986) and Tomoryow'’s Teachers

(Holmes Group;;l986),'have raised questions about the’

capabilities of teachers and the effectiveness of schools. A

number oi Canadian provinces including Alberta have producedé
reports which have focused on student achievement levels
(Alberta Education, l979 Radwanski, 1987), on teacher
education (Alberta Education 1984a Fullan and Connelly,
1987) and on teacher evaluation (Alberta Education, l984b).

. Concerns regarding the quality of education are often 2

o

translated into policy initiatives'by state or provinciali,,

- departments of education. Policy adoption, however does not

guarantee implementation.. Recent research on policy

' implementation by numerous authors has revealed the process to

___.be complex, interactive and fraught with numerous barriers.

Policy implementation studies based'on.comprehensive models

" hold promise'for_explicating and clarifying the processes

o
a

h
N

1



important to implementing policies_intended to achieve
educationel reform. The study whichtis the subject of this
report was‘designed to yield insights into the processes

" associated with implementing a spe01fic policy within a
0
particular context,

N

B "
N .
J

S ' . - Statement of the Problem -

“ ¢

y ‘ This study investigated“the implementation of teacher’
evaluation policy in Alberta. ‘More specifically,‘the purposes‘
of tne study were to examine the events which influenced the
adoption of a teacher evaluation policy at the provinc1al
level, the'variables which influenced the implementation of
the policy at the local levels, and the utility of a:
particular model in structuring an;investigation;into\a policy

implementation process.

The problems  and subproblems addressed were as-follows:\f

1. What events affected the'adoption and‘implementation 1
of teachervevaluation policy in Alberta?

‘ . -
a. What were the practical policy intents of the

. policy makers?
" What were the anticipated ideal policy intents
of the policy makers?

How did social structures or informal networks

affect the policy. process?.

Y



' »

d. What were the policy makers'’ perceptions with
respect to the current status and possible future outcomes of

~ teacher evaluation policy? 6’

-

2.  What were the policy intents as perceived by policy
implementors? Were the perceptions of intents held by policy

makers and by implemeﬂtors similar?

- e

3. How have policy standards and resources affected

teacher evaluation policy implementation?
\\ v : 4 .

4. How have'communications,venforcement strategles,
characteristics of the implementing agencies political
enviTonments, and the socio-economic environments affected

teacher evaluation policy implementation?

5. In what ways did th% disposition of the policy

1mp1ementors affect policy’ implementation?

"6. What were the policy effects as perceived by the
, policy makers” and by the policy implementors and to whag

extent were these similar? '
v

"~ 7. How similar were the expectations of policy makers
“and policy implementors regarding'the degree to which there

"would ‘'be _full implementation of teacher.evaluation policy?

-



Cew

%

W

A

8. What future adjustments to teaEher evaluation policy
implementation processes were perceived to be desirable by

policy makers and policy implementors?

9. What were the similarities and differences evident' in

Alberta school jurisdictions’ teacher evaluation_policies and",

instruments?

Finally, the utility of the Van Horn and Van Meter (1977)
policy implementation model for analyzing the implementation

of teacher evaluation policy was investigated

Background to the Study Problem

In 1984 the Alberta Department of Education adopted a
policy which required school jurisdictions in the province to
develop and adopt local. policy on teacher evaluation
Teacher evaluation policy development was a local jurisdiction

responsibility, but local policies had to meet provincial

guidelines, especially th respect to the due process

criterion Each Regional Office of the Alberta Department of

Education was responsible for receiving-policy‘statements from

D

school systems in its zone, but not all policy elemerits could

be assessed from an’ g_nxig;i review of. policy documents 7

‘Several items which the Regional Offices attempted to survey,

such as, ”How well is the process communtcated?" “What

resources or persOnnel are available to assist?", and "What is

<



the importance‘of teacher.and supervisor commitment to follow
up on the findings of ongoing evailation?" needed to be
assessed during implementation of ‘the policy Consequently, av
comprehensive evaluation of the policy implementation process

conducted in the field in a randomly selected sample of schnol

districts had the potential to further clarify the policy

implementation process.

Teacher evaluation was one aspect of a broader policy on

evaluation specified in the Alberta Department of Education’s

2

Management and Finance Plan (MFP). 1Included in this

. '{ . . . . .
administrative approach was the requir@ment for evaluation of
five levels of'school jurisdiction operation: student,

teacher, program, school and school system' . ‘j-
. ' ?5

The purpose of teacher evaluation in Alberta Was fir?t

'elaborated formally in the Department of Education s 1984
' A
Program Policy Manual (1984b: 69) which stated "use [of] the

results of evaluations [is] to imprOVe further the quality of;

- ! ~

. education. . ., " Policy regarding teacher evaluation as

specified in the Program Policy Manual (1984b 72) read as

-8

follows

Y

The performance of individual teachers and the
- quality of teaching practices ' across the proVince
. Will.be .evaluated to assist in the provision of
.effective instruction to. students and in the
professional growth “and development of teachers..

The complete provincial policy on teacher,evaluation is

.presented in Appendix A. _ L



Several organizationel,levels were involved in various
aspects of the teacher evaluation policy procesSes. The

provincial Departmentuof Education'developed and adopted ‘ ‘
cie T e ) o e
policy at the provincial level which established requirements , °

for local school jurisdictions to'develop_and edopt local

_teacher evaluation policies. School jurisdictions were

b2

primarily responsible for implementation but the province was' mro
LN '
involved through monitoring the process. School based '

-

personnel were’ only peripherally involved in policy
development and had little or no opportunity to affect the
local pqlic*adoption process, but were heavily invelved in

'implementatfon by virtuye of their proximity to the.levelrof

- implementation. These rélationehfpsparé summarized in Figure

1.1 below, °

Figure l 1 Orgenizational Level Involvement in Policy

Processes
B Depertment-of, - aséhddiw - Schools™
. -~ . . Education : Jurisdictions :
Policy e e High = High ' "“Low .
Development e o o o
. Pélley © . Highn High . w1 °

‘ Adoption' [ I o «

Poliey . " Low . High .7 High |
: Implementation E L : ' . -

&



A Policy Implementation“ﬁodel

~

W Van Horn and Van Meter (1977) developed a conceptual
model of the policy implementation process which has been
 adapted for purposes .of the present study. In developing

their conceptual model Van Horn and Van Meter (1977 101)

stated that. they "were guided primarily by organizational

theory 1iterature and more specifically, by the work in the
area of organizational change (innovation) and control "

While their model was intended to guide analysis of federal

government policy. implementation at the state and local

levels, the concepts should apply equally.well to provincial,
policy implementation at the locel leve1,

- .The model was also eimplified. Van Horn and van Meter
suggest the variables bhich comprise_the model are |
characterized by a complex eet of inter-linkages; These‘
inter-linkages werehde—emghesized because,theimost criticaln

dcomponent'of the model in this particular study was the
dispoeition of the implementofe variable, -The revised model

.offpolicy inplenentetion,as adapted from the Van Horn and Van

Meter (1977) conceptualization is diagrammed below.

¢

8.



Figure 1.2 An Adapted Model of Policy Implementation

J{. | QCommumcatuonD
Policy
Standards ‘

CEnfo‘rcements, %

Characteristics |
of Implementing
.Agencies

- Political

| Conditions
Economic and Social )
Conditions

" Disposition
- of
Implementors

Policy
\Performance]

{Policy
Resources

- Source: Adapted from Carl E. Van Horn and Donald S. Van
.Meter, "The Inplementation of Intergovernmental Policy,"
view Annual, Vol. 1. Stuart S. Nagel, ed.’
Beverly Hills: Sage Publications, 1977 : R

Policy implementation is described by Van Horn and(zan
;Meter (1977: 103) as "encompassing those actions by public and '
private indfiiddals “(or groups) that affect the achievement of
objectives set forth in’ prior decisions "
A distinction is.made by Van Horn and Van Meter
(1977:103- 104) between policy impact studies which examine:
'ithe linkage between specific program apprpaches and observed
consequences and answer the questionA’What happened7“. and{_ S

:policy implementation studies which. highlight the forces or

' activities which affect the rendering of service and answer

I T
B s
B~



v

the question 'Why did ‘it happen this Way?' In other words
uh :

'fpolicy 1mp1ementation is a necessary, but nota sufficient

condition for policy impact

As depicted in Figure 1.2, Van Horn and Van Meter s

(1977:105- 107) ‘model is composed of eight "variable clusters"v

including: 1) policy resources»'Z) policy standards,”which

have been interpreted as input variables; whereas, 3)
. ‘- ‘v.% - . ] ‘ - . N 'A .
communications, 4) enforcements 5) economic and social

conditions, 6) characteristics .of implementing agencies 7)
the political conditions, and 8) the disposition of

implementors are process variables which affect localﬁ

3 .
implementation efforts to achieve policy«pefformance The

"disposition of the implementors variable is Largely affected

.by the actions of the other seven variables Policy

performance is the output variable In this systems theory ‘?'

based model.

Policy resources are simply the funds and incentives’

' allocated to the policy initiative ; Policy standards are

defined by Van Horm and Van Meter (1977 107) as policy inputs

)

which "establish requirements in-varying degrees of

S

specificity, for how those [policy] goals shall be <

implemented." An example of policy standards is the due

vprocess requirement of the Department of Education associated

~

with teacher evaluation policy implementation in Alberta

>

The communications variable cluster relates to the -

/

- clarity with which policy standards are communicated to

.;"1.

)



_implementors 80 they will know what is required of them and

to the interpretations implementors place on the program and

acceptable local ‘perforiance (Van Horn and Van Meter

' 1977.108-Yo9).

Enforcements are of three types: norms, 1ncent1ves and
sanctions: These correspond to Etzioni s distinction among

normative, remunerative and coercive forms of power Van Horm-

v,

{

‘ staffs and leadership require different enforcement approaches _

than those that are poorly staffed and led."

/ ?

Characteristics of ‘the implementing agen/y/felates to
.'expertise and refers essentially to "the/experience and
‘.'competence of the sész to perform the tasks required of them"
(Van Horn -and Van' Meter 1977'114)
The political environment relates to a crucial‘process
.variable cluster associated with policy implementation and is
_defined by Van Horn and Van Meter (1977:11&) as "the extent of
-support for or opposition to the policy objectives .. L" ‘

o

Economic and social conditions fefer to environmental

,conditions affecting the implementation procgss. ' Van:- Horn and

Van Heter (1977 115) suggest that. "the types of economic
resources within the community willeinfluence the kinds of

_services that can be offered and their importance "

>

Disposition of implementors refers to elements of the'

implementors response which may affect their ability or .

,
3

LR I

g :

e meg

willingness to implement, i.e. their cognition or
“e < e

and Van Me!or (1977 110) caution that "agenc1es with competent

C o~
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comprehension of the policy-standardS' the direction of their

Lo
'

'“response toward them, and the intensity of their response (Van
fuorn and Van Meter, 1977 113).

The Ven Horn and Van Meter (l9l7) conceptual”model.
assists in defining the key variables and processes of policy
implementation. Van Horn and Van Meter (1977: 116) suggest
their conceptual model should be viewed as a heuristic device.
- The model was used in this study to.define data collection on
teacher evaluation policy implementation For example,.
"enforcements" related to the rewards and incentiyes‘used.to
induce teachers, principals and superintendents as‘policy
1mp1ementors tobcomply with provincial policy on teacher
evaluation | "Communications" related to the extent to which
the policy implementors understood what was expected and

K2
‘ _required of them in implementing ‘the policy ."Chsracteristics

fof the implementing agency" defined the skills and'enpertise_
requisite for district and school personnel to- put the policy
_linto practice. In summary, the definitions of the eight
;variables of the conceptual model assisted the process of
defining the questions to be * asked of the policy implementors

in order to describe their perceptions of teacher evaluation‘..

policy,implementation.



Significance of the Study S

lhis study has significance in extending the research on
‘policy implementatian and in the potential contribution 1t
' might have for theory development on. the imyplementation:
‘ process. In addition the study holds implications for'
practicing administrators in assisting them to better
understand policy implementatlon in educat;onal settlngs

‘Research and Theory ' ' ' -

-

T . -
‘Policy implementation is defined by Scheirer and Rezmovic

(1983:620-621) as largely a political decision process likely
to be influenced by non- rational factors They suggest policy
"-intents must first be defined through consultation w1th

"le slators policy administrators and local. policy '

‘i lementors as a means of translating the policy problem 1nto
researchable terms.‘ Other authors, including Nechmbe and
rad (1981), ﬁansen k1983),.E1more (1979) and Van Horn and ~.
Van Meter (1977),‘also argue for a divergent analysis of
-policy implementation and suggest that multiple perspectlves
such as organizational behavior, planned,change and
Aeducational politics are useful frameworks for analyzing
policy implementation »
Several authors among them Dror (1981), Berman (1978),
and O'Toole (1956), have’ focused on the needqfor multivariate

models to facilitate policy research - There seems to be
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1ncreasing support among policy researchers for multivariate
R -
models of policy implementation which are necessary in order

to account for the complexities of policy implementation, ..

processes 0 Toole (1986 183 184) examined more than 300

policy studies covering almost all major fields of policy and -

. {
suggested that while researchers do not agree on the dutlines

of a theo y, nor necessarily on. the specific variables crucial
}

to implementation success the possibility of building more

convergence regarding what variables are important exists

Research focusing on potential policy implementation

.variables may ‘have general, if not universal, applicability to.

‘ divergent policy'environments'i Such research may build on the

foundations of policy implementation models and indicate which

' models are most effective in explicating a context bound

policy implementation process.  The present study, baséd on

the Van Horn and dan Meter (1977) model is intended to

provide information to both policy'makers»and‘policyw
implementors_regarding'the value of the model‘as a heuristic

device in a study of teachervevaluation policy implementation.

By

Potential :Contributions to Practice

Teacher evaluation’ policy imﬁlementation can have
positive negative or negligible impacts on the quality of
teaching. The impact of a policy initiative is partly a

function of the implementation process :Well imp%emented<
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policies: have a greater potential for achieving a positive ‘ e
vdesired impact thanr do pooily implemented policies An i_i
jimplementation study may provide information that could a551st
}policy makers and policy implementors to make needed
} adjustments to policy implementation

% According to.the Department of Education’s Program Policy

Magual (Alberta@Education 1984b) teacher evaluation policy

. outcomes were intended to. have 1 positive impact on the
qualitxgof teaching, And yet, .poorly implemented teacher
evaluation policy can conceivably have the opposite effect.
Popham (1986 56) believes "the implementation of large scale
teacher evaluation systems may; in the long term, have an .
‘ adverse effect on the quality of educatlon " An . . -

K implementation study which provides timely'informatibn can,

. assist in identifying adj!stments to teacher evaluation policy

.which may be needed to assure the - impact of policy is
‘positive .

Policies Rubin (1984 8- 9) notes can éutline.an action_ :4
plan identify specific goals establish mandates prov1de |
.guidelines butline a problem solving strategy, sanction wo
behavior or achieve'consistency., Ieacher‘evaluation policy'in
Alberta encompasses-all of»the elements Rubin mentions : The
complexity of this policy initiative supports ‘the value of a
policy implementation study The effective implementation of
.:teacher evaluation policy requires a 1ong term commitment .as

K

well as coordination and cooperation among.all groups with a
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vested 1nterest in teacher evaluation \An analysis of the . =

N
s

polidical bureaucratlc and technical dynamics’ of implementing
‘ policy onF::j?ﬁer evaluation was expected to assist inE

" exploring-eHe relationships among the groups involved in
policy~imp1ementation.

Numerous policy researchers support‘the need ior policy
implementation studies as a.;Lens of improVing social
programs. Furtnermore, a study of teaoner evaluation polioy

‘-implementation in Alberta may have implications_for similar
attempts.at implementing teacher evaluation policies In other

eduoatiOnalisettings.

Definitions

Critical terms used in this study are ‘defined below in

orderlto clarify their contextual Meaning.

Policy develogment - the activities and processes thch
v-.supported and guided the identification of need for teacher
:{evaluation policy and which defined the form and content of

draft policy at both the provincial and local levels.

Policy adoption - the activities and processes involved
in‘formally accepting teacher evaluation policy as a part of
L]

‘the mandate of the Department of Education and of local school

jurisdictions,,u

o
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- Policy implementation - the activities and processesl
’inValved“injtaking teacher.eyaluation’policy initiative‘from'
the policy adoption phase to-a stage where the intents ofithe
policy are achieved.in-practice * Teacher evaluation olicy
implementation was largely, but mnot exclu vely a local school

jurisdiction responsibility which required'exten51ve

" involvement of school based;personnel?

Policy 1mplement§;;gg study - a process evaluation which

provides information on policy implémentation to policy makers
and program personnel in order to allow adjustments to the

implementation process prior to.conducting'a produtt or impact

~ evaluation.
Policy impact‘f changes.in behavior or‘attitudes that
result from policy implementation and which may or may not ‘ .

- reflect the initial policy intents

. ~
' {

Iggghg[ gvgluagion - all activities and procedures
directed to formally assessing the performance or competence"

of teaching personnel in elementary and secondary‘schools

Management and Finance Plan - a program policy document i

prepared by the Alberta Department of Education to define

: .. ‘
.policies and guidelines for financial and program 1nit‘atives-f

of the Department of Education.
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Due Process - includes thedcriteria that teacher
evaluati policy applies to all teachers is failr and
“con51sten¥ in application permits consultation with teachers
in the dei}lopment of 1ocal policies provides for copies of -
the evaluation to the teacher is consistent with the

' pr1nc1p1es of - natural Justice, and provides for an appeal

'mechanism.

Delimitations .

.

This study was delimited to ascertaining the state of
teacher evaluation policy imp- mentation_in Alberta-inv
1986-87 through interviews w'rn policy makers administrators
and teachers in school jurisdictions and through the analysis
‘of jurisdiction based policy documents and instruments used in

the evaluation of teachers. o - |

, Assumptions and Limitations
vil'@}?he.following‘assumptions'and Iimitations apply to this,

N B

*study:
The Alberta Department of Education required school

‘ districts to have policy on teacher evaluation in place by o
June 1985; it was- therefore assumed that the sampled
Jurisdictions would have begun implementation of teacher

. evaluation policy and that policy implementation had proceedec

<

' to a stage at which ‘a study such as this was warranted
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Events affecting teacher evaluation have-beenfoccurring

“ e

: historically.for many‘years Historical events ‘are not belng

addressed in this study; rather the study focuses on events in

N

" - the 80's as influented by recent events of the 70 s.

The exploratory nature_of the study through interviews
was assumed to be the most effective method‘of'researching_the
process of teacher evaluation policy implementation\‘
Interviews permit an interactlve, exploratory opportunity not
available through single stage survey methods

-Furthermore,'the case coding scheme used to definerfirst
phase interviews with policy makers and the policy
implementation model used to structure second phase interviews ;

with policy implementors were assumed to be valfd means of ”~

‘defining the reality of teacher evaluation policy: adoption and

B!

E'implementation processes,

’.Since.only 90 policy implementors in 30 of the 146
Alberta school jurisdictionsvwere interviewed, 1imitations;due :
to sampling error are possible o

The potential for interviewees to,experience perceptual
error and inaccugacy in describipg teacher evaluation policy

 processés may_have f&mited the accuracy of the research,-

»

Organization of the Thesis

L PN

The background to the study, the prohlems and subproblems

the study addresses *he conceptual framework supporting this

9

T



’study were

: ' ) 119

study, a definition of the Van Horn and Van Meter (1977) model

of policy implementation and the significance of the study

" for theory and research were discussed in this chapter

Furthermore terms relevant to the study were defined, and

IR O

delimitations ]imitations and assumptions associated with the

Poted " o .

Chapter 2 is a review of related 1iterature ' Chapter 3 ,

'details the study'research design and methodology i The

findings with respect to. the first problem and associated

.msubproblemy'are discussed in Chapter 4, The findings related
- to the second and ‘third problems are presented and discussed

i Chapter 5 and those related to problem four are. discussed

in Chapter’G, Problems five through eight are'dealt with in
Chapter 7, the ninth problem is covered Ain Chapter 8 and the

tenth - problem is presented in Chaptéﬂ'9

oo B

';\..



3
ol
o
N

v
. for teacher evaluation policy implementation 2) the

B S e :
.societal context of teacher evaluatipn im Algertg~ 35 recent i
. a . is E E
studies of teacher evaluation pgocesses 43 the role of policy .

Jstudies An addressing policy 1mplementation pfh&; qi,,S) the'
) My o g

w-

" need for development of policy implemen%atiqﬁﬂﬁ@gsls' nndd6) f" :?_lff

'qupport for development of policy implementati_

L A
. W Ny,
o’ e T

‘brganicational Theory and Teachcr Evaluation

fei

/ A

The theoretical perspectives which Mintzberg (1979) and
..Meyer and Rowan (1978) discuss provide useful perspectives for<}
'assessing the polit1ca1 and bureaucratic aspects of teacher ‘
evaluation policy Spec1fically, Mintzberg presents a
,conceptualization of the teaching profession which explains T
the capacity of. the profession to resist change imposed 10_ .fii
exogenously, such as demands from a department of education . ) ?'AfE-'
'n'for teacher evaluation -~ Meyer and Rowan introduce the concept

ioﬁ-the "Logic ‘of Confidence” which similar to Mintzbergﬁ@
conceptualization also explains how the teaching profession | B ;v;‘

can successfully resist change e »~Q”.» o
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b.bureaucracies are characterized by autonomy which Mintzberg

“skill development and that the aura of the professional

: professional bureaucracy lies in its internal

e , SR 3|

The teaching profession can be described as a

" profe551ona1 bureaucracy (Mintzberg, 1979). Professional

N
°

(l979 371) suggests "allows the professionals to perfect their ,

skllls free of interference " "This suggestion assumes that

the- professional accepts responsibility for self-directed -

@

self-reliance

.;ffor professional ethics The crUcial components of democracy

& N

:'land’autonomy-represent ~according to Mintzberg (1979: 372)

. not beihg adequately served Mintzberg (1979:376) suggests

all the maJor problems of the Professional Bureaucracy "

feh there are few or no external controls on the work from

‘outside the profession there is :also "no way to .correct

D

;»Ldeficiencies that the professionals themselves choose to

’4_“‘

. ?overlook "_' Professional discretion is a double edged sword

'which allows professionals to ignore needs of clients and the

-

organization (Mintzberg, 1979 374)

When the public and gOVernment perceive client needs as

o)

that problems are seen

Cld

e

RS a§ resuLting from a lack of external control of

;;Athe ‘proféssional, and +his profession.  So- they do-

" the obvious: . try to control the work with one of

L fjihe coordinating mechanisms. Specifically,vthey

- try;to use direct supervision standardization of
work procésses or . . 0f outputs '

’bureaucracy is not eroded. An inherent characteristic¢ of the

ES
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Mintzberg (1979 377- 378) argues that the nature of the
professional bureaucracy makes attempts at external controls
dlfflcult He argues that complex work cannot be effectively

performed unless it is under the control of the professional

-who performs it, and that "technocratic controls" lessen

professional conscientiousness with the result that innovation

can suffer. . N
h o %

Rather than forcing external control on the professional

bureaucracy Mintzberg (1979:379) argues that other strateégies

- might be more effectlve. Specifically, he states, "cnange

seeps in by the slow process of changing the gﬁffesslonals s

-

changlng who can ‘enter the profession, what they learn. . .and

thereafter how willing they are to upglade thelr skills."
Mintzberg's conceptualization of the professional

bureaucracy is an effective framework for describing the

internal structures of the teaching profession .and the

lnteractions the profession establishes with its envlronment

Ny

External demands for teacher evaluation interact with the .

o :
sharacteristics of freedom and autonomy which are inherent in
the professlonal bureaucracy. Freedom and autonomy are

. ‘o ) ,
necessary to carry out the :work of the professional, but

paradoxically, at the same time tney'create'the space for

error.-and abuse of teacher responsibilities to occur. -

‘Furthermore, the unidque relationshlp between professional

teacher and student do not submit well to standafhlZation,
. v R : ! P

)
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_thus maklng external evaluation a difficult process to
establish with validity and reliability

The technical difficulties of creating effective teacher
: evaluagion processes within a professional bureaucracy are
'also addressed by Strike and Millman (1983: 397) . They -
comment, “the central isSuei of designing an effective and
functional system of evaluation concern how to embed
'technically respectable-methods of .evaluation into a complex
_‘social and institutional envirOnment."

Strike and Millman (1983:390-393)‘suggest several
questions relative.to a research agenda on teacher evaluation
For example. research might address whether differences in the'
legal rights of tenured and non- tenured teachers are
sufficient reasons for different evaluation practices between
these two groups. In addition what constraints do political
con51derations place on the technical aspects of teacher
. evaluation? Are teacher evaluation practices congruent with
teacher views and teacher roles? And, what administrative

structures are required relative to adminis;tf%ive support,
-,teacher involvement, an expertise base, and a generally
recognized need for change in the teacher evaluation process?

Authority in the professional bureaucracy is based on the
power of expertise. \Trust is placed in the professionals hyvv
clients, partially because‘of this perceived expertise, but

organizational structures can'also provide a basis for trust

invprofessionaISu Meyer and Rowan (1978:81) note that there
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“1s low control over the internal 1nstructlona1 activities, in

:educational organizations because of the 1oose1y coupled

structure of schools. However, certain formal structures such

as certification of teachers, allocation of funds, and
&

curriculum design,ware tightly-organized These tlghtly

controlled formal structures are defined as "r1tua1

.classifications“ by Meyer and Rowan (1978: 95) which prov1d%§

u'the professionals, .Meyer and‘Rowan (1978:100) note thét'the

rituallclessification structures are decoupled from the

>

-1nternal instructional activities of the school and that this

- "decoupling protects the ritual classification scheme

[beceuse],r,. .measuring what teachers are actually teaching
N . ., o

introduces unnecessary uncertainty . . .and creates doubts

about the effectiveness of . . .the categorical rules that

define appropriate education."

Meyer and Rowan (1978 101-102) suggest th;§%this

decoupling 1is a mechﬂggsm for maintaining support for the

._Qrganizetion in"a plurzé?stic environment and the "logic of

confidence" created ‘is acprocess for maintaining the

‘legitimacy or trust placed in the organization itself. They

conclude that "The most visibTe aspect of the 1ogic.of_
confidence in the educational system is the myth of teacher
professionalism [which] . . .helps to justify the

confidence placed in teachers¥ (Meyer and Rowan,

1978:102) .

w

'order for schools and provide an add1t10na1 b851s for trust in
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‘as standardization and decentralization, but linksf

Meyer and Rowan (1978) link the mythical aspects of
professionalism to the 1og1c of confidence which results from

‘the decoupllng of the formal, ritualistic-c1assifications'of.

" the organization from the internal }nstructional operations.oij

the school. This decoupling allows teacher professionals to

operate in‘relatiQe isolation from potentially critical

ienvironments; Mintzberg (1979), as.-discussed above, views

professionallsm as also based in bureaucratic structures such

KN

professionalism directly to the complex nature of the

& A

professional technologies. : | . 40~

These two views are complementary. The logic

r

confidence placed in educational organizationsfhelps to

explaln how professional bureaucracies can buffer themselves

ifrom their environments. Conversely, demands for.external

" teacher eualuation policies and accountability can be

\.‘,—AAP’/

explained'as an erosion of the logic of confidence. Teacher.
. : A :

evaluation policies create changes to the ritual

¢

classification structures of the school; the internal “
processes are more closely coupled to the formalfstructures

and the buffering[ggpacity of the organization is lessened.

Demands to couple formal, ritualistic classifications with the

e

/internal processes of schools result when the professionals

fail to maintain their credibility, .perhaps as a result of

being buffered too completely, for too long. Teacher

SR
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' .
evaluatibn, mandeted‘by governmente is a.logical consequence
of such-dynamics. LT e l';“' I o |
tThis investigation of the implementation of teacher
evaluation policies mendqted by the Alberta Departnent of
»
Education provides an opportunity to assess the effectiveness
‘of efforts by a govefnment agency to question the logic of
confidence, to change the ‘ritualistic classification_
structpreg'and.penetrate the mystique,of the profeesional
bufeaucfacy which'tfaﬁitionelly,has'chhracterized teaching.

—

SOcietal‘Contents of Teacher Evaluation

" AN

A rqpidly changing social environment over the last two .

*
a

decades has created potent. forcks which have resulted in

. demands forﬁpolicies eddre551ngvevaluation of school s&steme.'
A review of these social forces and their_relationship to |
demends for teacher'eveluatigp_is presented helow.l

‘ -“]annacone (197l:282) argnes that professionalismfhas
"removed education from an arena with conflicting valde
systems and - placed it in éhe realm of science." Assuming the
development of disparate value bases between teacher
professionals and external groups, the‘ultimate result of
professionalism controlling the educational agenda may be an
unavoidable conflict with groupc in the external environment.

The inevitable powerlessness external groups experience when

professionals inside the organization control too many of the
. . ER N



processes of educationwmay Create -a power struggle.‘
~-Iannaconne (197??277)'suggestsfthat "a“fuﬁdaméﬁtal‘scufbé‘af
tension . . arise; over the issue of ‘the rel&tive power of
' professionals and lay citizens over educatienal decisions’"
Educators and school boards may have beenwshortésighted
in creating an"aura of professionalismwardund:schools and. in
not opening schools sufficiently to public input Luti
(1977 59) cautions that "in exercising power we must not only
be aware of the immediate power‘outcomes but also of the
effects that the patterning of power has on the future of ‘the
:political system itself " Also Mann (1977 91) warns that
" stHool boards are too insulated from their publics and that
they essen iallg‘fail to represent the publics or to control k

\'

‘schools wikh the result that the’ "task of representing the

>

- wishes and 5¥1fare of . the public fall to the professional
. ) /
educators . . .[who] stress . professional autonomy, often

o
at the expense of ‘the communities' expressed preferences "

Iannaconne (1977 271) discusses this phenomenon and

argues that privatization " or professionalism in this case;

detaches the governing process from the political order or the

environment He suggests that no system can, afford to be :

. - ~
isolated when the environment ‘is experiencing change. The
h .

costs of isolation can include reduced resources and 1owered «

1credibility. " » . e

Iannacone (1980 194) notes’ that the political environment

in which educational organizations operate has changed in the
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past ten years. Consequently, the power relatlonship bStween.4

~ the . environment and educational organizations hs undergOLng
~ change currently. Previously, Iannacone suggests, there was
an atmosphere of greater trust in educational profeSSLOnals
Policies mandating teacherﬂevaluation demonstrate this trust
'deficit as well as the political dynamics of educational
policy formulation Iannacone (1980.307) states that "policy
_fkow is ‘not simply hierarchical but represents“the outcome of
~complex interactions among interdependent but separate
structures of power and authority -
i Goodlad (cited in Housego and Downey 198& 1) in his ..\
OQ‘EIQgQIjn f or Reform argues that "The province should set the
.expectations the mandate for schools It should then empower
_districts and.:chools to meet the expectations and hold them-
‘accountahle for doing so." R }: ,
In other/words,»fdllowing this line of reasoning,'state'
" or Provincial.governmehts should determine the.endéiand'local ’
;jurisdictions should determine the means.{ This prescription.
lhas some similarity to" the‘Manegemen and Finance Plan, (MFP)
" and. the related evaluation policies of the Alberta Department

of'Education, in‘which the Departmentﬂhas?specified'the erids

of teacher evaluation but has left the means of evaluation to
i

-3

the 1oca1 jurisdictions
Iannacone (1980 205) suggests that policies (such as’ the
'f'LMFP) are the reSult of interactions between sub structures

: with divergent interests " He states that;»-
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"g . making

twe aspects are .critical. .-—in- any ST T TN T

interpretation of legislative policy impact One
1s the degr2e ot independence found inm local
school districts, and the other is a split within
the local districts between the school
boarg/central office level and the
uprlnc1pal/teacher/student level of decision

This observation-has interesting implicatfohs for the
resourCezdependency model of educational organizations

-

(Weeres, 1984:9) Which specifies that organizational autonomy

is linked to the degree of resource independence the .

organization enjbys ~and for March's 1981 doctoral '

. dissertation on the locus of control over decision making

between”departments'of education central office level and

- school level decision making. March (1981 209) found a trend

,;,,.

toward centralization in Alberta, Bﬁt coupled with increased
cantrol at the school level. He also observed that

<centralizing influences tended to be assoé%ited with factors

"'-,4

o external ‘to educational organizations such as the political

and-economic climate whereas decentralizing factors tended to
be related to. internal school operational matters

| Certainlv, in Alberta government imperatives that school
boards adopt and implement teacher evaluation pollcies wer=z

tied to a resource dependency model of implementation when the

'then Minister of Education went on record (King, 1984)

',.suggesting that failure to implement could result in a loss @f

5 . o .
funds to the school board ’ . . - . T

“




Paulston (cited in Papaglaqgis 1982:246) provides
further elaboration of the political.nature of educational

change; he notes that, "Ideology, power, and perceived group

:;self-interest .. .[are] key'factors influencing planning and -

implementation of basic educational reforms."

Deeply rooted, basic and extensive imperatives for change

+

have affected education in the past two decades Iannacone

(1980 192) $uggests that "Research in the p01itfé§ ofr.
education was largely stimulated by the *ncreasing political.

controversies about education sche”the late 1950 s."
- \3

Iannacone (1980 204) cites declining student achievement

‘scores and the observation that "ppolicy makers began to

recognize that the gap between policy making and 1mp1ement1ng

it was widening," as two key factors whieh destabilized'

"educational politics. ,He further suggests that the schools -

"are in an era of pefvesive;and increaeing political

controversiés . . .Including their mission, structure of
governance, instructional delivery systens and fundamental

ideology" (Iannacone, 1980:194).

A chabging educational environment holds implications for

‘teacher evaluation. Societal change has been popularized by

Naisbitt (1984) who focused"éttention on societal shifts;fron’~

an industriel to an.information society characterized by a
globai economy, decentralization and networking. Ingram
(1985:4-7) considers specific societal pressureeifor change in

Alberta ‘and notes'increased‘diversity in school jurisdictions
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and school. programming, concerns for justice tolerance and

excellence accountability and involvement as potential social
forces n the province Educational management has already

been involved in one paradigm shift Ingram_(1985:10-l2)

observes, from sc1entific4management to a more humanistic

Bl

bmodel. Ingram (1985 19- -23) suggests that recent review

initiatives by the Alberta Department of Education and the
i( 1ntroductioﬁ of the Management and Finance Plan (MFP) are_
evidence of a "potential" new paradigm shift in educational

management but questions whegher value bases - have actually
Il_{
& ,J“,{

shifted sufficiently 1H Alberta to support a true paradigm

shift.- .
Iannacone (1977, 1980), “Mann (1977), Lytz (1977), Weeres

*

' (1984), March (1981) "and otkersfreviewed above elaborate the

P
\

" importance of political and- environmental phenomena in

affecting educatidnal chénge , Similarly, political and

A . ’ ’

N
environmental variables are cited frequently in the policy

'implementation literature (Oan Horn and Van Meter 1977,
>0,Toole, 1986; Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1981).
Political and environmental variables comprised an
important focus for the investigation of policy implementation

that will be explored further in the data collection and

analysis stages of this study.

PO

%



Recent Studies of Teacher‘Evaluation

S

The recent studies of teacher evalution‘reviewed in this
section provide insights into effective.teacher evaluation,
processes as well as an indication of importantzfactors which
tend to be associated with successfully 1mplemented teacher
evaluation programs.

,Duncan's (l984) study of.teacher evaluation practices in
“Alberta indicated that respondents*believed evaluation was‘a
high priority but felt that little time was available to carry

it out Ihe majority of eValuations were done routinely to ‘ e
'improve instruction or to provide data to make decisions . ( /
regarding permanent COntracts or certification. However, af
_startling‘finding‘was that only 4.5% met the minimum criteria
for‘due process and only 1.3% met criteria for improvement of
instruction. A follow- -up study by the Alberta Department of
'Education (1985: l) concluded that "formal evaluation practices
by’ principals in Alberta did not change from 1983-84 to

1984- 85." Duncan’s study underscores the .amount of change
necessary in the Alberta context in order to support the *
mandated teacher evaluation directivesvof the'Department dg

o

Education,

)

‘teacher evaluation policies ,and practices in five Lethbridge

Townsend (1984) investigated the implementation of

Alberta secondary schools involving 107 teachers and 16 -

administrdtors. lownsend (1984:20) noted that the time demand -



of supervisionkfor administrators greatlybexceeded
expectations, which negatiVely affected teachEr evaluation.
implementation . Other inadequacies Townsend (1984 24 31)

' noted in his study include the follbwing teacher rejection o
of evaluations done for administrative purposes decline of

teacher confidence in skills of evaluators, information to-

~

teachers regarding the process was lacking, teacher training
regarding evaluation purposes and process was dnéufficient

'administrative leadership with respect to evaluation was weak'” }

time demands were not met adequately district ‘office support
was felt to e inadequate and, divergent models of teacher

evaluation were not considered.

The inadequacies Townsend (1984) noted underscore the

importance of communications disposition of the implementors

e

teacher training, evaluator expertise adequate resources, and ‘
enforcement strategies as important variables to consider in
any teacher evaluation initiative

' Mireau (1986 13), the author of a set:of teacher
vevaluation inservice materials sponsored by the Alberta
Department of Education, commented that |

The most frequent excuses for providing only a
minimal amount of teaching supervision - or for
avoiding the task altogether - include lack. of
‘time and the risk of destroying good rapport with
. teachers. I think however, that the basic reason
is that we have a great deal to learn about .

. recognizing and Promoting effective teaching
practices and about conferencing strategies which
can pave’'the way to open, supportive and

" practical feedback to teachers

r
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Hildebrandt (1986:l22-123)4investigated principalsi‘
attitudeS'toward teacher evaluation.policies procedures and

guidelines in a 1arge urban school jurlsdiction in Alberta

° °

e She found that although principals eXpressed high levels of
o .

agreement with most policy statements, substantive

_disagreements-were found regarding several specific policy:
requirements. including the involvement of vice principals in oo

teacher;evaluation requirements that teachers be evaluated ¥n

N

a

performance criteria use of " evaluators from outside the

school, writing of the evaluation report writing of

K .

recommendations for improvement, and the "on rev1ew" phase

3 S
4 A

. These authors and their studies suggest that the state of

- teacher evaluetion in Alberta may not: be adequate to support

comprehensive implementation of the teacher evaluation policy
initiatives taken by the Alberta 2$g?§tment of Education

Given a potential lack of evaluation expertisevin the field

questions about the: viability of a values based paradigm ‘

shift questions about the adequacy of model development and

infrastructure preparatiqp and the existence of Specific

[

points of disagreement with local policy, teacher evaluation‘

policy implementation in Alberta may experience barriers to

successful implementation

Hickcox (1982 1) cites Scriven’s description of teacher

evaluation as a "disaster" and makes the point that .

h their first year and once every three years the specified“ o

By
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sound research on- the togic particularly on.
implementmng has not had a high priority in the
~~un1versit1es.“ chkcox (1982:6) provides four recommendations

-
a

with respect to teacher evaluation process

l) evaluation procedures should be gooperatively developed 2)

/-evaluation should be considered a continuous process 3)

3

. u ‘ .
teachers should kqow in advance the steps to be followed the

appeal process and the judgement criteria and 4) policies and

procedures should ‘be under continuous review

The Connecticut approach to teacher evaluation is

'Vt -«

advanced by Hickcox (1982 12), which has some similarity to *

:rthe Alberta approach >as aJsound process He states,

hIt is mandated that every school system in the state - -
'develop an evaluation system. While there are broad.

parameters, there 1s considerable flexibility. . .the
system'is monitored»by an independent” board consistiing
"-of representatives from various constituencies . .the
' state 'provides “funds to assist in the development of
plans to provide in-service: training . .it was
recognized that any real change will not occur without
nurturing, traintng experiences and support. . .through

‘coopexation betwéen .the state;, the universitiea, and.

the" teachers; the evaluation system itself is

~systematical ly evaLuated ., .nothing is written in
iy stone '

LIRY
!

o "Administrators are-not comfortable in their new roles as

y /1 : K3

o systematic evaluators of teaching, Duckett (1985:v) argues,

)

“7and he further suggests that 1itt1e in their academic
- background prepared them for rigorous empirical evaluation of

. teachersu v ' C

ﬂanattﬂ(1985§ll-12);suggests the competent evaluator must .

,

;,knowztl) self;VZ) elementsiof effective instruetion, 3)



clinical superVision, 4) how to develop a "use-tailored"
teacher evaluation system, 5) how td.inferj 6) conference
techniques, 7) due proeess, 8) how to work with the ﬁarginal
teacher, and 9) what teachers want from performance

evaluation. Manatt (1985:13) further comments ? N
: ¥
One presumes that principals, department heads, and:

« supervisors would be well-acquainted with the research
on teaching and techniques of clinical supervision. In
the U.S. such is not.the case generally. . . .Canada,
incidentally is generally ahead of the United Statés in
this regard,

A number of factors for successful teacher evaluation are -

~

identified by Manatt (1985 18-30) which can be linked to

teacher evaluation policy implementation variahies, including

"

the attitudes or dispositions of implementofs toward R
evaluation, enforcement strategies including posturing by top »
executives as a motivator for principals, exteﬁsive
inservicing, the power of sponsorship and modeling, %
.participative planning without haste, rigorous traiting during

the adoption year, clear communications to teachers gegarding
ug’w
what is expected of them, and multiple classroom v151ts to y

every teache: every year. Manatt (1985:33) concludes;

The foot draggers will say ’‘Yes-but- it takes too much
time!’ . . .Ineffective schools take ‘too. much time, 13 :°
years for your children and mine. Ineffective teachers
cost too much. A 23 year- old teacher granted tenure
despite his or her low quality teaching will cost a
school:well over a million dollars before he or she
retires. Good performance appraisal doesn’t cost,

it Pays. , . '

.

Wise, et:qLi(IQSS) conducted a comprehensive survey of

!ki\wteacher evaluation practiceé in 32 United States school
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districts and completed intensive case studies in four
districtS'in an effdrt_te identify factcrs which are important
for syccessful impiementaticn of‘teacherievaluation. They
discovered thatigenerai}yl."relatively few‘school districts-
have highly developed teacher evaluation systems and even

fewer put the results into action" (1985 63) s

: 6"“ .

A critical perspective based in the Wise; et. al (1985)
study is that the teacher evaluation,policy selected for a
school district must be finely tuned to that district’s needsp
purpesee and context. These authore;(1985:65766) propose four
perspectives Qr'theoretical framevérks‘for analyzing'teacher-
evaluation: 1) teaching as ’labor??assumee effective teaching
.practices can be concretely deternined and. specified 25
teaching as craft' assumes general rules for applying‘
specific techniques; 3) teach@ng as 'profession' assumes_
standarde of professional knoviedge and-practice are enforced
‘to assure competent teaching; and 4) teaching as 'art’ assumes
intuitive, creative improvisational teaching Wise, et al
(1985:93) sug&est that these four perspectives may be thought
 of as:a continuum with each perspective requiring unique
evaluation policies. They (1985:66) contend that the teacher
as’ artist perspective requires that teacher;'exerciee
'considerablevautonomy in the performance of'their work, a
perspective ciosely resembling_Mintzberg's conception of the

professional bureaucracy, and that contextual variables

b.



“environments and the skills and disposicions of implementors

implementation process.

38

increase in importance as one moves from teaching as labor to

teaching as art.

Wise, et al (1985:78) noted that the case study results

from the four districts which had experienced successful

teacher evaluation implementation identified four critical
implementation factors, includiné: l) top-level leadership
and institutional resources for the evaluation process 2)

evaluator expertise, 3) administrator teacher collaboratlon to

jdevelop a common understanding of teacher evaluation goals and

purposes, and 4) compatability with district overall goals and
organizational cphtext.
. These four factors may be universally necessary

conditions for successful implementation of’ teacher evaluation

policy.

| : Collectively,'these authors describe teacher evaluation -
as a complex, multi-faceted 'dynamic process, wh:Eﬁ\reqﬁire;////,‘\h\\\dl

i gh 1evels of commitment 'in order to work toward successful

%
impleméﬁtation ‘The perspectives presented support use of a , h
multivariate policy implementation model’ capable of analySLng

resources, communications, political and social economic _ ’

in order to investigate the teacher evaluation policy
i

e
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,/ﬁ\\v// o Policy Implementation Studies

Policy studies focus extensively on political
organizational and technical aspects of policy innovation
adoption, and implementition. Furthermore, the.human
dimension and dynamic environmental context of policy
implementation introduce complex patterns of interaction into
policy researrh uhich require multi-dimensional models of
policy 1mplementation if the variables relevant to a specific
pollcy 1mp1ementation problem are to be identified and
measured: A number of authors have indicated the role of
ﬁolicy studiesd in ad ressing»the implementation of Educational
policies. ‘ - . |

Riffel (1987:2) oomments on proceéses of school
improvemeﬁr and suggests "we‘will alyays be'faced witn the
comblex end.neVerAending human brobesees that go with [school
improVemenr program]vimplementation " He (1987:2) .argues for
approachﬁﬁg school improvement from the perspective of a
developmeniﬁk h@g;
school perg%.h i

s,which‘generates tension and requires
4 4

v__ﬁfonfront issues with appropriate skills
2% T KL
PRI % -~ H
and motivation."-gﬁg%

The complexity of policy imblgmentation is reflected in
Williams*’ (1975;555) comment that "Viewed from [the
interpersonal motivational perspective) the implementation
ouestion isﬁprimarily one of the dyramics of interaction.”

Williams (1975:531) also comments or. the importance of
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.imBIementation.studies. He notes that'ﬁlack of concern for

implementation is‘currently‘the crucial impediment to

.improving program operations policy analysis, and .

;Association's reaction to teecher evaluation policies. He

, >

experimentation in social pollcy areas. "

Keeler (l986?5&), reflected the'Alberta'Teachers'

.

L

stated: "While some of the [teacher evaluation] policies

were generally acceptable,'none were without flaws. A fairly

significant number of the draft policies represented quite

free borrowing . . .sort of an eclectic scrapbook approach --
without apparent concern for ‘the inconsistencies " Keeler
further commented - "Certainly, the new improved policies that

have been put in place across the province will comprise a

relatively meaningless exercise unless those who are called on

a

" to evaluate learn how to do it well.™

Implementation of teacher eyaluation‘policy presents
technical challenges however as Keeler s comments
demonstrate and as Williams (1975 545) notes, "technical

questions}often seem almost trivial when compared to fuch

i1ssues as whether or not political'jurisdictions‘will

~cooperate or whether a teacher’s union will ‘be in favor of

5

implementing d new idea."
s

»>

A rationale for conducting an implementation study on

teacher evaluatidﬁ policies before a product or impact
-"v%,. 24
evaluative study 1is undertaken on outcomes is presented by

Py

.Scheiter and Rezmovic (1983). They (1983:623) identify
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several questions that need to be addressed in 1mplementation

¢

studies and suggest that an implementation study should

start with an explicit description of the
components. of the innovative equipment, program or
policy. - Who wil ' do their work differently under
‘conditiogs. of full implementation?. What new ' A
~activities will be done by each type of worker?
.What supporting changes in the organization
are likely to be necessary to permit the
components of the innovation to be implemented?

. . ¢
In addition to providing process information regarding

the implementation of teacher evaluation policy, an _ _
implementation stugy; Scheiter and Rezmovit (1983f625)vuote 2
can serve as documentation for product evaluations and can
provide a body of findings ‘about policy implementation
processes in general.

Smith (1973E208) tecommends that "in assessing policy
implemeﬁtation the patternsrof the.idealizeq poficy may not
'@aterialize, or the outcome of the change‘process may
crystaIlize patterns of resistance to the idealized policy s

program and goals " s h‘ SR
[}

Bleecher's (1976) study of teacher resistance to ) 3;”5fa3g:
) ) \ N ] ) . . I
accountability-models in Michfgan lehdsgcredibility to Smith's

caution and ‘supports the need for implementation studies,

.

Popham (1982 56) also cautions that implementation of large
scale teacher ‘evaluation systems can have an adverse effect on
the quality of education, if high costs for evaluation are not
met with results if policy makers become.complacent after -

R

~ .

I . A



initialhimplementation' or if teachers become stultified due

to teacher evaluation pressures

-

Policy studies hold much promise as 'a ‘means of explorlng

. and clarifying changes that. affect education Gove Wirt'andjw

-~

Walkerv(l985'187) maintain "the study of poliCy making in

L'F;"fj‘education ia‘Frowing rapidly - ;[and] this.will probably-

A

'~"} incxease gsgtne costs of schooling rise and ‘as alternatives v

L . -

.\-'

’ * ‘ .
.are.sought for traditional educational structures " Newcombe

and Conrad (1981 576) suggest that "Three research frameworks

-:thp complex organization the planned change and the

'political - provide powerful analytic 1enses for studying

'V different stages of the [policy] implementaqion process "

The importance of the role of leaders in government andi)

the implementing orgahizations for effecting successﬁhl policy

4”imp1ementation is emphasized by Newcombe and Conrad

(1981 563) They suggestr "Effective implementation

is frequently contingent upon an interventioni[or'
interventions] that create a climate in which changelis
perceived by influential leaders as being important "

Edwards and Sharkansky (1978 294) argue that '"The study

of implementation is lgrgely (although not entirely) a study

of bureaucracx R ,wagg "
. . I

Factors which impede successful policy implementation as-

-Lsuggested by Edwards and Sharkansky (1§78v2§5 305) include
?poor communication transmission, unqgear or vague _a;;

'5implementation insyructions incansistent implementation
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orderS' inadequate resources or staff; inadequate information
X \«,, B '_‘. »
regarding the pdlicy issue, and, inadequate authority to.

“* enforce policy commitments
a 3

Nonetpf the potential barriers to implementation Edwards S

~ N

'iand Sharkansky (1978 321) suggest "can be ignored by

'

pollcymakers yho are sensitive to the problems of - é _ i
a

w e

1mp1ementation " ‘”'_ §_ o o ";";f:

-

- The multi dimen51onal nature of policy implementation

. t es present both challenges anﬂ the potential for insight
Eb study of/the implementation of teacher evaluation policy.

Clearly policy studies which focus on and isolate variables

important to the process of implementatio: are usé?ul to

'policy makers and implementors alike in providing timely

information to make needed adjustments to improve the' chances

~of successful and effective policy implementation _ ‘
Need for:a'Policy Implementation Model

‘A wide divergence>of views is evident regardingfhow
policy analysis might be structured Hpnsen‘(19§3:la) definés
policy analysis'as "an explicit; focused;‘systematicfanalysis
on the outputs of governments and theirjeffect<bn society‘"‘
Hansen (1983:15) suggests that policy analysis may be viewed

‘idifferently, depending on one’s analytical perspective " She

k]
: (Hansen,m1983.20) points-out that policy analysis may,occur'-

~from the perspective of organizational theory in which_fther

xS,



G

1

_.and decision rules (majority rule,‘deéentralizétidn,

LA

',pb%icy analytical techniques as a means of producing better

P

‘-

eﬁbhﬁ%is i

interbrganizatidhal communication) on policy outputs.™

hstead is on the consequences of Specific structures

123
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Elmore (1979:602) suggests that policy implementation

.research "requires offering a ngicallv ordered sequence of

o

decision, that will provide preécriptions for action."

g .@Dror (1971:293) presents é strong case for improving

pglicy to address growing educational dilemmas. In a later

Eéxt, Dror (1981:96) comments on the importance of including

Ve

that policymakers can ask, prior to making a policy

~

the rules of change in respect to policymaking as a central

task for policy sciences.. Dror (1981:98) specifically argues

‘that

subje

their

Among the multiple domains of policy processes, the political

domains of applicability.

The enumeration, classification, and elaboration of
policy instruments constitute another very important

ct for policy science.. . .to arrive at as >
exhaustive lists as possible of the different variables

which can be used as policy instruments

E

, and to study

nature of evaluation or policy implementation studies seems

1nescapéb1e. Cronbach, et al. (citéd in Borich, 1983:63)

comment on the context of policy decisions as follows:

Only when a large confluence of data becomes
available is a 'decision’ actually made, and even

then the decision is made interactively over a
long period of time by a large number of persons
. who make up what constitutes

sthapi

ng community’.

a 'policy

{
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The ;bntroversy which Cross (1585). Vold (1985) and '(;~
Podemski and Lohr (1985) ‘describe surrounding the issue of |
teacher competency testing in the United States is indicative
of the political nature of teacher evaluation policy

vimplementation

Boyd (198%;3-%gbcohments on the political dynamics of
teacher evaluatioﬂ&so%icy, "Any erosion of the logic of
confidence is sure to increaﬁ the politicization of education

.and [facilitate] the creation of a ’credibility gap'
Boyd.(l983:12) believes the challenge of policy implementation
is to¢"maintain governmental arrangements and policies'that _
strike a desirable balance between the advantages (and
*disadvantagee) of centralization and decentralization."

The political context is also addressed by Tuohy (1981)
when sheVQiscusses the erosion of professional power by
governmenglregulation in the past decade. A report of the
Alberta Legislature (1973:19) stressed.the priority of public
interest over professionﬁl self-regulation which demonstrates
the relevance of Tuohy’s claims.

Chikombah'’s (1979) study of the policy processes related

&

to the adoption of the %xq¢nded practicum in teacher education
o»'l

in. Alberta also undersc&%es the importance' of the political

O
, environment He (1979:15) commented "The political systems

model has been selected . . .because it seems to account best

for the interaction that occurs between the political system
R )

,
an
and the interest groups . . .in its environment."

A
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Theaﬁgidéption qften#haqk that Onca a3 vlgcy has been
formulated it will be implement%d 13 questiodgﬁ by Smith
(1973). Interest groups, political parties, affected

‘individyals and groups often‘try to influence implementation.

Cronbech, et al. (cited in Borich 1983:63) §uggest

[the] role of evaluation is. . .to %N} o
participate in and contribute to, the- ﬁ%got%é%&on
and accommodation process by rﬁising new issues,
stimulating new debate and illuminating'the
complexities of the problem at hand. For these
reasons evaludtions should focus on programs as
implementations of policy and not on specific
alternative courses of action to be taken in

a particular context.

Policy'implementation is described by Smith (1973:197) as
a tension generating force in society involving idealized
policy, the implementing organization target groups and
environmental factors, Transaction patterns may or may not
match the expectations of outcomes held by policy formulators.
Boyd (1983 23) concluded, alternative systems of teacher \fﬁg
evaluation and compensation will need to be stndied carefully
in terms of both their intended and (possibly deleterious)
unintended consequences." ;

-

)N’ The importance of bureaucratic and political environments

L
B a

relative to policy implementation were underscored by the

authors discussed above. More generally: these authors and -
- their studies would support the proposition thatvstudies of

policy implementation demand a model, capable of mirrorlng the

multivariate environment of policy implementation
¢

-
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:j ' !
Support for a-Policy Implementation Model

Citing development of a consensus _regarding the meaning of
~imp1ementation and agreement .among researchers th‘ﬁ policy

implementation problems derive aiso from the pollcy

Y
relationship to the institutional setting, Berman (1978:159)

. ~J
& suggests "The faint lines of a framework [of implementation

studies] may be emerging“. He (1078:164) distinguishes

| _betwe_en the "Macro" policy implementation problems at the . @ .
" , . . i . . "? .
federal [or provincial] level and "Micro" policy 3
implementation probleﬁs at the local agency level. “The . !

" variables which Berman (1978 168- 176) identifies as '
influential include the difficulties of getting agencies to
execute policy faithfully, slippage between program guidelines
and loeal response, ‘the need for local prganizat#l change :

Rl

in'response to the policy initiative, the need to understand

s

the gestalt of local system dynamics, and the effect on . "
_,7imp1ementation.of the environment’s turbulence.
Berman (1978:179) concludes that "analysis of
implementation is just moving beyone the stage of isolated
case studies and applied'wisdom" but cautiona, "we 'cannot

anticipate the development of a simple or single retroenective,

N

‘theory of implementation thdt is 'context free'."™ He

(1978:180), however, does argue for policy implementation

. } . |
models such as the Van Horn and Van Meter (1977) model. He

states “implementation analysis could make a major - O



contribution to more effective policy by developing

P
institutionallxigrounded heuristics to help policy makers

% addpt. theﬁ@ decisions as implementatlon problems arise."

O'Toole’s (1986:183) examination of over 300 studies

v

covering most major fields of p y sciences supports the ae

(2 . [{
o

of the Van Horngand Van Meter (197 ébolicy ihg _5};Wf

model. Although O'Toole §&986 184) comgents thdt‘

"Researchers do' not agree on the outﬂﬁﬁes of a ‘theoty" of

N
bl

implementation nor evdh on the variables cru'ial to
implementation success,“ he suggests that "there seem to be
possibilities for building some convergence ix}%he field, but
thus ,far little cumulation has taken place." (0’ Toole,
: &
1986:189)
.Other concerns which 0'Toole (1986:202) raises include
- . N ® \ 1} - \

the necessity to address context variables.in the research

strategy, and the lack of utility of attempting to create any

5. slngle predictive theory.

Most importantly, 0'Toole (1986:203) states‘v

The review of the empirical literature suggests some
implicit agreement on several clusters.of variables.
deserving of further intensive investigation. Efforts
should be undertakdp to build systematically and
cumulatively on the research that has focused on
policy characteristics, resources, 'ifiplementation
structure, implementor disposition implementor client
relationship, and timing.

O'Toole (1986:204) states that the Van Horn and Van Meter

policy implementation model is among, "Several effotrts in the

/

3"
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implementation literature [which] stand out as promising and

*

worthy of more careful testing.and development . "

?

_Summary

As evidenced in the above literature review, the

translation of teacher evaluation policy intents to policy

" effects is neither direct nor simple Poyicy implementation
is based in political bureaucratic and technical processes.
Specific bureaucratic and technical structures may need to be
in place and adjustments to political dynamics made before

teacher evaluation policy can be successfully implemented.
Furthermore teacher evaluation has been described as a

o

complex,.multi level process affected by situation specific

)

,'?variables »A multi dimensional poli@& implementation study

based on a modei suggested by Van Horn and Van Meter (1975

- 1977) may ‘be an effective means of identifying and assessing

Y]

the many variables relevant to the implementation of teacher

evaluation policy.
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document analysis.

CHAPTER 3

./“h

Research Design ,%.Hethodology

The research design and methqdblogy including interview

‘procedures, validity concerns, sampling procedures. and data

analysis are discussed in this chapter.

The Descriptive Survey'Approach .

The study was a descriptive survey or cag urvey - (Dunn,

1981:297) which involved the 1dent£frcation'agv nalysis {3
factors tbat~account for variations in the implementation of
policies. This method requires tne researcher to first
develop a case coding scheme of categories that capture key
components of policy inputs, processes, output§ and/or impacts
and then to collect data gwhbded by the coding scheme. The
Information for the study was obtained through interviews and

-

Use of this research method permits the researcher to

begin the enquiry from a broad conceptual framework in the

early stages of fhé study. As the study progrésses and more
..~ known abéut'tﬁé‘bhenomenon under investigation the
concentual framework becomes more clearly focuséd and méfe
speciiic questions can be defined to fgcilitatg the

investigation.

¢ 50 ~
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. First Phase Interviews

.y

Coding procedures recommended by Bogdan and Biklen
(1982 158) guided the structure and analysis of the firsc
& ¥

phase interview protocols. . The analytica1~categories were

used a priori to identify potentially important Information

categories. This first phase of the study consisted of

semi-structured interviews of selected key decision makers and

leaders in teacher evaluation in Alberta. Snowball sampling

was used to identify a sample of these key ‘individuals. That

is, the first person interviewed was asked to recommend others

(Bogdan and Biklen, 1982:66).
I »

o Interviewees included Mr. David King, who as the Minister

of Education from 1979 to 1985 witnessed the formal

development of the teacher evaluation policy at the provincial -

lever. 1In addition, Mr.‘King was asked to identify

: individuals who had,had an influence on him or who played a

?
key role in the development of the teacher evaluation poliCy

‘These individuals and:;heﬁg position at the time they were

' interviewed included«gﬁe following Dr. E. Hawkesworth

former DeputyUMinister of Education in &Iberta, Dr. N. Hrynyk,

w' .

former Associate Executive Secretamy the Alberta Teacher
h

B ¥4 5

As d&yiation, Dr. R Bosetqg «Deputy Minister of Educarion Dr.
’ V7

J."Hrabi, Assistant Deputy Minister, Planning and Evaluation

Division; Dr. S. Odynak, Assistant Deputy Minister, Program

'g?Delivery Division; Dr. M. Fenske, Assistant Deputy Minister,

‘

T
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» Progtam Development bivision; and Dr W.R. Duke, Assietant
Depdty Minister, Finance Division. Snbsequently; Mr. Gary
. Zatko, Associate Director, Planning Services, was identified
as a key policy resource person and was also .included among
those interviewed. 8

The interviews were conducted during the period June 20 ‘
to ‘September 10, 1986. Interview transcripgs from the first
phase were typed and returned to f%tervieweesﬁwho were asked
to review*the transcript for any errors or mislnteroretations.
These typed transeripte, after correction.or confirmation of
accuracy by the interviewees, prGflded the information for
analxsis of the events that affected-teacher evaluation policy

adoption and'implehentation in Alberta. Additional purposes

for the first phase interviews were to identify the ' .

N Jt.
LT

background thé-

rposes and Intents of teacher evaluation
policy visualized:in Jey planning s;gés\within the
Department of Educatioii, “ahd the social structures or informal

net&orks~whlch affected the policy pfocess, as ‘well as to

Questionqlwhich guided the first\phase interviews with
. s
. key policy;makers included the following

Bl

1._ What process or chronology oﬁ events was important in

”affecting the gg_pgl_g of teacher evaluation policy by the
B

’ G

Department of Education?
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2. What process or chronology of events was 1mportant in

affectlng the 1mglementation of teacher evaluation bolicy by

the Department of Education?

a

3. What key events may have affected the adoption of the
—
current [1986]) teacher evaluation activities in Alberta?
‘4. What key events may have’affeqted the implementation

process [1986] in Alberta? .
| 5. What strategies, taetics, methods, or_Cechﬁiques were
important for the adoption of teacher evaluatién_policy in
Alberta?
6.  Were any social structuresvpr informal networks
signifi'apt‘in affecting the initiation, adoption oé

implemedtation process?

7/ Can you suggest any specifié teacher evaluation
pﬁlic materials to study, forfzkample, documents, key
correspondence, memos, or studies, [relthé; to the Albetta»
context] .

- What idealized poiicy, relagionships, and‘goals would
you Sope for to enhance teaéhef evaluation policy
implementation? ’ v o
: 9. What'are ydur percep;ions.of the current status .of
teacher evaluatiéﬁ policy i&piemgntacioﬁ (in Alberta]?

| 10. lWho eise might be a k;y &ecision maker, policy"

analyst or advisor that affected the teachier evaluation

édoption or 1mp1ementation process [in Alberta]?

@
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11. How do you define the intents of teacher evaluation
policy, including your world view (values) with respect to
teacher evaluation?

Second‘Phase IntervieW‘Schedules and Variable Clusters
" . 2

N

Three structured interview schedules were constructed to
solicit responses.from tea;hers principals and
superintendents or their designates regarding their
‘perceptions of teacher evaluation policy implementation
Interview schedules (reproduced in Appendices B through D)
were structured partially on the findings from the first phase
interviews with policy makers an? on the variable clusters
identified by Van Horn and Van Meter (1977) InterViews
typigally required from130 to 90 minutes to complete.

[
e

~

As indicated above, all the‘first phase interview

respondents were asked to review typed copies of the interview

transcript and to correct any errors of interp\etation by the

researcher.

Initial drafts of the the second phase interview

-

~schedu1es were reviewed by two doctoral students and three

professdrs in the Department of Educational Administration at

4

o ‘ , . -
the University.of Alberta for‘ace validity.“The second draft
versions of the interview schedules were then pilot tested in

G
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the field with two assistant superintendents, two principals

kS

[N

and two teachers. This pilot testing was intended to ™
.eliminate any terms which were vague or‘ambiguousn and to

elicit respondents’ perceptions of the degree'of

comprehensiveness represented by_thg interview schedules

- t

relative to teacher evaluation policy implementation. - Finﬁlh“'

adjustments were made to the interview schedules based on the "%

H

pilot interviews, and these rev{sed“interviéw schedules were

used in conducting the second phase intervﬁéwé. The three
interview ‘schedules are presented in Appenaices B thrghgh;D.
The second phase interviewees were assured of andnymity. Q;“‘\Mr

“ .

During the”§econd phase interviews, if any confusion or. ‘ \yJ

i I

vambiguity“géemed to be present in reiatignvto any‘ofvghe
responses, the-researche; c;nfirﬁed the interviewee's meaning
.Auring the interview. o
The sgcond phase structured interviews with policy
implementorg.pérmitted the researcher to experience ﬁore-ién
in-depth analysis of tegchgr evaluatio; policy iﬁplementation
with practitioners in the field than would hhave been prsible

through survey research methoéology.

Analytical Methods

A content analysis of the validated, typed transcripts
e . :

By
from the first phase interviews was undertaken to identify -
- ;;’:1 l" ,.oa
themes and patterns of reng

(&

nses in relationship to the case
e
[T Ry

e i
J b



"included the category of interviéwee (teacher, principah
the inte w question was related ang’ the question reSPonse .
phase 1nterview responses for key term

_ the analysis- of these interviews.

56

”"coding scheme used to guide the semi structured interviews and'

the questions these intnrviews were designedlto answer

Information-collected during the'second phase interv1ews“

'was coded into a micro computer database program to facllltate'

-analysis. Descrrptive Categories used to define the databasehp

to 'search the second

The database provided the capacity-
or patterns

electronically with boolean iogic whi great1§\facilitated

content analyzed to identify patterns evident within and

between these documents.s

: .

ddrhirty of 146 active Alberta school jurisdictions were

randomly selected from the Albe;ta School Jurisdiction List,
»

l_§§ for inclusion in this study. In order to assure a
repreSentative sample of jurisdictions, the population of
Jurisdictionslwas“stratified on the basis of type of
Jurisdiction (county, public school districts, separate school

districts, regional school districts or Department of National



. | | s

Defense scHools, and school divisions) and“gedgraphic zone of
the province (1 through 6). Jurisdictions were then selected
from each stratified grouping using a random numbers table. A

provincial map of the Regional Office geographic'aenes is

D
-

presbnted in Figure 3.1. )
&

L

Letters requesting interviews with the superintendent or

de51gnate and a principal ‘angd a teachertgandomly selected

from the jurisdiction’s staff list were posted on September 5,

~

1986. A copy of this correspondenee isfpresented in Appendix
.E. Five of the thirty jurisdictions initially contacted |
declined involvement in the study on the basis of - |
over-involvement with research studies or simply being too
busy to participate. Replacement jurisdictions randomly
selecﬁpd within the same stratified grouping were subsequentl?
contacted and all agreed to participate The ninety second
phase interviews began on October 28, 1986 and wete complecéd
en.February 23; 1987, | _ | |

| The breakdown, by zone and type of jurisdiction’which
participated in the study appears in Table 3. 1 ' Countieﬁ and 5

G

school divisions are large rural units of school 'aa - «“j“
8 P :

administration Public and separate school districts aerl;d.A.
typically coterminous and are udually located in- city of" town

locations. Separate districts are eithen Cath0113~or
Protestant; both separatq and public districts receivel"
provincial funding and 1oca1 property. tax’ sppport‘ A regidnaf'-

>,

© . g
Soa

.~
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Table 3.1

¥

39

5
Distributgbn of Partic1pating Jurisdictions by Zone and

Type of Jurisdiction

One Two Three Four Five Six  Total

Large | s

urban 0 0 2 0 2 0 4
County 1 1 1 1 1 1 6
Public 1 1 1 1 L 1 6
‘Division 1 1 1 1 ’;\\@ 1 6
Separate 1 1 2 0 -1. 7
Regional 0- 1 :6 0 ‘O,/ -0 1
Total 4 5 7 5 5 4 30

school district is a district that operates a school jointly

) '
between ch‘%r more school boards

School district teacher evaluation policy documents,

obtained from each sampled jurisdiction were studied using a

content analysis procedure.

In addition, school

administrators interviewed were asked for copies of teacher

evaluation instruments (recording/reporting forms) in use in

their jurisdiction.
S

wag completedrand is ‘reported in Chapter 8.

£

<

-

Summary

The research design and methodology,'intgrviewﬁ

A content analysis of these instruments

proceduré§, validity concerns and sambling procedures were

g
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delineated in this chapter. The study is described as a
descriptive survey study intended to explore themes and trends .
relative to teacher evaluation policy implementation in:
Alberta Interview structures and procedures used in the

first phase of interviews with policy makers and in the second
phase of interviews with policy implementors were defined and

discussed. Actions taken to address concerns regarding

validity were presented and e sampling procedures used to . §:

select the first phase respondents as . well as the stratified f" ﬁ"-J} 9
random sampling procedures used to select the second phase }f sy

respondents were described.

AR P
%




" présented in the following sections: events which affected

..eValuation policy. kesults of the analysis of the data are

CHAPTER 4
[ ‘ “
Conditions Affecting Policy Adoption and Implementation Lﬁﬁ?

An analysis of interviews with policy makefs who were

influential in the development, adoption and implementation of

the teacher evaluation policy is presented in this chapter.

“

The focus of the data collection in this first‘part of'thé

.scudy'was'on identification of the policy intents and the

general background to the development of the teacher

teacher'eyaloation policy adoption, events which affected
policy implemehration, the policy intencs held by policy
makers. sotial atructures and informal networks which affected
the policy process the policy makers’' definition of'ideal
policy intencs,aqd their perceptions of the current status and
phssible outcomea of tedcher evaluation policy.
. ';Eventa Affectihg PolicyIAdoption

Policy requiring SChOOl boards to develop \adopt and
implement teacher evaluatiog policies at the local level was
formally adopted by the Albef‘a Department of Education in

1984 Events which preceded the decision to formally adopt

l'-

61 e
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the policy were investigated through interviews with the’
policy makers. » ' e
Teacher evaluation policy adoption by policy makers in

the Alberta Department of Education can be characterlzed\as an
- o J
"evolutionary" response to a series of events over a period of

o, S

r}
approximately.I&@years dating from the move to locally

v

appointed superintendents in 1971, Pollcy makers within the

Department of Education perceived that formal teacher

evaluation was not occurring regularly under locally appointed

g

superintendents whereas under the earlier system which,

ER

provided for Department of Education appointed superintendentsr"

in all but the large urban school districts teacherv
’ '

4 N

evaluation had been one of their major responsibilitﬁes " The’

perception that it was no . longer occurring regularly was

confirmed through both independent study and Departmeht

urveys (Reikie, 197W; Alberta Education 1980; Duncan 1984)
Documentation of the Department of Education s early a4

\oncerns regarding teacher evaluation can be found in a |

Jan ary 30 1980 1etter from Dr. E. Hawkesworth* former Deputy

Minister, to Alberta dtchool superintendents.7 In the letter,

Hawkesworth summarized the outcomes of-.a CanadianfEducation

Assoclation seminar on inservice educatiOn andtretraining of S?

teachers and administrators which included representatives
fnbm educaticnal sectors across Canada In the'letter ‘which

:is reproduced in Appendix F, Hawkesworth commented .that

o

AE -
R



63

a major barrier

e roviding adequate professional
development priggr

g for teachers and administrators is
" the lack of compre fasive ongoing evaluation programs
for them ... . fnlgg‘ﬁe situation as outlined pertains
'S¥gxems also, then improvement in

in Alberta school 9
personnel managemery %chdures is essential.
: : Ay

o

significance when gompared w e common experiences of the

policy makers interviewed manyﬁé¥;ghom_were former Department
appointed school‘Y;spectors or superintendents. As Department
appointed superintendents, they were expected to conduct
regular evaluation of teachers. One respondent commented,
"Previously, under inspectors teachers received a written
recommendation/report. One could anticipate a teacher would
have written reports in their file. However, the evayuative
system was not perfect under inspectors." This respondent,
-who as a member of senior management in Epe Department of
Education was influential in the adoption of teacher
evaluation policy\further stated, "[After 1971 the locally
appointed] superintendents were expected to evaluate staff.y.
Most were not doing so. When government made the
su@eriﬂtendency a localnresponsibility the expectation was
that requqsfbility for written evaluation .of teachers would
rest with‘the superintendent. " The'pérceptioh that teacher

evaluation was not occurring under the direction of locally

appointed superintendents appears to have been an important
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factor which facilitated adoption of the policy on teacher.
evaluation by the Department of Education’

The relationship between the Minister of Education and
the Alberta Teachers’ Association, especially within the
context of negotiations over a new Teaching Professions Act
emerged as a key issue from the perspectives of most policy
makers. One respondent maintained_that the Minister of
Education at the time of the adoption of the teacher
evaluation policy did not understand the Alberta Teachers’
Assoclation (ATA). Specifically, the respondent commented,

[The Minister]Q; . .never understood the nature or role

‘of the ATA. He failed to take advantage of a very

powerful ally to changes [occurring] in education. He

had in his mind (a] stereotype of the big bad union --
they will resist and I have to override them. The

é; misunderstanding . . .was one of. the unfortunate
accidents of history that affected subsequent events.

This interpretation suggests that the Teaching

'fbessions Act (TPA) negotiations between the Government and

’ berta Teaéhers’ Association, especially with respect to
the issue of teacher COmpefency,bmay have been affected by a
poor relatiéﬁship between the Minister and the ATA. A
respondent with close ties to the ATA commented, "If the TPA
breakdown hadn;t occurred, teacher evaluatioﬁ would likely

‘have been iqcluded in a-TPA. As a result, the current modgl
[of tegcher evaluation] is adversarial."

When negotiatioqs on the Teaching Professions Act between

Alberta Education and the Alberta Teachers’ Association became

hlantanA ha M2 _ s _r n
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necessary to proceed unilaterally with the development of thé
provincial Council on Alberta Teaching Standards (COATS) . A
member of senior management in the Department of Education .
stated tht these developments "were significant, but not a
direct influence on teacher evaluation policy development."
The same official characterized the relationship between the
Minister of Education and the Alberta Teachers'. Association as
"strained." These deﬁelopments negatively affected the
development of the policy through reduced trust between the
Alberta Teachers’ Association and the Minister, and by
extension, the Department of Education.

Public pressure on the Department was consistently
described by policy makers in the Department of Education as
diffusé, but related to concerns over the need for
accountability and improvement of instruction. In a telephone
interview with Mr. King on January 5, 1987, the former
Minister of Education was asked specifically about the néturq
of environmental or political pressures for teacher evaluation

b
which he_felt as Minister. He responded as follows:

The political pressure, to the extent I felt it, came

from fellow MIA'’s, from the media, and the general

public. MostWas not direct on [the] point of teacher
evaluation, most was rather in [the] form of expressed

frustration about something that had gone wrong with a

specific teacher!at the center of it; the Keegstra )

incident, for example. Teacher evaluation wasn't a:

direct request, more a questioning and frustration

process.. [It was) more a matter of us concluding that

teacher evaluation was a potential solution to the
problem.
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* 3

Environmental_pressuresrwere also communicated through
formal provincial'politieal channels. Both o{'the Deputy
Ministers of Education who were interviewed noted the
influence of the Alberta Premier. Also, the former Minister
stated that "Teacher evaluation was one of the specifics~that
represented a high level of interest in the Caucus and with
the Premier" (D: King, personal communication, January 5,

1987). Essentially then,‘the envirohmental pressures from the
grass roots level werevgeneral or diffuse, but were

communicated through,the Caupus and the Premier as a more
pointed and specific demand for‘a'policy on the formal

evaluation of teachers. | ;,ff' T &

Complementary to pressures on the Department of Education
for a teacher evaluation policy was an internal thrust within
the Department for a policy drixen, post-audit management and
finance plan which would structure and gulde the programs of
the Department of Education. - Consequently, evaluation
policies, whose initiative preceded the Management and Finanee
Plan (MFP) ultimately became an integral component of the MFP.';
The Assistant Deputy Minister whose office supervised the
creation of the evaluation policies stated, "The MFP came
along and the [evaluation] policies were incorporated within

45
the MFP." The Minister of Education indicated that both the _
evaluation policies and the MFP were meant to be
outcomes-oriented with an emphasis on ends-versus-means, with

Alberta Education's primary role in articulating ends which
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T
.

were identified through the political process operating'et ‘the
local and provincial levels :

The connection between tne provincial policy on student
evaluation and teacher evaluation policy 1is underscored by
the political connections between these two policy thrusts
Tymko (1979:287) investigated issues associated with potential
provincial pollcy for the accreditation of " Alberta high
schools and noted, "The Premier of Alberta addressed the
Canadian Education Association and indicated the. problem of

quality in education will result (in Alberta at least) in

strong. public demand for some form of province wide testing."

The concerns which Mr. King$ BRI ere held by the

Premier and the Caucus regarding 4 uation were

apparently linked to perceptions % for student ‘

kit

evaluation. This linkage is reflected in the importence given
these two policy thrusts by the Premier, the Ministeriof
Education and by the Alberta Department of Education.

Policy makers noted a lack of independent action
supportive of regular teacher evaluation at the local level.
One respondent noted this lack of ‘a proactive stance with
respect to teacher evaluation by the Alberta Teachers'’
Association and local jurisdictions. He commented

In the late 70’'s the ATA adopted the first guides to.

evaluation. The Department of Education then started

a review of this area. _[The] ATA wanted to mobilize

local initiative. Lacking'a crisis aura, little

response from the locals resulted. The Department of

Education came out with the first suggestion that local
districts should propose (teacher evaluation] policy,

NS
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'adoption of teacher evaluation policy by the Alpertag

.\ L under locally appointed superintendenta,

. o
. | 68 |

v >
"o

- which didn’t take off either. Within the Departmentw

pressure built to do something - develop po
9 SR : .
This perspective generally reflectcd the point of view of

policy. makers within the Department of Education regarding

relative inaction by school jurisdictions. Essentlally, in

the absence of any action in the field and yith distinct

. political pressures for'teacher evaluation, the Department

felt compelled to act as the policy catalyst with respect to
teacher evaluation policy adoption

Lastly,{Qeacher evaluation policy adoption was
facilitated by the shared perspectives and experiences of

policy makers who had served as Department appoinfed school

/

¥
inspectors or superintendents This common hackground

o

contributed to the consensus regarding-adoption of teacher
eval&ation.policy attong senkor, policy makers in the Bepartment
. b <+ ’ . -

of Education. In reSponSe to a queStioniabout teacher
evaluation policy adoption by the Department of Education one -
N
af i !
Assistant Deputy Minister commented -
o ‘ :
None [policy adoption] can take place without support °
at the senior level - Ministerial, Deputy Minister, and
ADM's all had high commitment to evaluation policies
« . .[there was] no split at‘the senior level.

3

"In summary, respondents in

D

! -

:ted alhigh degree of

£

agreement regarding several factors which affected the
\
- .

Department of Educhtion, including . . o

l) the general, absence of regular teacher evaluation

A
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2) the breakdoﬁn in the Teaching Professions Act

negotlations between the Department of Education

’

ey

- and the Alberta Téachers “Association;

3) the perception among policy makers in the -

vis,

-Department of Education of need for improvement \{n
"the quality of instruction and the existence of
diffuse public demands for accountability;

4) specific concerns regarding the need for ~
teacher evaluation by the Premier and Caucus;
: * .
~ 5) the opportunity of linking teacher evaluation

E

to a policy driven, program and policy

management thrust by the Department of ~d§-

RPN

Education;
6) the political connection between provincial

1mp1ementation of student evaLuation policy and the
L~
_need for concommitant teacher evaluation policy,

N

7) lack of independent action on teacher evaluation by
- ) :

-

(SO

ﬁT%he Alberta Teachers’ Association or local

lt‘ urisdiCtions; 0

8) coneensus“among policy makers in the Department" ~

of - Education regarding the‘policy directions -

necessary in response to the above.
rl

\‘ Y ) | - ° ‘ 1‘._

¥
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. C . &
‘ Events Affecting Policy Implementation

+

Implementation of the teacher evaluation policy, which
e |

was formally required of local school jupisdictions by June,

1985 was seen by policy makers to have been strongly affected

by a specific environmental event, the Keegstra 1ncident; and

by the internal development of the Management and Finance Plan
by the Alberta Department of Education.‘ |

.gf. geegstra was an Alberta Social Studies teacher who
was dismissed i:tJanuary, 1983 for teaching an unauthorized
Social Studies curriculum based on Jewish conspiracy theory
(David,l1983:21). The dismissal and subsequent revocation of
Mr;_Keegstra’s teaching certificate by the Minister of
Education generated intensive media attention over a period of

a

many months. - ' S . o o
One Assistant Deputy Minister statedéghat the Keegstra
incident, "made it impossible gor the ATA .to do anything but

support [implementation of a] teacher evaluation poLicy

Another senior manager in the Department of Education

’ commented that xeegstra, "speeded up the action [and was] a

<

catalyst " However,, it is interesting Lo note that the then

Minkster of Education commentad during his June, 1986

interview: that the Keegstra incident could negatively affect

¢
'thec;hplementation of teacher evaluation policy by limit}ng

]

process. Essentially, the Minister believed that the Keegstra y

. i D E I T o
{ o

N . .9 1. -2

. ' T . o e
s . & . . v. ) - . . )

.gm
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incident”ﬁould have the effect of reducing teacher credibility
:and consequently reducingngeacher involvement in the design of
teacher'evaluation policies at the local jurisdictional level.
- The Minister cautioned, however, that "Teachen involvement is

inevitable in the‘long term for successful implementation to

RS
-

~occur." -

Most of thebinteryiewees perceived thé Keegstra incident
as a catalyst to implementation of teacher evaluation policy
in terms of“limiting the potential resistance to a |
provincially mandated teacher evaluation policy by the Alberta
Teachers' Association and in keeping public awareness ofnthe
teacher competency isgue high.

The Management and Finance Plan (MFP) of the Alberta

Department of Education represented, in this case of teacher

v

evaluation, an important supporting mechanism for policy'

’ implementation: 'wgrimanager in the Depa::ﬁ%nt of

Education stat'; as crucial -- deadlines were set T >

[and] policy criteria were identified cm Another
Department official commented that the MFP, "demonsfrated

importance and legal status. clarified roles and . ) o .

.responsibilities. ﬁ; setting [the] stage for management of -

[the] education process ™ o »
. -~ e -

‘.; )

. ,K e
) An assistant deputy ministen’*zmhented "Let ine put it

..

this way, if we didn’'t have a catchy slogan - an MFP package

it wouldn t have gotten the same kick off People had to‘
dndicate that policies vere. in place -to, get resourceg m A ._“;7
', v,’-;'~;", ',,"-;‘_ RS : . L .
Kl .’L‘ S K3 . " . N \' -'.
'l X . ’ o
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manager in the Department commented, "TheJDeputy Minister and

Assistant Deputy Ministers were. always highly supportive of
- - ’

_ the MFP initiative." Another assistant deputy minister

(gfﬁated;

the MFP was consistent with diploma exams, teacher
evaluation policy, student evaluation policy, ithe MFP]

« tled in neatly also with changes in finance . . .[it]
put accountability for policy and carrying out of
policy on the jurisdictions ‘a tied together coherent
approach. :

The high visibility of the MFP, and the commitment to it
by policy makers in the Department, coupled with the
requirement of teacher:evaluation policy implementation by

local jurisdictions as a prerequisite for funding, resulted in
v _ ;

-most of the\in:ervieWees perceiving it as a powerful

implementation instrument ¢

The Alberta Teachers' Association was perceived by some

interviewees as a barrier to implementatlon in Eerms ‘of its
Ainsistence that formative and summative functions of _
/e;alvation must be separate and in terms of’ its general
organizational role. One senior official commented
extensively on this issue _ .,' L - :f/\u

“ ’Strife with the ATA didn t .affect teacher evaluation
. policy adoption; [there was] no difference between
Alberta Education and the ATA on. the principles of
. .teacher evaluation. Implementation is where . .
. differences exist; the artificial wall the ATA creates
between formative and summatiVe evaluation is a
problem e

» - . '

fd!her respondents viewed conflict between the: Alberta

-~

\ :
Teachers' ASsociation and the Minister or Department‘of‘

B . o . P R 3
4 . ; oo RS .
U P U ’ A o y s "
. . XN o, .
e - " . - .

v



S eral points emerged from the analysis of the

T,

interv ws -with policy makers which were minor in that: they

were mentioned bK only one or two respondents. Concerns

5
regarding the undersupply of skilled .evaluative staff in the

fField, especially at the pr1nc1palship level; role shifts from
' 3

consultation to evaluation/monitoring by the Alberta

Department of Education’s Regional Offices; and problems with
oY

»teacher evaluation appeal processes in small juriddictions

N

were among these minor points. T

Support of the Alberta School Trustees'’s Association and
Council of Alberta School Superintendents for teacher
evaluation pblicy,'the Mireau teacher gvaluation inservice

. ¢

)

materials which were sponsored by the Department of Education

in support of teacher evaluation initiatives, and the then

Minister of Education's ongoing interest in evaluation were

also mentioned by one or two interviewees as important for
’ \TX " :

implementation. :

In summary,;the two, major factors which affected .

'implementation were the Keegstra incident and the 1inkage of .

the policy with the Department of Education s Manggement and
Finance Plan Additionally, ‘the- factors which were. identified

by § minority of the policy makers interviewed as negatively

:affecting the . implementation pr0cess included

1) the Alberta Teachers Association posijion Pt
'{.speciinng a distinction between formative and

summative evaluation'. <l e Co

‘. ’r =

%)
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"3) the under supply of staff skilled in teacher

2) the Department s requirement of teacher evaluation

l

. vof misunderstanding with 1oca1 jurisdictions Af~¢ B

* "regarding the Department s- role in lpcal policy

- v
formulation, .

X

»

,'evaluation,
4)'resistance both within Regional offices and .in the

ffield to role shifts from consulting to monitoring

in the Department s Regional Offices of Education

"4.5)3the difficulties associated with the teacher

'evaluation appeal process in small jurisdictions.

Factors which were identified by some of the policy

makers as positively affecting the implementation process

'included

1) the support of the Alberta School Trustees’ -

.Associlation and the Council of Albgrta !@hool

‘_Superintendents ok

.~

2)»the visible and practical support of the Department

of Education sponsored Mireau inservice materials

l

3) the then Minisézr of Education s interest in

. N
evaluation in educational systems.

: jjpolicy approval which served as' a potential source ; ’

N Y



76

B
vl

. Intents of the Policy

. ,
. P f v
>t '

The Minister qf Education whose term of office

encompassed the formal adpption of teacher evaluation policy
<

L

by the Department of Educatfon 1dent1f1ed teacher evaluatlon

N

e evaﬂuation as encompassing both se1f~evaluation and

as an early priority of his portfolio He ~viewed teacher

Ly

'external-evaluation COmponents with both types focusing on

the improvement of teacher performance é%; ' » ;
All respondents withln the Department concurﬁ!g with the
focus on the improvement‘of instruction, while manfﬁgaw it as . .,
-7

a mechanism to improve teacher professionalism. Typical of

the policy makers' comments was one respondent’s statement

that_the policy was "A key vehicle to improve [the],
teaching/learning process to assure students‘learn more‘[andé.»'
to] allow the profession to go forward and become stronger.if
One of the'assistant deputy ministers‘also saw the policy as ;

means of demqnstrating accountability;to the public. Among

-policy makers in the Departméntraf“Education there existed a

Vs

i
within the Alberta Department of Educat

W
high de rﬁe of consensus regarding ‘the Intents of teacher
evaluation policy The,perspectivés oii:he policy makers

n were congruent with

the views of the 'then Hinister of Education.
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The Significance of Informal Networks

Informal networks or their absence appear to have played
an important role in the development of teacher evaluation
policy in Alberta. Specifically, informal contacts with the

a P

Alberta School Trustees'’ AsSociation (ASTA) provi&ed for

,,,-'\«»
better communications between the Department of Educacion ‘and
that body. Commenting on the existegcg_%f informal

commuhications between the Department ‘of Education and the
N

ASTA and Alberta Teachers’ Assoeciation (ATA), one senior

Departmental official stated, ". . . [the] lack of informal or '~

"
fewer [contacts] with the ATA may have been a problem." ‘

Furthermore, another respondent with ties to the ATA statéd,

"The teacher evaluation, issue was marked more by the lack of
- : ] S
. . R
informal, networks; [there were] no mechanisms for crisis
~

-

resolution through informal contacts from the point ‘of view of

the ATA. "‘

Idealized Policy Intents .. -

@
The Ministér;of Education indicated Fhat) under

;onditions.of successful implementation, he viewed teacher
A , : v ;
evaluation as accomplishing four goals: 1) eliminacing

"v

.‘1ncompeCenc teaching, 2) improving of che act of teaching, ‘3)

tmproving the overal? quality of teaching and A) con;ribucing

. to increased public confldence in che educational syscem St

s
. -y
- v
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Interviews with otﬁer policy makers indicated that ideal
policy intents, policy standards or policy resources needéd'to
enhange implementation of teacher evaluation policy wouid ”
inciude;

i).ﬁoré effective perSonnel resources:

2) better 1iaisop with the Alberta Teachers’

~ Association and universities regarding support
structufes;

3) institutionalization of teacher evaluation with

evaluation seen as a need rathervthan as a threat;

4) increased resourées, especialiy in small 7

Jurisdictions; »
5) more research and development on teacher
B ’
evaluation processes; and,

6) a clear focus on the improvement of teacﬁing

and resﬁiﬁantvstudent learning.

These items constitute the ideal conditions of policy
implementétion held by’policy ﬁakers..

-

Current Statug and PossiblekFu;ure Outcomes

As inbicated earlier, Alberta school Jurisdictions were

,required bﬁ_the Department of Education to have teacher

‘

evaluacion policies in place by Jung 1985 . The former

Hinister of Educacion interviewed for this study stated‘that -

he dld not know the currenc implemenCation sicuation but as
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v

i”ofj;ﬁ.'985, when boards were ‘required to have hgd adopted formal
'éé;chgr evaluation policy, some jurisdictions were doing well
"and éthers badly. "Teacher evaluation canﬁot be successful in
the long term unless’téachers are committed to the value of it
and are involved in designing and operating the process," the
former Mi&?&ter stated. Furthermofe, he expressed the belief
that, "thi§ scenario would 1fke1y develop through an

evolutionary process."

}
Ultimately, te%fher evaluation policy would be
_ ol .

gﬁted, the former Minister stated, for four

“

successfully implem

- S v

reasons.” e

A ‘

y [First,] it haS'%ggsed from polit}cians to [the] grass

=~ roots level. Coopérative, successful local models
‘would evolve and be ‘®mulated. [Second, ] younger ..,
professionals will brihg. new ideas regarding W
management. [Third,] teacher evaluation is necessary
for the health of the profession [énd fqntgg,] the
public now expects feacher evaluation .as. ah aspect of
the educational system, and both the government and the
teaching proféssion have a stake "in the sué¢éessful
implementation of teacher evaluation policy in order to
Improve and maintain the public’s confidence in
education. Co ‘

ne policy maker in thé Départmeﬁt of Edqsation

chaf_éterized the current statﬁs of policy.impiemenfation witH_
ghis co entf "Well, to sum uﬁ, policy work is well in hand

.1mpl¢mentati§n isvprobabLy around LO%, maybe a little
more. .;. ." The same reSpon&éntf when asked what were the
key ba;riers #o implementation cémmented,

(Theré are] still large groups of teachers who don't

believe its happening. [The] expertise base is

another; administration is ideologically committed to
the need but are unsure regarding how. to.do it. -
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Resource alloeationigs,a problem with respect to time
(and}] skill level hdsadeteyiorated in the last 15
years. . S '

Another respondent within the Department described his
perception of the current status of policy -implementation as

follows:

realistically my perception is after the first year

it is not as bad as people thought it would be --

there are enough success -stories to support the

view that with enough effort .students will benefit.

The province is serious about it -- an acceptance but

the verdict is not in fomithe profession itself,

[there] is a terrific amount to be learned about it,

yet. :

- Several respondents stated that the future will require
. the creation of mechanisdg‘to provide for more teacher

,inVolﬁement,in the development ofeCeachervevaluation Processes
in Alberta. In addition, the level of expertise and the °

P 7 WP S A . ‘

' resource base in support of teacher evaluation would need
enhancement. Another respondent suggested that court cases
questioning the expertise of evaluators and collective
agreement negotiations focusing on teacher evaluation
procedures might also be future forces shaping teacher
evaluation in the province.

_The policy makers interviewed did not believe teacher
evaluation policy initiatives would dissipate; however,»they

also did not think that implementation was anywhere near

complete.
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Summary

-

Investigation of the-events which-affected teacher
: . S ’
evaluation policy adoption and implementation revealed that
»
adoption was based on a complex interplay of forces dating

back to. the early 1970's. Policy makers indicated a high

degree of consensus regarding several factors which affected
. %

s the adoption of a teacher evaluation policy by the Alberta

B

Department of Education " A theme underlyiﬂ. these factors

was the belief among policy makers that provincial action was

o

necessary to .correct a perc%ived lack of teacher evaluation,

“activity at the local school Jurisdiction level.

of informal networks affecting the policy
_-'éss réVealed that such networks or their absence played an
.f4important role in the implementation of teacher evaluation

"'policy,'iPolicy makers did not believe teacher evaluation

) policy'initiatives would dissipate; however,' they also did not,

e

think.that implementation was anywhere near complete.

.
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Policy Intents, Standards and Resources -

- -
s . .

Pdlicy intents, policy standard&, policy resources and

v L]

- general impressions are examined in this chapter from the

e ~
.~
[y

perspedtive of the policy implementors.- Poiicy intents refer

.

s;mpiy to policy purposes. 'Pofiqy standards are fequiréﬁents

for wa\policy‘is to be implemented, and pdlicy resources are
the funds or incentives allocated to policj impléméntation.

-~

Perception of Provincial Poiicy Ihtents

N

The second.reseagéﬂ“prqplem of this sﬁudy exafiined the
perceived poiicj-in?ents as vieyed bj policy implementofs; and
the‘similarity o§ perceptions'of.intents held bylp licy ﬁ;kers
and gyAimplementbfs. .‘ ' I - o f*

Two queétions were directed to teacQgis,\principgls and ! .

superintendents regarding the intents of teacher evaluation

policy., The’respondents were asked what their beliefs were

‘regarding the purposes of -the teacher evaluation policy at the

p:ovincial’leﬁélfaﬁdyfﬁé ﬁﬁr§6éeéiofxtheif jurisdictfion’s .
teacher evaluation policy.
o InterViews;wixh,ggsicy makers revealed that among senior

management in the Department of Education, there existed &

‘ high_degrée of consensus regarding the intents of teacher

82
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BCFT

evaluation polity. All respondents within the Department T

concurred with. the focus on the improvement of instruction, !

while many also saw it as a mechanism to improve teacher‘
professionalism.. One Assistant Deputy Minister v1ewed it as a

-means for demonstrating accountability to the public.
[

Relative to the question regarding policy intents at. the

provincial level, the content analysis of the interviewee s

P

' responses identified eleven categories which are summarized
in Table 5.1.. Since an interviewee may have indicatéd more
than one.response the total number of responses exceeds the

number of interviewees. - ' - -

The most common response given by 45 of the 90 teachers,

principals andisuperintendentsiwgs demonstration of
accountability to the public. A principal from. a rural'
juriséiction expressed this perception as follows

The whole province was’ experiencing a-basic crisis

in accountability as evidenced by the MFPY//HThe
Department was) emphatic regarding teacher”evaluation
on local- jurisdictions -- I “agreed with this thrust --
but, negatively, it again is & top down model. [I]
believe Alberta Education was responding to perceived
»pressure from the public

_'Although accountability to ‘the public was identified by :
one policy maker as a reason for policy adoption, it was not )

identified as a primary policy intent nor was it identified

\

as such in the provincial policy manual Half of the policy

implementors, however perceived accountability as the primary -

purpose or intent of teacher evaluatipn policy at the

. . <
‘provintial level.

. 9"‘
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S=Superintendents.

7
‘sT'able 5.1
; :
Frequency of Identlfication of Provincial Level
Policy Intents by Teachers ), Princ)pals and
Superintendents — :
Intent | .*\‘_ . T P - - 8 l"Total'
, Demonstrate accountability : AR
to the public L 11 15 19 45
Improve teach}ng ‘ S
methods - . 8 13 12 33
- Response to Keegstra ' 9 8 4 21
- Political reaéﬁidh;, _ . : : : : =
by the DOE Lo 6 10 S5 21
Assure uhifofmit&_of
evaluation standards 5 -5 7-, 17
Moni tor andlimﬁrove , - . S
teacher- proficiency: -3 4 5 PRI
' Assure curricular § . _
standards . 8 3 17 12
Response to aBsence i .
of evaluation 4 0 0 4
Back-up permarient B ‘
certification process 2 0 0 2
Enhance profeésidnal .
status of teaching . 1 0 0 1
'Improvetclassroom ) R . L o
discipline. - . o o1 0 0 1
Note: T=Teachers, P-Principals,
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. .. b : :
The second most frequent response méntioned by 33

reépondents was’ improvement of teaching methods, frinc1pals

'and superintendents cited this purpose more often than

3 -

teachers. This purpose is highly congruent w1th both the

responses of policy makers and with provincial policy
udoqqments (Alberta Education 1984b)

Response to the Keegstra incident and political reﬂktion

7

:by the Department ‘of Education were both cited by 21 of the 90

espondents. One teacher commented "[I] believe it came

about as a result of public perception that teachers_were not
doing their job Keegstra had some effect in this process, ’

that is, thq public assumed therp were many Keegstras [which]
J

- resulted in a‘political response. ‘ As this teacher<indicated,
the reference to Keegstra might'be éonsidered a spe;1fic ;
,example:of a pOIiticallresponse. ;

Theinext three respotse categories .- assure uniformity

of evaluation standards, monitor and improve teacher
Lo > _ ‘ BN o
proficiency, ‘and assure curricular. standards --,werézmentioned
2 .

by 17, 14 and 12 of the 90 respondents réspectively | These
:three ‘response categories are largely congruent with
provincial policy intents or factors affecting adoption‘of

‘ policy as defined by policy makers 'ﬁ »
| The last four response categories ;: response ‘to absenfe

of evaluation, back-up permanent certification process,

enhance professional'status of teaching,.and_improye classroom

discipline -- were mentioned infrequently, and hence are not

d
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. number of-interviewees

86

major factors from the perspective of policy implementors It
is significant however, that the response category. "enhance
the professional status of teaching,“ which is a stated

&

quective of provin01al policy (Alberta Education, 198hb),

. mentioned by only one respondent, a teacher.

Perception of JhrisdictionalfLevel Policy.Intents

- All three categories of" respondents --‘teachers

principale and superintendents -- were asked for their

l

- opinions of-the purposes of their jurisdictions teacher -

" ";,

‘evaluationgpolicy. Responses to this question are summari;:d

.?1 ( ° Y . - I oo
in Table 5-2 Since an interviewee may—have.indicated more -

than one nesponse the total number of responses exceeds the

‘o

fhe mostrfrequent purpose of teacher evaluation policy

‘ identified at the jurisdictional level was improvement of.

teacher performance or’ educational quality, with 74 of 90

respondents noting this intent. This compares to 33

' respondents who cited the same: intent at the provincial level

’

A significant shift of policy intent from the provincial to

w5
W

the jurisdiction level appedrs to have occurred in the
perception ‘of policy implementors - Two’ superintendent
respondent comments reflect this shift’ well "[The] purpose
shifted from monitoring emphasis from [the] early days and

intent now is to increase emphasis on supervision ‘and’
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Table 52
;
Frequency of ldentification of Jurisdictional Level Policy :
Intents by Teachers, Principals and Superintendents .

»

Intent” e - T’ 4 S Total

' Improve teacher
performance; Improve-

educational’quality .21 26 29 74
Board concern - o '
regarding accountability 10 T4 10 24
Personnel decision ' _ o
making o1 -9 13 23
7 | o & '
Compliance with - : .
Department requirements» v 6 6 2 . 14
Recognize or reward _ _ . . ‘
~ dedicated teachers _ l R 4 6 11
Maintain curricular ' o DR
"standards ; v ‘ 4 2 2 8
‘ R . - T ’ R
Assure teﬂcher evaluation o v.‘ ‘ e
y standards consistency -0 Lo27 0 2
RC (;& R - ~ N ’ ;
Assure evaluation _ oL .
occurs T 1 0o 0 - 1
. . o n R . L ]
-ResﬁonSe to the » . -« .
Keegstra incident - 1 o 0 1
.AsseSS'inservfce needs o ;0" 1 0 1
. N . .
Enhance professiohal L ' .
. "status of teaching - "~ 0 o 1 1
Assist in the planning _ o P
process ' o .0 .0, 1 1

Note: T=Teachers, P-Principals, S-Superintendents.

¥

£



formative development" and “[the] main thrust has been on -

encouragement evelopment of effective instruction, a

formative emphasis N
: \
Board concern ‘over aciountability was noted by 24>

—

. - . .
respondents. This was the second most frequent response in

COntrast to the accountability concern-which was the first

A

' relative to the perception of provincial policy inténts. Only ¢.

one respondent perceived the board s teacher evaluation policy
S .
to be a response to the Keegstra incident whereas 21

_vrespondents made ‘this connection regarding provincial policy
1ntents ’ .S\\\\,f
Personnel decision making was. seen as an important intent
4

- of jurisdictional teacher evaluation policy, primarily by

administrative staff. f Only one of the 23 respondents who‘

v

identified this‘intent was a teachert A
An additional difference.betweenqteacher and
‘administrative respondents is apparent with respect to‘thex:
:purpose of’ recognizing or rewarding dedicated teachers. Ten
of the eleven respondents:who identified this intent were
\\\\\dministrators o .fflg"“ |
The absence of a perception ‘of teacher evaluation policy
having the intent of enhancing the teaching profession noted
at the provincial policy 1eve1 was minimal at the

jurisdictional level . Only one respondent suggested that this

was a purpose of the policy at the 1oca1 level.

1
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. ,  The remgining response categories noted in Table 5.2 were -

‘mentioned 1nfrequentlyﬁ consequgptly thejvwerebnot major

)

‘factors in impﬁementation from the perspective of policy

¢

implzgentors. : R - -

4 »

o S PdiicypStandards,

[

.

‘Research problem 3 focused on the degree’ to which poiicy

standerds and resources had affected teacher evaluation policy

. implementation. Policy standards were defined as policy

inputs which establish requirements for how the policy should

be implemented.
Localvjurisdictions were given a lérge degree of;
flexibility and were encouréged to develop their own .local

policies on teacher evaluation within the broad guidelines

which proposed that teacher evaluation_should'improve the

quality of instruction and the professional deﬁelopment.of
teachers. A senior Department of Education official stated
that this arrangement-provided school jurisdictions wit
maximum amount of autonomy with respect to teacher evaluation ‘

practices. The one. noteworthy exception to this was . the

. requirement that teacher,evaluation policies be.submitted‘té_a;-

Regional Office'of Eduoation so the Departﬁent COuId ASSure

that the local policy was adequate with respect to due process;':

requirements. This requirement was 1ntended to assure that
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teachers were accorded the principles of natural justice

v

relative to teacher evaluation proceedures.

v

One question was asked of principals and superintendents
hregardiné the due process policy standard;l‘specifically, "Has
the 'due process' requireéent of the;Alberta,Department‘of
MEducation caused implemenéation difficulties in your

.,»;

jurisdiction?“ ¢

All 30 of the principals indicated that" they had no.
problems with the due process requirement One principal
,irespondent indicated that he anticipated problems in small
'_diStricts where the appeal may be directed to the evaluator
'and two pnincipals indicated they were’concerned with the
possible paper work associ ed with .an appeal Not one of the
hprincipals indicated that they had any direct experience with
an appeal 4 : B - » ; N

Twenty six of the superintendents interviewed indicated
" that they had no’ problems with the due process requirement
while four stated they had concerns about the due process
‘,policy standard Three»of the four were'concerned about_the‘,
fproblem of appeals in small districts where apbéalg.douid“bef‘
‘;directed to the evaluator, and one was concerned about appealst

l‘being directed to school boards

Due process in practice was also 1arge1y untried from the'

"

'fsuperintendents perspective H0wever eight superintendents

did report informal appeals which were resolved through mutual

%
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agreement with the teachler, such as early retirement, before -
the appeal reached a formalfstage.’
. With respect to the provincial level of teacher

evaluation policy the relative_absence of policy standatrds

required by the Department of Education was noteWorthy.
. o . R TR - e } . . /..

v

o
" Policy Resources

*
v
iy

! esources were'defined as the funds and incentives

. 2

j~ allocs}ed to){\dcy implementation Teacher evaluation policy :

~ [y

was mandated in Alberta within the regular funding structures.
< . { - .
No, additional monies were allocated to support the<

'

' .implementﬁtion process at ‘the jurisdictional“level.

Incentives were more of a\resource dependency type where

T

jurisdictions were’ told to implement teacher evaluation policy
b C

or face the possibility of having funding cut off (King,

198&)

B

Given the absence of funding in support of policy -
.
implementation and the desire to avoid leading questions»in

the interview schedules, polidy resources were not addressed
directly by the researcher However the database of
interview responses was searched for terms which relate to

| policy resources. ~The policy resource term which occurredv
most often was "time." Twelve teachers, fifteen principals

and sevenjsuperintendents identified-lack of time for teacher .

evaluation policy implementa*{on as a‘ factor which had
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weakened support for implementation of their jurisdiction’s
. . s R P d »

teache;\EValhation policy. 1In addition, two teachers, eight °

principals and two superintendents identified»additional time
for implementation as;avfuture rescurce needed to assure that
4. . .
Ty . - ) s
' teacher evaluation would have a positive influence in their . ~
. jurisdiction. -
B . vj\ B e
: : e C s,
General Impressions of Policy Implementors
Aédressed‘in this.sectidn are the generel_impressions of '
pelicy implementation held by the implementors. The-first
. question'of-each respondent in the second phase intervieﬁs

asked the respondent to share ‘their general thoughts on

teacher evaluation policy implementation. The primary purpose 0

of this questibn was to assist the respondent in focusing

<, * ) / .

thought on the topic of teacher evaluation policy
implementation The question in itself does not refer to a

-
3

specific variable cluster in the Van Horn and Van Meter (1977)

kY ’

fﬁ policy implementation model, nor to policy intents ~ Content

analysis of the question did reveal some interesting patterns_

.'from the perspective of the respondents end, therefore, are '

,reported herer
" The wost frequent_comment made by.lS teechers,;was that
teacher evalbatien=policy Qés a worthWhile}endeayer-which
indicates_thet.a Qignificant prOpqrticn of teachers held a

positive general .orientation toward the policy;:'A teacher's
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.”,vcomment tvpifies this reaction: "Last year was my first
;experienbe\with th%uevaluation system -- [I] taught 16 years
"here -- seems to*be a quite thorbugh process“ [I] found ‘ -

constructive commeq;s helped me in my teaching v ln total
teachers made 18 positive comments about the policy These
positive comments were counterbalanced by 17 concerns,

' including the following: that teacnervevaluation was stressful .

and threatening, that teacher evaluation was time consuming,
' that it was'implemented suddenly, or that administrative '

evaluators lacked requisite evaluation skills. For teachers
. : : : ™ S .
the positive»and negative’comments were nearly equal.

\
Principals tended to be slightly more positive than were

* “the tegcher respondents. Twenty five positive mments were

~»

madevbv principals as opposed to 21 negative ‘comments .
'Principals-commented that teacher-evaluation policy
implementation resulted in refinement of the policy, that it

was a worthwhile endeavor, that the implementation process was’
.\ :

positive with adequate opportunity for’ their input, and that
the emphasis on formative evaluation was positive Twenty one

_negative comments were made The most common related to the

time consuming nature of teacher evaluation, to conflict

'between their summative and formative roles, and-to unclear
evaluationiprOCesses or to lack of administrator evaluation
skills TR

Superintendents were the most positive of the three

vgroups of respondents. 'Nineteen'positive.comments were made
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. by superintendents regarding, for example the refinement of
‘ 1]
teacher evaluation policy, the worthwhile nature of teacher

evaluation, and the.opportunity:fpr input‘to’policy”
fermulation provided to staff ; Only 13 negative-commdhts were

-

. mentioned by superintendents" thé“most frequent included a

~

short time frame for policy implementation anq undlear

evaluatiqn processes or lack of,administrator evaluation o

.

skills.

a ‘a

* Discussion

l Q@
In general, the policy implementors in the field

—~.perceived the purposes or interits of teacher evaluation at the .

e ¢

provincial;level largely as a demonstration ofiaccountability

\

or as a Department of Education response to political events
The identification by policy implementors of major factors P
response to Keegstra and political reaction by the DOE -- bothy#

repre§£nt politically inspired policy intents. Policy makers.
. - ) N ° .
in the first phase interviews identified grass roots political

R

pressure as diffuse, But@distinct political pressure was felt‘\

N

.from the provincial legislature Political pressure was seen

by polic makers as a fActor affecting adoption of the policy
) . - but was t a stated intent of provincial policy. ,The

Keegstra incident was identified by policy makers as a key

factor in the implementation of teacher evaluation policy, but

was not identified as an issue in the policy adoption stage

4



95 °

=
\J

However 21 implementor respondents includinginine teachers
perceived the Keegstra incident as a factor affecting the
purposes or intents of prov1ncia1 teacher evaluation policy
Yhis misperception of provincial policy intents by pofgcy

implementors might have resulted in misunderstanding and

.

resistance to teacher evaluation policy by implementors

The«fact that only one respondent perceived the board's'

teacher evaluation policy to be a response to the Keegstra
incident, in contrast to the 21 respondents who made this
connection regarding provincial policy intentd, is noteworthy {/
.The’near absence of this-intent at' the local level suggests

that implementors perceived the political "fallout" from the

————

Keegstra incident to have*been muchamorJ significant for

provincial level policy makers than for jurisdictional level

policy intents g

2

': One-third of the respondents perceived that the intent of
the'policy was improving teaching; however, only.one
respondent identified enhancement of the teaching profession_'
as an-intent of provincial policy. The lack of recognition of

.. the provincial policy intent of improving the professional
. status of teaching by policy implementors suggested a need for
morefadequate communication and support of this intent by
policy;makers. \
Seventy-four‘respondents'identifiEd improvement of

. teaching as a policy intent at the jurisdictional level,

c’suggestingithat a shift of this policy intent between .
I : ] ¢
- . £ 3 .
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orgénizational levels had oCcurred.ﬂ Essentiaily, implementors
perceived teacher evaluation policy at thé prqvinc}al'level to
ﬁave a summative emthsi;w but to ﬂave a formative emphasis at
the jurisdictional 1level. The‘ju;isdigﬁional’policy'1ntent of
improving instruction is consistent with stated provincial
policy; however, it does reflect a lack of congruence with
‘peréeived policy intent at the proviﬁcial level.

The enhéﬁce;ent of the pégfessiﬁgai staﬁus-of’teaéhtng as
a policy 1ﬁtent was also absent at the jurisdictional level.
Since "professiqn§1 growth and deveiopmgnt of tgachérsf
.(Alberta Education, £98&b:72).is a stated intent of provincial
teacher evalgation.pblicy, the almost complete absence of this
policy iﬁtént iﬁ>ﬁhe perception of policyiiﬁplemencOrs
represented an area of.concern for tﬁe atténtion:of both
policy‘makers and policy impleméﬁtézs!

‘The absence‘of formél appeéls in the 30 jurisdictions
.involved in the preSpr study suggested thét this particular .
policy séandard presented few digficulties in theory dithofﬁe
poiicy implemeptoré. Ho&eveé,'when teéﬁed in practiqe,‘:due

. -~ v :
procesé' policy standards mayACrefte problemg,_particularly iﬁ

5 . small jurisdictions. Also, the appeal route may be

problématic if school boards are demonstrated to lack

requisite expértisé to judge appeal. proceedings. $oe
Time as a;policy resource factor was identifiea_through.a

v search of the interview database. Mireau (19865 has noted

1

" that demand§ for more time by administrators may be}a? excuse .

. »
Yo
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for' avoiding a difficult task. Nevertheless, the frequency
with which time as a needed resource was mentioned by
respondents suggests that-lack of time may have been a

»

distinct barrier to successful implementation of teacher

evaluation policy in spECifictsituations.‘

In response to_a question about. the general impression of
respondents, superintendents were the most positive, followed

by«principals and then teachers. However, even teachers were

more positive than negative in their general comments about

%

- teacher evaluation policy implementation in their school

Fs

Summary

. The‘second phase interview results with teacher'
evaluation policy implementors at the jurisdiction and school
levels were prosented in this chapter relative to- their
perceptions of policy intents, the @olicy standards and policy
resources, and_general impressions. Political intents of the
teacher evalogtion policy/were.perceivio by policy
inplenentors to be,mbre evident at theﬁprovinicalﬂthan et the
1ocalilevel. Due process féﬁﬁiréments as a policy standard
were 1argely an untested aspect of teacher evaluation pollcy

Time as a- policy resource emerged as a key area of concern

. from the perspective of the policy implementors.

M



CHAPTER 6 : A

Effects of Process Variables on Policy Implementation

Thé fourth research probiem of this study e#ﬁﬁined the
degrge,ta which communicationms, enforéemenfs,‘chéfasteristiés';
of the implementing géenciés, political&én?irénmeﬁt, and -

“‘socio;economic env;ronment;va;iaﬁles affected teaéhef ’ | ’
evaluaﬁion‘policy implementation.‘ The data‘reléting:these
process vgriableé to poliéy'implementation were ébtained

. g S - _ .
- through the interviews gith_the-policy,implemen;ors.

Communications

Communications variables Qere'deéinea as the .clarity with \Tﬁ)\//
whfch policy standards were communica;ed to implemeﬂ;ops As
- well éé tﬁeTinterpretations_implementors plaéed on tﬁébprogram
 and aééeptabiellevelépof local p;rformgnce. | . |
Teacheré; pfincipals and supgrintendentsvwere aske¢ 1)
how teachers were 1h§ol§ed in .developing the juriédiction’s' 
éVa}uation policy and 2) whethg# policy.éxpeétations f?om tﬁ;
sphbol office (central office for priﬁé%ﬁals or Alberta |

Education for superintendents) were sufficiently clear to

define.what was expected of them in the teacher evaluation
. _‘,h

~

pd&icy 4mplementation process.

98
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‘'Responses to the first question are summarized in Table -

6.1. In some cases, more than oné vehicle for input to policy
a .

~

formulation was available; therefore, totals exceed the number

of respondents. _ " i
! .

~ ‘ ' ..
.

\\,

.

S Téle 6.1

Frequency of Identification of Teacher Involvement in,
.Policy Development by Teachers, Principals and
‘Superintendents ‘ :

Teacher Involvement . T F S . Total

. . s
Teacher representatives

on a policy committee = - 10 “ 12 . 21 43

Through principal;
discussion at staff : _
meetings - 8 11 .11 30

No opportunity , . : :
for input R - 9 . 0 - 15

Through direct request
to. each teacher ‘to -
react to policy 2 4 8 14

Don't know or , /
not sure . _ : ~9 0 0 9

- Note: T=Teachers, P=Principals, S=Superintendents.

Superintendents in every jurisdiction reported that
'Eéache;s had some méﬁhsifdr influenéing éolicy formulation.
Hoyevef* riine principals and 15 teachers reported either no
opportunity fdr_input_or uncertainty‘regatding mechanisms'for
inpup;into_the.fq%mulaciqn of the poli;y gt.thquchéol.and'

:jurisdiciioﬁaliie;;is, The quéiity‘of'input wheh meaﬁs for

¥
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input were available is an ad’ltional source of variance in

*the'quality~of communications. Several teachers commented on
this factor'. "actual inpyut was more on-method; the need for ‘
policy was generally accepted " or "We were involved but
there was a feeling of inevitability to the process, ‘key
issues were not addressed "&?In addition, seven principals who.-
observed discussion of teacher evaludtion, either on
committeebgor at staff meetings; commented on the limited
:Tdialogue that occurred among teachers. Lastlyr'the comments

~

of one superintendent further underscore this phenomemon,

RN )

"feedback was minimal, [teacher evaluation policy] seemed to

be‘generally accepted. . . .I sometimes,wonder to vhat degree‘
teachers were actually involved " -

iiﬁespondents.werg asked about the adequacy of ﬁ
communication regarding the interviewees' understanding of
policy and.their responsibilities relative to their position
as a teacher principal or superintendent Resgﬁbaes to the
second question about commu?ication are summarized in Table

6.2.
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Table 6.2

Frequency. of Identification of Adequacy of Communications by
Teachers, Principals and Superintendents '

Communications Adequacy . T P S Total

Yes, policy and
expectations clearly v ,
understood ‘ 20 25 25 70

No, policy vague or : _
not clarified =~ = 10 5 5 20

‘Note: T=Teachers, P=Principals, S=Superintendents.

-

One-third'of the teachers exptessed uncertainty over
policy expectations while one-sixth of the administrators in
each'group'shated this concern. One teacher commented; "1've
never had the epaluation [policy] explained to me, so I'm not -
too clear on what is expected.l A principal stated "No,
[policy] leaves it open to’ interpretation -- lack of clarity
and specifics apd definition, for efample,'formative versus
summative [e' oation] " Communications’regarding role
responsibilities relative to teacher evaluation were clearet’
to administrators than to teachere.f'OVerall, a sizable number.
of respondents,'ZO»of the 90 intervieﬁees, were uncertain of

policy expectations. . . . | .qyg' e
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Enforcements

" .

Enforcemeﬁts in éupport of poliéy iﬁpiementation ;ere
definea ;s consisting of three types: nor@;, 1ncenti§es} and
sanctioﬁs; Ndfms-aré enforce@énts which are based on a
professional ;tandard, fof example, policy a :eacherbaogld
comﬁly with becagsé it is an expecfed lével of-pegzqgmance’for
the profeséion.i ingentives are material rewardg, COmménly
: _remuneratiQe, aliqggﬁed for complying Qith a policy directive.
.Sgnctions implj;coeréion or punishmenf which wopld be accrued
for'h¢t cbmplying with_a'policytdi:ective,.

Tﬁe eﬁforcements‘variaﬁle cluster:wés qddressed‘wiﬁh one
qﬁestion’to teachefs; principals and'sﬁperinCeﬁdents, an:
additional huestioﬁ to principals aﬁd su?grintendents;'and two
ﬁorevquestions td sgperintendents oﬁly. The enfércemént
' questiqn‘addreSSed'toAall th%ee respondent_leveis gskéd whaf .
means ha&'béen’uséd in the school (or jurisdiction), to
encourage teaéhers to cbbperate-Wifh fhe teacher evaluation

policy. Resbqnses to this qgésciohtgre suﬁmdfizgd in Table

-
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Frequency of Identification of Mean:Used to Ehcourage
Teacher Cooperation with Policy by Teachers,
. Principals and Superintendents

. . . R
Means of Encouragement .T ‘P o S Totak

Coercive with a

formative emphasis 11 18 ¢ 12 41
Coercive emphasis/ ' - ' f}",;f C
DOE policy requirement 13. 3 S50 21

Learning process/ v ’ o
formative enphasis 2 8 111

Little effort to ‘ »

clarify policy . 4 1 -3 .8
Provided.for teacher,

input to policy ¢ S

- process ; < 0 0 8 . 8

By example, with ‘ _
emphasis on fairness 0 0 D SRR |

‘-Note:-T-Teachers, P-Principals, S—Superintendents.. .

No interviewee suggested that-enforcements of a
remunerative'incentive type had been used. A discrepancy
appears between the perspective of teachers and\those of
administrators Thirteen teachers perceived a
coercive- sanction enforcement pattern while oniy three
'principals and five superintendents held this view. Typical
of a coercive sanction approach was this teacher comment “[ij
saw it coming down from the . county level [as] something we had

-

to do because.the prbvince~required ie."
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On the other hand; 13 teachers perceived a

normative formative empha51s or a formative emphasis (inked
w1th a coercive approach whereas 26 principals ‘and 13
- superintendents heﬂd thiS‘point of view Reflecting this

'approach a. teacher stated ‘iIt has come as we have to“do it;‘b
- but the general reaction has been fairly positive The - o
iimplementation process has been positive -="a phase in
procedureuworked'well.“"Administrators viewad theg
) enforcements used‘to induce teacher cooperation with teacherg
evaluation‘policy asha‘more normative process_than-did:the‘.
l.teachers A principal commented "Teachers understanduit’s
‘something we have to do and are providing positive responses

- after the evaluation."'“f
R jsln‘addition,‘in response,to a follov%up question‘about

~ how effective thetmeans of enforcement have been, two teachers
‘commented thatfteacher evaluation policy was Viewed:bv tenured
"teachers as a.non-issue becausevit primarily affected the

non- tenured staff Thirteen teachersfcommented on the stress
producing, negative aspect of teacher evaluation whilev
thirteen teachers made positive comments regarding the teacher

LB

evaluation process;
The second enforcements question addressed to principals

‘ and superintendents asked what means had been used in the .

jurisdiction to_encOurage principals to implement‘the teacher :fy

evaluation policy Responses to this question are summarized

e
r

in Table 6{4.
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Table 6.4
Frequency of Identification of Means Used to Encourage
Principal Cooperation with Teacher Evaluation Policy
' by Principals and Superintendents

Means of Encouragement P S Total

Both a policy R

‘directive and linked B

to a normative o -

"approach B 12 25 37
Policy directive 8 4 12
'Collegial'approachi S -

with normative: : : _
emphasis = _ 9 1 .10

Nothing, supt. does
~all teacher - - ' : .
_evaluations » 1 0 : 1

Note: P=Principals, S-Superintendentsi

- Greater. congrnence'exists between the perspectives of
principals;and superintendents regarding enforcements used to
enconrageiprincipal cooperation‘;ithfteacher evaluation policy
than‘enists betveen respondent .groups for enforcements for
tqgcher cooperation. Twenty-one pr%pcipals and é%'
superintendents perceived either a normative emphasis or a'

: normative emphasis linked with a policy directive or sanction
approach A principal commented "[It s.a] professional
expectation - the central office has negotiated the process

' 'with us.
The third and fourth enforcement questions asked only of

superintendents,vexplored the Department of.Educationls.ose'of
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coercive means tovensure that school jurisdictions' ’imp!nented
the teacher evaluation policy. The superintendents were asked

about their reaction to the anpropriateness of the means used

—

%o. ensure compliance with provincial mandates to implement

poiicy and whether they.would reconnend'other meens.to ensure
complianee witn provincial policy.

Seventeen superintendents1indicated'a nositive_reaction
- to?provincial enfgrcement strategies. One superintendent.

A > : :

_.commented, "[I ad’a] positive reaction. The Department of |
V-Edncetfen cleargy/%as a prescribed role. - Expectations»were
" rational and fair, end they provided support. It'was net
perceived as'eerestraint;" iﬁree of the 17 suggested
sa;ctions were necessary because earlier attempts at volunteer
imnlementation had not workedr |

Ten superintendenteyresponded with'mixedireactions; of
the 10 one suggested that . the pro;incial apprcach put‘
teachers in a defensive position two stated they didlnot_:ih
'think the Department of Education had sufficiently-
ndemonstrated the need for a provincial teacher evaluation
A'pdlicy, three argued that the Department should not treat all

jurisdictions eQuelly as the-Management and Finance Plan does;

and one noted ‘that resources were too limited.
Three superintendents stated they had a negative reaction
" to provincial enforcement strategies Reasons for their

negative reaction included that their jurisdiction had already

'been doing teacher evdluation‘an

tions were not -
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necéssary; that teacher eyaluation Qas not an'aré# for ghe
Débaftmeﬁt to be involved in; or thag the impléﬁéntation model’
was too "top dovnpw. ) - |

The 1Ast_enf;fcéﬁents questtbn_asked'superintendents if
they would recommend cher means t§'é§sufe compliance with
prdvinciai téééher evaluatibnlpolicyfAiw“

Twelfe respondénts ?éidﬁgﬁq,“{ Eive sdggestéd’a need for
regulér monitofing ﬁf po&@cy implemegtation by provinci;?#
.aﬁtﬁéfities.. Four‘suggeéted mo;e'consultétién énd support ?
mechgnismsi TwS suggeséed-a needﬁfor-more sensitivity to /\\
133&1 differen;és{ Four é;ated a néed.fo; wider inpu; into
-ﬁbe policy adéptioh process, such as. more fepreséntation byt
the Alberta Teachérsf Assbciation aﬁd the Alberta Scbooi
Tr;§tegs"Association. Two suggested that the;Depaffﬁent of
Educatigﬁfdémonstrate the rationale for teacher evaluation

. &, , IR
more effectively: -Lastly, one stated a need to revise policy

td_a‘more;goals/resdlts ofieptatidn éway from the current

proéesﬁ-brientafion; N
fﬁeﬁty-sevén superiﬁtendents.reacted eithefffayofaﬁly or -

with:mixgd 3p§port for ﬁfOVinciél enforcemen; strategies;

However, 18 superintendents made suggestions'regarding how.

-provinéi&l enforcéments-might'bé adjusted.
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Characte;}Stics of the Implementing Agency

; - e e
The characteristics of the implementing agency was

defined as the abilitf of personggl to pqrform fhe péfIEy5Q

- based ;ééks réquired of them. | |
FiQé questions weré formula@ed to address, this variable

cluster. Tﬁé.fifét question, addfessed»to superintendeﬁts

[

éniy;:aékgd who had responsibility for evaluatiﬁé teachefs in
the jufisdiction.\ Three questions addressed the issue o% |
whether the teachér;;'principals and centrgl office
éuperyisgry ﬁetsonnel haa.trqining‘specifi;ally in teacher
evaluation, and Qhat-trg%ning had»begn.moét useﬁgi.. A fifth
questién addressed.;he level of satisfactiq£ with the
jurisdiétibn'g'methéd; used to assess teagﬁér pefformance.
Eighte;n superihtéﬁdents repoftéd tﬁaﬁtfeSéonsibility for
teacher evaluatioq?gas/jﬁére¢ betweeq pfincipals and central
office“staff.' of thefe 18, ‘11 iden;ified.princiqal
%equnsibility‘for primarily formétive evalugtion and ceﬁ;:81 
. foice'stafflfor summative evaluations; four iﬁ@iéaged teacher
evaluation was’a shared activity without ényAgiegr.role |
differentiation between adminiatraﬁi?e?ieveis; one respondent
‘étated‘érincipﬁis were ;espoﬁsibieAfd;iﬁén-ten;;ed staff and
Vcentral offiée‘pérsonhéi f§rvﬁenﬁreangfaff'evaluations, and
. two respondeﬁt; noted'the cép?érge‘(i.e.} principals

responsible for tenured teachers and central office fér-.v

non-tenured teachers).
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Twelve superintendents identified principals aé‘primarilyi'v

‘rfresponsible for aiJ teacher evaluation with central office:

W S A
personnel providing only a backup role when needed

All three rcspondent levels were asked what training had
: o

. been provided to teachers to facilitate their understanding

=

’and cooperation with teacher evaluation policy implementation

in their jurisdiction :Responses to thie'question are

'.reported in Table 6. 5

5.
X

oo Tab1e65 . _
x - T ~

Frequency of Identification of Training Provided.to
Teachers by Teachers, Principals -and

' Superintendents e e
Teacher Training . T P .. S . Total
No training 15 13 1 39
- Orientation to- ' ' e | :
jurisdic¢tion evaluation 9 . 7 12 28 \
Professional . ,
development workshops' 7 12 .S 24
Policy development
meetings ‘ - 1 3 2 6
University’courses ' _y 1. 0 o 1

Note: T=Teachers, P=Principals, .S=Superintendents.

Many jurisdictions had not addressed the question of

teacher.training in support of policy imolementation.‘
One-half of the teachers could not identify any training‘or
. P : .o . .

inservice activities specifically on teacher evaluation;

. »~
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\
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frequently cited as a means of preparing teechers fdf their

roles in teacher evaluation processes. Professional

development activities.were repdrted by 24 respendents who

: often reported that training had noc been presented on, teacher

' evaluation specxfically, but on effective teaching strategies

-

which_were tormally or informally linked to teacher evaluation

criteria. : “

Discrepancies between respcndent'levels was likeli*dne to"

variatidn‘in exposure to treining adtivities that had been'

) provided , Few Jurisdictions had given a priority to teacher

inservice ‘on teacher evaluation specifically Several.'

'administrators commented that’ the professional develepment

‘concern/priorities had passed on to other areas.

Only principal and superintendent respondents were asked

>

about teacher evaluation training activities provided for

principals. Many respondents indicated more than one training

opportunity; therefore, total responseé reported in Table 6.6

exceed the number of respondents.
: . .

All administrators identified at feast one training

opportunity cpecifically on teacher evaluation. Workshops,

-~

.conferences and seminars were rated as most useful by eight

principals, awd university courses, primarily on clinical

. supervision; were rated most useful by seven principals. -

4
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Table 6.6

‘"Frequency'of Identification of Training Provided to
- Principals by Principals and Superintendents

.-
3

s

'Principal Training P S Total

- . Seminars, -conferences, - ) 29 - 23 - 52
and workshops '

<

University courses | 15 - 8 23
Mf;gau ih#er?ice materials '.é _ A § ‘11
On ﬁhe job'experfenée; . 6 1 7
Rqadings s 1 E 0 o 1' .

Note: P-P%iatipals, S-Superintendents.

Efféctive teaching programélwére frequently menéioﬁgd as
'highiy usefél andfaigo désiréﬁie as avfocu; for further
inservicé linked to teacher eQ#lﬁétion‘training}";rincipals
have had 6pportunity to éxperiéhqe.some inservice training in
.suppo;; of‘ﬁheir teacher evaiuatipa responsibilié&és.
Additional training that would be most helbful was also
iden£ified by respondents. Twelve adminisﬁrators suggested
teacher effécfivéness training; eight expressed the need for
more practical experience, six for university teacher
supervision courses, eight for collegia14supervision models or
trust building/helpful evaluation strateéies,“and two for a

I

. review of research and evaluation instruments. -
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Superintendents were asked what specific;teacher
evaluation training central office supervisofyﬁgersonnei had "

", ‘experienced. Most respondents indicated more than one t&pe of
.. -training; therefo:l[ the number‘ofiresponses exceed the‘number_,

of respondents. - The fespon;e cagegory_andvfreduency of -

. responses are summarized below:

workshops, éeminars, and coﬁferences 23
- university caﬁrses | , 18
‘Mireau inservice materials . 10 |
on ;He jqb-expérienée' - ‘ '”, S.pfi?”
Teach;f ?erceiver maﬁerial§ 2
" other o . . ) . 3
."no trainingz ’ - 1

. Six superintendents suggested workshopé, seminars and
conferences héd'been‘most useful to them. ;University courses,
‘Qn‘the job éxperience énd the Mireau (1985) insefyice

L materials, sponsofed by the Department of Educatién, were
identified by two regpondents respeétively as most usef?ilto
them. Ten Superintendents mentioned effective teaching
inservice as useful especially iﬁ'a workshop format. Richard
Manatt's (1985) work on teacher evalua;lon was often
.iaéntified by superintendéntsAas Qseful.

Additional trﬁinigélﬁﬁfﬁh would pe useful was addressed
by th® superintendeqt.ingérviéwees.J.Fout;een féspoﬁdents

stated no need for more inservice on teacher evaluation or

were unsure of specific needs. Five suggested need for more

L
8,

4SRN



workshops:,..seminars or conferences. Four goted a need for

_ inservice on collegial-trust bui}ling or sessions on helping

strategies. 'Two -expressed -a need;fof effective teaching -

inservice, two asked for contact with other practioners and .

‘for practical evaluation models, one stated a desire for

evaluation of evaluators,. and one respondent wanted inservice

onlreport wfifing skillslﬁ

Superintendents, like their principal counterparts, have

’ had opportunity to experience some inservice training'in

éuppoft}of their evaluatién activiﬁies. Half of the
superintendents identified a'néed.for additional inservice
training.

Teacher, principaliand superinteﬁdent respondents were
asked if they were satiﬁfied with tﬁe jurisdictioﬁs’ methods
used~to'a$sess teLgher‘perfbfmance:‘ These reséonses are
summarized in Table 6.7.

The strongest SinéIé'cheme termefgg from analysis of
this question was the prefé;ence expréésgd by mény
respondents‘fof anecdotal evgluatioﬁ repoftingvarmats. A
teacher commented, "Criteria Qith open ended responses are
preferable to rating"écales whicﬁ?byer-simplify thebteaching
process." Overall 64 respondeﬁgs,expressed high or modef;te
levels.of s#tisféctiSn with.methodé used ‘to evalugte teacher

performanéb. Eighteen respondents indicated dissatisfaction
¢
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Table 6.7

‘Frequency of Identification of Satiefaction with
"Methods Used to Assess Teacher Pexrformance by
Teachers, Principals and Superintendents

»

Méthods Satisfaction ' T P S . Total

Evaluation criteria
and anechthl format

“are good , 18 n 12 37

Format and criteria _ 4 :
are acceptable , ' 7 ‘ 7. 13 T 27

Format and criteria - C .
are vague/poor ‘ 5 8 3 18-

1: Need more time in . o o _
evalugtion process "~ - = 2 4 0 6

Format flexibility R
is good 0 9 3 5

Clinical supervision : - .
‘model is good ‘ ) 1 0 2 -3

“a

Neéd standardized form , :
,to assure fairness . 2 0. 0 2

Need description of » - SN
teaching context 1 0 0 1.

More objectivity :
is needed , 0 1 o 0] 1.

- . .

Note: T=Teachers, P-Principals,‘S-Superintendentsa &%

B R
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.wicﬁ~eValﬁatioﬁ'f6rmat and criteria. ‘This dissatisfaction was
linked by_soQ; réspoﬁdenté.to such factors as a lack of a
standardiZéd‘form to assure fairness, the‘néed for é |
_ désériptioﬁ of the teaching ééntext in ghe evaluation report,
‘and the neéd for mdre objectivity. . R
v | | o ‘ .‘ %g
M :

~~ Political Environments

'; Tﬁeléolitiéal environment was defined as the extént of
support .for the policy objective. Principals and
superintendents were asked 1):h6w implementation héd been
affected by tﬂe,jﬁfiédiction's politidal climate, apd 25 if
they had.tried to make parents or parent gfoups aware that a
new teachér'evaiﬁatidn policy was being implemented in their
'school (jurisdiction). | |

Teacher evélgation appears to have beeﬁ i:rgely hbsént‘as_
“'\? éolitical iSsué in local communities from ﬁhé perspgctive of
S;th\principals and sup;rintendents, In those jurisdictions :
‘where\tgaéher evaluation was seen as a local issue, it Qas '
perceived@to be of a minor.naturé usually‘based on.co&munity
dissatisfaction Qith én individual tggcher. As indicated in

Table 6.8, no respondent indicated that:tpacher evaluation had

" been a majorAiésﬁe in his or her‘jurisdiéEion. Typical of

these responses was a ptinéipai who stated, "No, totally out

" of the picture" or a superintendent who commented, "Not an

L4
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issuev- very little effect politicélly; Parent pressure has

occured, but sporadic in nature."
Table 68
Frequency of Identification of Jurisdictional

Political Effect on Policy Implementation by
Principals and Superintendents

Political Effect , , P ‘ s Total
. » » _

" No effect; not

perceived as an issue. 22 24 46
8} A minor issue S 8. 6 14
... Note: 'P-Principals; S=Superintendents. =

As noted in Table 6.9, 44 respondents indicated either no

or minimal attempts at informing parents orltheir publics

regarding t#acher evaluation policy implementation in their
o“

jurisdictions. Minimalﬂhttempts were interpreted as passive

l\\

.-

_communications, usueiiy in annual reports or through.regular
media coverage of board meetings;‘ﬂProactive attempts were
interpreted as specific‘forums held to inform the public,

,ietters mailed.directly to parents;'specific press releases
intended to focus media attention on teacher evsluetion policy

| implementatioe, or some.combination of specific attempts at

‘communicating to the public. One-third of the sempied

Tk

.
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Frequency of Idencification of Jdriadictlonal
Inform Parents about: Polié&‘lmplemeptati

Prineipgls and Supertntendehcs'
e’ . A QAVI . i

. FE . L

2 .

Aftemﬁcg to Infofm . ¢
: . D '
. No "attempts D O

.

Minimal attemptel“/

Multiple, proactive @
attempts to inform
parents

note: P=Principals, S-Sugeriﬁgebden‘ o

jurisdictions had used proectﬂve‘hechanisms to idfefﬁ:tﬁeif e
community. Superintendents'ygfe more aware of this procesé . .
than were principals but generally had a limited perception;‘
of how effective communicatlon efforts had been at informing ¢
parents. A superintendentieommented, "[I] didn t specxflcally

attempt to give this high prierity; (it] should be known via

e
annual reports and some ‘media articles." ‘ ‘L

.
~

Socio-Economic Environment
> ;

Socio-economic variables refer to enviromental
conditions affecting the policy implementation process. For
example, local community economic resources can affect the

kinds of services rendered in a school jurisdiction or the
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"level of education'of paren€ clientele might afféct community

S T : ‘ K o

expec&atidns'of'the,educational system.
This varlable cluster was the most elusive to tap given

the specific policy being studied and the cohtext of - R

implementation. None of the pilét questions‘designed ﬁo'

&

assess the socio-economic variable cluster in the second phase

“interviews survived the interview schedule development
_process. In additioh, the background literature review did‘
' ‘ @

not identify local socio-economic factors as being important

to the implementation of teacher evaluation policy
X . -
Essentially, factors whiqh were identified.as important seemed

to be adequately'covefed by the other seven vgriable clusters s,

of the Van Horn and Van Meter (1977) policy implementation
‘mddel relative to the particular application of the model in

the current study.

‘Discussion “¥

The discrepancy between the perceptions of
superintendents as opposed to teachers and principals of the

I3

opportunity for influencing teacher evaluation polié?
development at the jufisdictidnal 1e§e1 demonstrate:)the
Hd?fficulty of communicating througﬁ_mult;ple‘levels of an
organization. The finding that oppdrtunities for teachers to

.influence policy development processes were in many cases

1limited may be related to the then Minister oflEducation's
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concern that.the Keegstra incident, while facilitating policy
implementation on the one hand by eliminating resietance to

teacher evaluation pclicy implementation,-may have done harme

',rﬁ limiting opportunities for teacher input into policy ‘BIf

formulation at the local level on the other hand by reducing

teacher credibility generally. Teacher responses to the

question ahont opportunity for input, in thch S50 percent of

- the respondents indicated no opportunity and other respondents

who had opportunity character@ged it as a fait accompli seem
to lend credibility to the Minister s concern. Other ‘
explanations are plausible; for example, teachers nay have
1acked the requisite expertise t‘ comprehensively influence
the policy development process. gﬂptever the explanation it

an

appears that teachers will need additional opportunities for

evolving ownership of teacher evaluation policies.‘ . Qi?l\

-

The finding that communications regarding role
responsibilities relative. to teacher evaluation are clearer

for administrators than for teachers is not surprising‘since

‘teachers felt they had less opportunity for'input into policy

formulation than did tﬁﬁ administrators. A reed for.
clarification-of policy, particlularlyHforjteachers, but.alsc
forvprincipals and superintendents in eeveral juriedictions
was demonstrated.‘ |
Administrators viewed the enforcements used to induce‘
teacher ccoperation with teacher evaluation policy as more

w

positive than did the teachers . However, the emphasis on .

- o o Qiﬂﬂ”

-
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improvement of instruction given to jurisdictional level

policy intents may be related to the preponderance of

.normative enforcement strategies reported ‘'by administrators at

“the 1oca1 1eve1 of implementation

§ Much‘diVergent opinion was observed in relationship to

'the methods used- to assess teacher performance What was seen

- as a strength in a method by one respondent -- for example

the flexibiiity@gf aneodotal reporting formats -- was seen as
a weakness by'enother‘respondent This observation lends
support to Darling, Hammond and Wise’s (1985) argument for
custom designing methods to fit the local context. Overall 64

of 90 respondents expressed high or moderate levels of

satisfaction,with_methods used to evaluate teacher

=performance; however, divergence.of'opinion regarding

&

evaluation.methodoiogy'supports the wisdom of designing

'eValuation'strategies to fit lacal evaluation intents and

expectationsi'-' E :ﬂ _’. u
Teéther evaluation had“been largely absent'as a political
issue in local COmmunitieszfrbmfthe perspective of both
principais and superintendents. . In those jurisdictions where
teacher eﬁaiuation was seen a&@éziocal issue, it was perceived

to be of a minor nature usually based on community

“dissatisfaction with an individual teacher. No respondent

indicated that teacher,evaiuation had been a major {ssue in
their jurisdiction Apphrently, politieal pressure for

teacher evaluation was not ‘a grass roots phenomenon that was



manifested through lbcal polipicéi{channels, such as school :
" board elections. . ~;_ |

| Principals or superintgndents were‘asked if the? had
iattempted to kéep parents br;parent groups informed about
teacher'evaiuation policy impleméntation. If teacher
evéluation was a key political'issue'at the.loqél levéi; it
was anticipéted that schoolwsufisdicfions would have been
-actiyezin coﬁmuniéatiﬁg progfess regardingvimplementation_of.

.the5teachér‘eyaluation.pdlicy to their“publics. The relative

absence of'these communication éctivi;ies'Suggesgf_the local

3
Ry

polit{cai relevance of teacher evaluatio 611cy'was minimal.

*

Summary,

>

. In this chapter, five variable-élusters from the Van Horn
and Van ;éte{\ﬂ1977) policy implementation model --
GC;mﬁunications:‘Eh{prcements,_Cha;acteristics of £he
Ifiplementing Agency, Political Environments and Socio-EconOmiC'
- Environments -- were examined in relatipnship to second phase
‘ingerviewa and in terms of their effect on teacher evaluéﬁioﬁ’]
policy implementation. Findings were discussed 1h‘;efms of
their méﬁﬁ&ng and potential implications for policy

tmplementat§oh.

IS

Policy communications were found to be generélly clearer

for administratozi than for teachers. At the local Tevel,

a2

normative enforcement strategies were more frequent than O
\ : . a

©

ST
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cbercive-sanctipn enforcement strategies, and xi@3§£ives were
largely,abéent'as'an eﬁfofcement strategy. Respondehts
é#pfessed strong support for use of anecdotal rgporcingf

‘férmats in documenting teacher evaluaéioﬁ;. ifh;'po1i;y had
éét been pgrceived as a significant political issue at the

local jurisdiction level.

s
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'CHAPTER 7

Implementor Disposition Policy Effdcts, Expectations
for Full Implementation and Anticipated Future Needs

»

The degree_to'which the disposition of the  implementors

had affected policy implementation, the policy effects as

- perceived by the policy=implementors and comparisons of the

perceptions_of effect held by Ppolicy maﬁﬁgs_énd 1mp1ementors

'are considered in . this chapter. In addition, the similarities

x>
-

‘between the expectations of policy makers and policy

v,

‘ implementors regarding the degree to which there would be’ full

implementétion of teacher evaluation policy and the perception

~ of need for future adjustments to- the policy-implementationp

ptocess are also discussed. These topics comprise the fifth

~ through eighth reséarch problems addressed in the study.

»

Disposition of the Implenentofs

Disposition of the implementors refers to elements of the

implementors’ responseito policy which may affect their

" ability or willingness to implement. Implementor disposition

was_yiewed'as the most important link in the policy

implementation process. The variables prevf sly considered

oy
were . seen as having the potential to affect implémentor

disposition either directly or indirec&lys,

_ggj ";" »

~



Four questions were asked in the second phase interviews
- MR}
that relate:to theidlsp051t19n of the implementors. The first
three.questions were asked of all respondent levels (i.e.,
teacheré} principals and superintendents), but were reworded
for each group to be applicable t:'that ieveL. The fourth
',questlon was addressed only to superintendents
" The first question asked teachers if anything had
weakened their support for implementation of the
jur sdictihnis teacher,evaluation pciicyf and asked principals-
‘ and s%gerintendents if any aspects of the pelicy had resulted
in resistance.hy,teacherst“ Responses to'this'question are n
‘m_,summarized in Table 7.1. |
The most frequent source of resistance perceived by eight
teadhers but which was identified by only two adminiStrators .
was subjective, insufficient or invalid bases of teacher
iy evaluation A teacher commented " [My] only concern is with
potential for personality conflicts or subjective éactors h
'distorttﬁgfiﬁ’evaluation." Other sources of resistance
identified by eight, seven and four interviewees'respectively
" from all respondent groups included the role of the principal ‘
.relative tc fcrmative ;ersus summative evaluation; the stress,
;V.ankiety and exhausticnbassociated with evaluation; and the
.Aunequal application of teacher evaluatian acrcsafstaffing'

classifications, for example, tenured and non-tenured

teachers.



?able 7.1

:Ftequenc§-of Identification of Sources of Teacher Resistance
to Implementation of Teacher Evaluation Policy by ' -
Teachers, Pripcipals and Superintendents

Teacher Reslistance T P S Total
No resistance 12' 19 19 =~ 50
Empirical base too
subjective; insufficient
or invalid data ' 8 1 1 10

' Principal should do
only formative evaluation 3 1 4 8
Stress, anxiety and ) .
exhaustion of evaluating 1 4 2 7
Some' teachers evaluated o
too often; others too seldom 1 0 3 4
Lack of centra}zpffige o .
involvement/support - = ’ 1 2 0 - 3
Lack of training/
skills of evaluators 1 1 0 2
Repeated postponement of E
scheduled visits 1 1. 0 - 2
Lack of time spent ‘ )
in. evaluation process 1 0 0 1 =
Use of evaluation to
terminate teachers -
unpopular in the community 1 .0 0 1
Confusion re: teaching .
effectiveness criteria .
linked to evaluation 0 1 0 1
Need for expertise in L
‘stject area by evaluator 0 S0 1 1

Note: T=Teachers, P=Principals, S—Superintendents.




' principals and superintende

Six edministrative tespondents identified the
stress/anxiety factor more often?then the one teacher
respondent who.noted this phenomenon; "I support the concept
[of teacher evaluation) in'abetragt,'but dread it in
practice." Other eources of resistance were noted by only

one or two respondents, but the responses do identify.

potential sources of resistance by teachers and are therefore

worthy of note by policy implementors as a potential problem

area in a particular setting.
The second questignﬁésked teachers if any aspects of

teacher evaluation policywhad caused implementation

difficulties for the school administrators, and asked
n%gﬂif anything had weakened their

smpport for implementation of their jurisdiction's teedher

evaluation policy. AResponses,tO'this question'aregpresented
in Table 7.2.

Most administrative respondents, qualified their respons-

with a statement that even though p:oblem areas“existed, their

commitment to. implementing teacher evaluation’ policy, ‘§~not

lessened by the-existence of the problem areae ‘A'pr nQipal
. ) o _ - :
responded,. "The teacher evaluetionjpolicy.hasffofced me to

s

prioritize: the teacher evaluation proCess: l% has been hard

to find the time, but tthat]-has not»lesseneh my commitment."”

-
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Table 7.2

Frequency of Identification of{Sources of Administrator
Resistance to Implementation of: Teacher Evaluation
Policy by Teachers, Principals-and Superintendents

Administrator Resistance T. P S Totél

»

Time; support resources 14 Wiy 8 39
. not adequate :

Need more trainin ;:?,

/improved empirital base g- 3 2 1 6
. . ( .
Role qonfusioﬁ between °
summative/formative .
evaluation; lack of o g

direction 2 3 0. - 5 4

Lack of commitment to
implementing policy =~ 2 0 2 4

Lack of central office :
support . ' 0 3 o 3

Unclear articulation ,

between evaluation policies;

teacher evaluation

focus too diffuse i 0 0 3 3

Negative effect on student- '
teacher time : 0 0 2 2

Negativism associated
with a teacher dismissal;
need for more positive

emphasis . 0 0o 2. 2
Comhunicating evaluation ,

results to teachers 1 0 0 1
No problems with it .8 5 12 25

Note: T=Teachers, P=Principals, S=Superintendents.
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Insufficient_time,_discussed in Chapter’S in relationship
to Policv_Resources, was the most frequently mentioned item
that hadfpresented a problem to implementors. Perhaps most

importantly; 1f;principals expressed tneir concern over time

and 1nadequate resources more than. twice as often as

‘

superintendents. Fourteen teachers identified this area as.a

problem for their princiﬂ;ik which lends“credibilitv,to the
& -

principals' conéerns ‘ ' : )
_ ﬁ%‘ ’ '
Thﬁﬂe teachers and two principals expressed the need for

evaluators to have more ‘training and an improved empirical

. S . . . . q
basis for evaluation. Two teachers :and three principals < ’
- - - I".’ . . . .

commented on the'egisgence of role confusion between summative.

X -
BN L

and formative‘evaantive efforts and tha. lack of direction

Co,

~ with respect to the.dverall{teacher_evaluation processes.

The other response;catégories noted in Tab{e 7.2 were

+

identified bybonly one to three respondents in one respondent

category. However, again the ‘areas, of concern warrant review

.. by policy implementors in order to determine the relevance of

the spec1fic concern to implementation efforts in a particular
jurisdiction(il
Twenty-five respondents; primarily superintendents and
teacnefs, indicated they‘perceived‘nowproblem with |
;fmplementation iny five principals indicated ‘no problems
with teacher evaluation policy implementation
The third question relating to disposition'ofqthe

implementors was worded:in the same format for all respondent

-
.t
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groups and asked if they thought the Albefta Depar

Education’s commitment to having the provincial te

o

evaluation policy implemented was as strong then a

1984-85 when it was introduced.’

The responses to

. question are summarized in Table 7.3.

Table

7.3 .

129

tment of .~
acher
s it was in

this

Frequency of Perceptions of Departmental Commitment to
Implementation of Teacher Evaluation Policy by
' Teachers, Principals and Superintentdents

Departmental Commitment T P o, S.
As strong or stronger 7 1 1 9
-DOE still sensitive ) .
to need 1 6 5 12
-A routine now . 6 2 1 9
-Part of MFP
commitment _ 0 0 L 1
Stronger sub-total. 14 9 8 31
Weaker - . 3 1 0 4
-Shifted to boards ¢ 1 1 0 2
-Shifted focus to R
other areas = - .5 6 6 17.
-Less public and R -
political pressure ~_ 5 5 4 14
-Lack of dollar
resources will limict
implementation : 1 4 0 5
-Lack of follow- 0
through/monitoring 0 1 11 12
Weaker 'sub-total 15 18 21 54
Not sure/no opinion 1 3 1 5
Note: T=Teachers, P=Principals, S=Superintendents,

MFP=Management and Finance Plan -
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- Fifty-nine'of‘90 respondents believed the Department’s
commi tment to be weaker or were not sure. Administrators held
this perspectlve more often than did teachers. Respondents
‘who expressed this: opinion included a teacher who com ented,
"1 see the Department of Educatioa concera now being more in
the secondary [curriculum] area with the emphasis shifting
away from teacher evaluation.” - Alpcincipal said, "I doubt it
is -- little evidence of foliow-up. (ﬁaybe they ahouldn't rely
on local governance to assure iﬁplementation." ,And a
superintendect commented, "Not hear{ng much about it now. {I]
assume they gave-it tbe kick to get it going acd have gone to
other things."

The final question relating to disposition of the
implementors asked superintendencs what thef thcuéht the
priority of evaluating-teachers was for board members.
Fifteenisuperintendents responded that teacher evaluation was
a high priority with board members accompanied with a
proactive, highly visible advocacy of teacher evaluation by
‘the board. Ten respondents said teacbe; evaluation was a high
priority with theif7board, but was acccmpanied byva-reactive -
stance and quiet advocacy. Four superintendents stated
teacher evaluation was a modefate priority for their board,
and one noted that teacher evaluation was not an issue for the

.achool board.

.\.-.
N

AT

At the local 1eve1faﬁper1ntendents perceived their school

boards to be maintaining a high cpmmitment to implementing -
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teacherreﬁaluation policy, with 25 of the 30 jurisdictipns
R

saﬁbled repqtting a high commitment by their boards to.

implementation of teacher evaluation policy.

One superintendent’s response typified this perspectivé: " [The

board] wants the best poseible teachers. Overall a pretty

high priority -- they see themselves accountable to the publ

to avoid hiring poor teachers. The board has visibly pnstured

B

[demonstrated] this pribrity»with the staff.”

Policy Effects

The problem addressed in this area was whether;the

anticipated policy effects defined by the policy makers were
. similar to the perceived policykeffects of the pollcy
implementors.

Inter?iewee were asked wnat they would looK for in
making a decision a!é%gq;hether the policyvhed been
successfully implemented in their jurisdiction : Respondents

¥ & in some cases identified more than one factor, so the total
number ofzresponses exceeds the number of respondents.

A distinct dichotomy is evident in Table 7.4 between the
responses qfﬂteachers and administrators on the first four
indicatore;;”WHile large proper:ions of adminietratdrs
identiiied evidence that teaching naéﬁimpfoving, staff
satisfaction/positive teacher attitude, and adnpinistrative.

,‘%&mﬂ
.
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Table 7.4

Frequency of Identificatioﬁ of Indicators of Successful
" Implementation of Teacher Fvaluation Policy by
Teachers, Principals and Superintendents

2,

KA
Ed

Success Indicators T P . S- Total

Evidence teaching was

improving 3 15 16 34

Staff satisfaction; -

positive teacher attitude 4 16 12 32
. -~

Iﬁformati?e/useful : .
evaluation 20 . 4 3 27

Administrative commitment _
to evaluation ' 0 7 12 19

Improvement of public . : o

confidence in education 3 : 3 4 10
Ciarity/consistency » k
in evaluation criteria 3 5 2 .. 10

Evaluation skills enhanded;
improved quality of
evaluation 0 4 5 9

Personnel decisions based
-.on'teacher‘evaluation 0 2 4 6

Tééchers feel evaluétiont_ . .
is fair/just . 3 0 0 3

More peer/self evaluation 1 0 1 2

Inservice planning informed
by evaluation results. 0 0 e 2 2

Good liaison with central :
office .0 1 . 0 1

Note: T=Teachers, P=Principals, S-Superinteﬁdents.

PP,
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commitment to evaluation as iﬁ&icétors of successful policy
implementation, vefx few teachers-identified theﬁe f;ctors.

On the other hand, two-thirds of the teachers stated that : ™%

evaluations that were informative/useful to them would be (:

indicative of successful teacher. evaluation policy

‘_implementation, whereas only 7 of 60 administrators suggested
this factor. One téacher stated, "[I] exéect géacher
evaluation to identify bbtﬁ strengths'an&.qeaknesses with
suggestioné regarding improvement" and anothér teacher

“éommented, "Consult;tion on a continual bagis betwéen the
pfincipal aﬁd teacher; not a one-shot procegg;. Eyaluation

' needs to be an assistant/helper, not a judge."

A smgll but‘S%milar proportg%n from each respondent group
suggested successfu1 policy implementatior wouldsbe indfcated
if public confidence in-eduéation was enhanced, and if the

“clarity aqd cénsistency 1n'eva1uation criteria were achieved.
 Nine administrators also éuggested enhq&cemen; of evaluation

skills with resultant improvement in the quality of teacher

‘evaluation, and six stated personnel decision making based on -
. : N - '
u.w‘_.?’r’

;'8va1uation results would reflect successful teacher evaluation
- . : 7 '

: pblicy.implementation.
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The rgmginiﬁg-ﬁgﬁp iteméfwere mentioned'by only one, two
or thfge re#pondeﬁﬁs énd were not major themes in the current
study. However, they.are relevant indicators of successful
teacher evaluation policy iméiementation éited in the

n
§

literature.

o~

Expectations for Full Implementation

‘\

;n the-girst phase inte:¥£éé:ﬁ boé&cy makers were qgked
what their perceptions of the current status of teacher
evaluation policy implemeﬁtation were. Analysis of their

‘ reséonses indicated thgt policy makers did not believe é%acher
eyéldation poliéy iniﬁiatives would dissipate; however, they
also didmnot think tgét implemenCation'was anywhere near
compleﬁe.-- “

Admﬁnistra}i?é policy implementors in the second phasev

interviews werefﬁgked how many schools Kad implemented the

i ¥
iy .
&

teacher evaluauion‘policyf\either fully or partly in their
jurisdictioné. iTwenty-thfee pfincipals and 19 superintendenfs
éﬁated ;eaéher evaluation‘p&licy had been fully implemented in
their jurisdiétion. Six of thQe 42 respondents qualified

w:cheir statement that "fully” meant in terms of the méchﬂnics

of the policyl That  is, the policy standards were in place,
but the pdlicy effects, characteristics of the implementors,
or other,indidatorsvof succgééful implementation may be yet

lacking. One pfincipal commented, "All {schools have fully
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impiemented‘the policy] but plethods are so open that full
implementation is defined a} superficial.™

. \
Seven principals and 11 superintendents stated that the

teacher evaluation policy had been partiallyJimplement:; in
th;ir juriédiction.'_These respondents often cited
implementétion barrier§,<such as time} the newness of the.
policy, or the discomfort ‘of principais wiﬁh evaluation as
factors which had inhibited full:implementation.

Anticipated Future Needs

All three levels of policy implementors were asked if
‘there were Any future needs, supports or adjustments which
they théught might be necessary to assure ‘that teacher
evaluation had a positive inflh;nce in their school or
jurisdiction. These responses are summarized in Table 7.5.
Respdndents may have identifieh more than one factor;
thefefore,»ﬁhé number of responses exceed the ﬁumber of
respondents. y | o \\\\~f/’////,%/"‘~\\4,

The @bst fréquén;ly mentioned factor, by 41 respondents
in’totalj 1dgntified the need for improved teacher evaluation

expertise within the school jurisdictions. A superintend;nt

- stated, "[A pee&'exisfg fdf] further training of supervisors

=S
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Frequency of Ident?cation of Future Needs, Supports or
e

‘Adjustments by Tea

ers, Principals and Superintendents

-
. Future Needs T P S Total
Evaluaté‘teahher
evaluation processes;
improve evaluator ,
skills-curricular knowledge 9 - 15 17 41
Assure emphasis is
on teacher improvement 11 14 12 37
. N ,
Periodic orientations for
teachers to reduce cynicism
“and build trust 10 7 5 22
More time allocated to .
evaluation process 2 11 7 20
4 Support peer evaluation;
develop master teacher : '
concep> or merit programs 4 2 6 12
More regular evaluations
ithan a 3-5 year cycle 6 1 -0 7
Standardize evaluation
frameworks" .0 4 1 5
Improve articulation of
evaluation policies 1 2 2 5 -
Improve due process with
. 2nd or 3rd party experts 3 0 O 3
" Assure public is more
awafejof procedures 0 1 1 2
. y o
2

h

.
P N
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so you can assure teachers that expertise of supervisors.is
improving. . . ." Thirty-seven respondents suggestedlassuring‘
that teacher evaluation emphasizés teacher improvement'as a
fut;févneed of the policy. Reflecting.this perspective in a
somewhat poetic Qay,}a superintén&ent commented as follows:

1'd like to 5ust out of this businéss of evaluétion~

and supervision and get into completely wholesome

relationships where the visitor and the teacher were

.able to work together in a complete trust relationship.

In a sense as an artist would look at a creation.

. Providing orientatidns for teachers was mengioned_by 22
respondents in total and represents a mechanism by w?ich '
teacher ownership of teacher evaluation poliéy may be “
incfeased. .The need for more time, noted by 11 principals,
seven superintendents and *two teachers}.relates directly to
the need for additional resources in support of teacher
evaluation policy implementation. ‘It also reinforces the
findings'presénted earlier'rela;ive to the policy resources
and disposition”of the implementors variable clusters.
Pripcipals identified the need for more time.méxe freéuencly
than did teachers and supefintendenﬂs combined. FThese fbur
response categories are similar fo the future needs identified
by poliéy‘&aker;.

. . A :
Development of peer evaluation, master teachers or merit

programs, noted by 12 resnondents, are variations on the
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. ] C ~ : B
desire for an emphasis on teacher improvement. Six teachers,
but only one administrator, suggested a future need for more

.

regular evalﬁations for tenured teachers than the current
three to five year cycle required by mosﬁ jurisdictionAI '
ﬁolicies. A need for gtandardized t@acher'evalpﬁtion
Uframe&ofks was identified by four prigcipals aq@ one
suﬁerinten?ent. |

The need for articulation between eValuatioﬁ-polieies',
refers.fo.the five levels of evaluation (stud;né, teacher,
program, school an& system.evaluation) required by the
Department of Education's‘Management and Finance Plan.

"Other" neéds noted in Table 7.5 were suggeéged by two
supérintendents,‘anavincluded need for a provincial policy on
administrator evaluation, an expanded pring#péléégfole in-

summative evaluation, ag§'concentrating evaluétion on weak

o

teachers.

i

Discussion

Some disgrepancy was apparent between the) perspectives
of teachers ané administrators regarding sources of téacher
 resistancevt9%%hg policy. Administrative respondents tended
t;_be less aware of sources of teacher resistancé; however,'it
is notable that more than one-third of the teachers ;ta;e%ﬁﬁr
that. nothing had weakened their suppor: %6r impleﬁenta%ion of

the teacher evaluation policy. These findings sugg'" - the
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n L : :
% existence of a substantial base of support for policy on

‘Q \ teacher evaluation by members of the teaching profession but,
; & ; . also the presence of a number of concerns, "which if not
l.addressed could result in increased resistance by teachers to
implementation of teacher evaluationapolicy. |
Lack of time, which was cited as a source of resistance

to implementation of the policy by 39 of 90 respondents, may

e

'be'an'excuse used by some administrators to avoid a complex,

difficult and demanding process (Mireau, 1986) On the other

L)

hand ‘the fact that this problem is identified by so many -

o

respondents -argues for implementation strategies at all levels
thetvCOnfront the concern directly in order to remove it as a
.real %i perceptual harrier to successful implementation of
teacher eﬁalnation policy."

- A'recorriné_theme in the policy literature relates to the
importance of policy.makers‘demonstrating a visible and high

comm{tme%t.to implementatioqiof the policy initiatives on an

on-going basis. Such ancopmitment is not perceived by a large
rd

proportion of the: respondents in the current study

‘_'/

Fifty -nine of 90 respondents believed the Department s

: commitment had weﬁﬁened or: were not sure or held no opinion.
ﬁdministratorgrheld this perspective more often than did
S e
teachers, wﬁfch is;&husual given the more direct communication

channels'beéween administrators and the Department of
,AY

o

Edug?tion . Teachers who perceived Departmental commitment to

]bé’as strong aor stronger may have made an assumption, whereas
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administrative respondents may have perceived diregtly that

¥

departmental commitment had dissipated
Teacher evaluation was accompéhied during its {nitial

-

r
1mp1ementﬁtion by a high level of media coverage associated
- Q

§
; with'the Keegstra incident. As noted in Chapter 4, the policy

J
‘.

‘makers'were aware-%f the facilitating effect‘that the Reegstra

. ,
I [ <,

. ' > . N
incident’ was havifig:-on the implementation of teacher

: evaluation policy. In addition, the Department of Education

& "'( v [N

gave teacher evaluation a high priority in the early stages of

| implementation (King, 1984) Maintaining a high policy-

cor

¢

priority and visibility would tax the energies of any

-

organization so it is not surprising that over time policy
3 y
implementors would perceive the Department s commitment to be

: declining. The findings reported here, however ’point out the

P

need for a resurgence of conveying Departmental commitment in

the short term, and for a strategy of periodip_reinforcementS
. . T IS .

of visible manifestations of Departmental commitment over the '
' . [N P

longer term. )
i

At the local jurisdictional level some concern might be

expressed that ten of the boards with a high commitment were

not seen by theirfsuperintendents to be activelyAdemonstrating
this commitment and an additional five school,boards were

perceived to have moderateé or low commitment and were.also not

i

actively expressing a‘commitment to implementation of the

.

policy. Two superintendents.commented that interest‘on their

board was declining or shifting to.other_concerns. If this

< '
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7

‘observation porﬁends a trend, then the perception of many
policy implementors that the Department of Education's
commitment is declining would onl? be reinforced gy a
éefception,cha; their own board’s commitment wa§ also
declining. | »

Responses to questions‘;ggarding the disposition 6f the
implementors indicated a substantiél base of suppprt for
policy on teacher evaluation by members of the teaching
profession, but also the presence of a number of concerns,
which if not addressed, could resulg in increased resistance
by teachegs to implementation of the policy..

The policy implementors’ conceptualization of successful
%mpiementation_was relatively congruent with the ideaiized
;olicy intents identified by the ﬁolicy makprs. Teachér
satisfaction with teacher evalhation, useful and informative
evaluations, and administrativercommitment to teacher
evaluation suggested by policy implementors would all be
1nd1éaci§e of the 1nstitution;lization of téacher evaluation
policy which policy makers stated would be an ideal condition.
The Minister of Education’s objective of elimination of |
incompetent teaching and improvement of teaching quality is
congruent with the implementors"idenﬁification :f evidence
that teaching was improving as an indicator of suééessful

policy implementation. The implementors’ identification of

improvement of public cpnfidence in education is identical to
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L0 o L
‘tne’Minister's‘stated objective of "contributing to lncreased
public configence in‘the educetional'system.“ ‘
ﬁhmerous*pointe~of agreement appear to exist between the
pergyectives of policy makers and policy implementors
rgb&rding ‘what ideal teacher evaluation policy implementation
would be ¥1k§; Granted, consensus likely does not, exist on.,
how to best échieve this ideelized policy state, but the fact

that multiple points of agreement exist between policy makers

and implementors suggests that eventual full implementation of

i' teacher evaluation policy is a reasonable objective.

A surprisingly high proportion of administrativet
respondents (42/60) were willing to characterize teacher
evaluation policy as fully implemented, despite earlier
questions in ‘the interview .identifying areasvwhere
implementation barriers existed. Essentially, most

administrators seemed cquortable with a fairly superficial

a

definition of full policy 1mp1ementation. This may have been

\

due to the mandatory nature of policy implementation that the

v

provincial policy makers created and ‘the resultant pressure on
07 u,
Q

impleﬂgﬁﬁors to demonstrate full 1mp1ementation ' :
~ Ironically, the interviews with'the policy makers
revealed that they.believed teacher evaluation policy to be in
the proceSs of implementation, put that full implementation
was a longer term.process. Fﬁrthermore; this process may

require adjustments in terms of resources, characteristics of

4
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or -

the implementiﬁg agenciee Upéﬁicy standards etc., before full

S

implementation could be ‘expected.

3

expectations of the policy gakers and the policy imﬁlementors
.relative to a realistic ti%e?inewfor full implementation of
) PV

the teacher'evald&é&cﬁwnolicy? This question of full
1mplementation and the realistic tine frames and mechanisms
required to echiene it is a topic which requires further
dialogue between policy makers and implementors.

The policy makers'’ perspectives that future requirements

>
will involve Increased expextise, resources, and teacher .
»

involvement are largely upheld by the perspectives of the

" policy implementors. , .

The suggested need to maintain the focus of teacher
evaluation on formative evaluation versus summgtive evaluation
is consistent with the finding reported earlier that policy
intents at the jurisdictional level were primarily formative.

‘The scope and ftequency of future adjuStment factors
which were thought by respondents to be necessary for positive
teacher evaluation policy outcomes present en outline for a
specific analysis of" teacher evaluation policy implementation
at the local level: Provincigiipolicy makers expressed

awareness of the need for adjustments’, and the factors

identified here by policy implementors pinpoint the'typee of

adjustments which may be required for ultimately successful

impiementation.

- .
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Summary.

Responses to questions regagaﬁgé/the'disposition of the
implementors igdicated a substantiél base of support for 4
¢
teacher evaluation policy by members of the teaching
J

profession as well as the presence of a number of concerns,

which {f ignored could result in increased resistance to

. .

implementation of teacher evaluation poliéy. Thqﬂmoiy
frequent sour;:e of fesiétance perciaived;by t:gfmherg‘as
subjective, insuffi;ient or.invalid bases of.teache:
évalQ;tion. Other sources of resis;anc: ideﬁtified by all
three respondeﬁt groups iné;uded the rolé_of,tﬁe principél
felati&é to formative versus summative e;algapion; the stgess,;
anxiety and exhaustiqﬁ assqci#}:ith ev;aluétion; ' and.the
unequal application of teacher.evaluacion‘gcross teacher
staffing gategories;

Principals éxpreséed their ¢oncern over timeiand
inadequate resources ﬁwicé as often as SUpérintendents.'.
Teachers identified this éreavas a problem for their
principals almost as often asvthe pfincipal resgdndénts; 

" lending support to the principals’ coﬁcernsi

"+ Teadher and princi§a1 respondént categories also
exhibited close‘égreement'in terms of the numbers of responses‘
relative to the néea fof evaluators to have more t;aining and

an improvéd empirical basis for evaluation. S@milaritieé were

also noted between teachers and princibals regarding the
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existence of role co'nfusion between summative and formative
(e\valuative efforts and t 1~ack of direction with respect-to'
the overall teacher evaluation processes
Numerous points of agreement appeared to exist between
N . :
the perspective f policy makers and policy implementors

regarding what idea}gor sucﬁsful teacher &luaticn'policy

’ ~admin(istrative t:ommitment to* teacher evaluati’on‘% Pgested by

policy implementors as indicative of successful

v

implementation would ‘all be ﬁyidence of the

o

institutionalization of teacher evaluation policy which poiicy

makers stated would be an ideal conditign.



CHAPTER 8

Analysis of Policy Documents and Evaluation Instroments

*

N The 51milarit1es and differences evident in Alberta 'gag,
school jurisdictions teacher evaluation policies and o ’/
1nstruments are presented in this chapter In addition, the
study findings are explored for implications for written

teacher evaluation policies and instrumentation. The policy

. R

documents analysis is precented first followed by the analysis
of evaluation instruments and finally the implications of the

study findings for these documents\ are discussed.

./
Policy Document Ana:;;izl//

Policy documents were analized msing a content analysis
procedure whereby the documents were first revieﬁzd for the .
purpose of defininé%%ommon general categories. A- second level
of analysis was then carried out whereby each document was
énalyzed to define’content relative to the general categories
identified in the first level analysis.

The general categories defined by the first level of
analysis include: 15 underlying philosophy, 2) purpose and
intents, 3) role responsibilities, 4) guidelines.and

procedures, and 5) appeal procedures. Each general. category

is presented in a separate section.

146 /
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Underlying Philosophy

Five sub- qﬂ;egories relative ‘to the underlying philosophy

emerged from the first level analysis and are summarized in '

Table 8.1.
‘Table 8.1

Frequency of Underlying Philosophies Identified in the

) oy Analysis of Policy Documents

Philosophy o v .‘ f

Evaluation crucial/a

board priority 14
3 r :

Evaluation as a ‘ N

positive process . ) , e 12

Teacher's righi to-

common evaluation :

criteria ’ 7

Theological basis for

evaluation ' 6
-

Teacher’'s right to a . : -

written evaluation . : ‘4

In total, ;23 of the jurisdictions’ policy‘ddcuments
opened with a preamble which defined the philoson:§ relative
“to teacher evaluation policy. Fourteen of the documents
'contained a statement that evaluation was a crucial process or .
was an important nriority to the school board. Twelve. |
documenj%\npted that teachef evaluation was inéended to Be a

positive process based on such.concepts as trust or respect.

Sevenlﬁurisdictions noted that teacher evaluation was based,

partly at least, on the teacner’s'right to common evaluation
*



>

‘exemplified in the teachings of Christ.

%{r“) o | | | | raa‘
criteria, .and four jurisdlctions stated the:teacher's right to
a wrlttéh evaluation of their professional performance
Lastly, six of the seven Catholic Separate School DistrictS'

T

sampled included reference to the theological basls for

' teather,evaluation based on Christian values,'such as lovg;§s

l‘l
r

Policy Purppse and Intents

Twelve sub-categories relative toxpurpose and intents
were identified and are summarized in Table 8.2.

All of the jurisdictiogs' policy documents identified -

improvement of instruction as a'policy intent. This was

‘

congruent with provincial policy intents defined in the
bProgram Pollcy Manual (Alberta Education, 1984b:72) which

states,

The performance of individual teachers and the quality

of teaching practices across the province will be

evaluated to assist in the provision of effective

instruction to students and in- the professional growth
',and development of teachers.

Y 'There was less congruence between local policy documents

and provincial policy intents with respectﬂto the professional

growth ang development of teachers Only 16 of the policy

;':documenté”mentioned teacher professional development

* specifically as a poliggwﬁntent.. Sixteen
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Frequency of Purposes and Intents Identified in the

Analysis of Policy Documents

Purposes and Intents £ -
Improve instructidn 30
.. Personnel decisions C - 20
Contindus contract 17
fermanentupertification 17
Professional development 16
Affirm/support the teachep 16
Formative purpoges defined 16
Summative putpeses defined ) , 16
.Pfomotion ' # 14
Dismissal 13’
Transfer 12
’;Inservice needs assessment 3

S

3¥-a policy intent or>purpose.

intent by 20 of the jurisdictions Seventeen of the

= o

documents also noted affirmation, reinforcement or support for

:‘?Brsonnel decisions were mentioned frequently as.a policy

wﬁﬁ} jurisdictions noted continuous contract decisions or: permanent

%,

;,x"'

wi

Ed

¢
’

R

s

i

' R 3 ;,,,fa
Clee

stated in 14, ”13 @nd 12 of the policy documents respectively.

; b;

ﬁ?cerb&fication decisions as a purpose of teacher evaluation

gfomotion, dismissal and transfer personnel decisions were

In terms of the content of the policy documents,

personnel
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decision making as a function of teacher evaluation was a more
impor;aht purpose than professional develbpment of teachers.

' Slightly more than half of the documents contained
explicit clarificatiop of formative versus summative

—

eyaluation purposes. _iastly, only %hree jurisdictions linked
téache; evaluation'purposes to élarjficationqu teacher
inservice needs within the policy décgments.

—

Role Responsibilities

Role responsibilities refer to role descriptions of

personnellassigned specific duties within teacher evaluation

'policy documents. Superintendénts and'principals were most

often identified as having specific,role responsiblities.
Twenty-four documents delineated superintehdgnt
respdnsibilities'speéificaily, and 25 documents defined
principal responsibilities. Assistant superintendgnt roles
were defined in 16 documeng;, and six.documenﬁs de%ined
specific roleséfbr vice-principals.:

Only five documents'défined roles of teachers relative to

teacher evaluation, and only three documents refefred to

school board member.foles.
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L
Guide;ines’and'Proceduree

<

. Guidelineswend procedures rehresent the largest amount of
policy contenclinhterme of the number of sub-categories and
are s:mmarized in Tablés 8.3 and 8.4.

Twenty-seven, of the policy documents epecified the
procedures to be followed in the disoosition,of teacher
evaluation repor%s (i.e. where reports are to be ‘filed).
Twenty-one-jurisdictions also specified procedures to be ‘ °

Coe

followed in gaining access to evaluation reports once they are
on file, There was some variation within this category ’
reéarding‘leVels of specificity, with some document;'
spebifying teacher accéss only, while other documents z
elaborated who else may have access to teacher evaluation
files and under what conditions. : - (@
Twenty-five jurisdictions specified in their policy
documents that post-evaluation conferences either must be held
or should be held. Twenty-three of'the jurisdictionsiplaced a
‘strohg emphasis on post-COnferencing between rhe\evaluator and
the teacher ‘mandating it‘rn their policies.
Pre-copferencing, a key component of clinical supervision
where the evaluator and teacher ﬁeet prior to an evaluatihn to 'ﬁf

define;the-evqluation purposes or-objectiﬁes, received much

less emphasis in the policy documents. Only three
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Frequency of Guidelines and Procedures Identified in

Analysis of Policy Documents

Tabie 8.3 ﬁﬁﬂéjf,{.

Unannouchcgwgngs prohibited

Guidelines and Procedures : ' © f

- Disposition of reports 2%
Post-conference requiredﬂf- S 23
Post-conference suggested , " 2
Evaluatibn‘criteria scecified ' : 21
Teacher role expectations
specified 3
Access to reports specified él
Self-evaluation enCOuraged ‘ ‘ ‘cbﬁ 19
Peer evaluation encouraged 14
Remedial process‘specified ! 12
Evdluatiop instruments specified ., . 11
Pre-conference required ) 3
Ere-conference suggested 7
\Evaluation time specified '9 |

_ Unannounced visit&Lcermitted 5

P : .
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vTable 8.4

Freqﬁency of Staff EvaluatigSJIdencified'in the

Aments

% ;0
!

Analysis of POllf' 73
Evaluation Schedules ‘ i f
)
Teachers on temporary contract ‘ ' &
- Annually o 10
Semi-annually 9
Three times a year 6
More than three times a year 5
Tenured with imEerim certificates - .
Annually ST , _ : 17
Semi-annually 12
Three times a year : 0
More than three times a year : 1
. - . O
Tenured with permanent certificates
Annually o 3
Every two years . 4
Every three years ' . 12
More than every three years 11

»

jurisdictions required pre-conferences, and an additional
‘- . L]
seven jurisdictions suggested its use.
Also important to local policy makers were the inclusion

of either specific evaluation criteria or more general teacher

role expectations as a guide to what teacher evaluation will

ey

focus on. Twenty-four of the 30 policy documents sampled
included such criteria.

‘Self-eValuapion and/or peer evaluation were encouraged by
19 and 14 of the juris&ictions, respectively. These two

practicés'werg closely related. In only one case was-peer
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evaluation advocated wtthout a concomitant reference to
sgif-evalﬁation. "
L8 .
Twelve jurisdictions elaberated within their policy

docunenfs wvhat form aggemedial process should take ih the

U v ;
event a teacher received an evaluation indicative of

weaknesses.  The specific teacher evaluationlinstrument to be
used was dictated in policy by 11 jurisdictions.\

Evaluation time specification refers to wnen in the
school year evaluation should occur. Nine jurisdictions
included such specifications in thetpolicy documents.

As an indication of local variations'in teacher
evaluation.sensitivities, fiveijurisdictions explicitly stated
the permissibility of unannounced visits by evaluators to'

3

teachers’ classrooms and one jurisdiction ﬁpecifically

ey
prohibited such evaluations. 74, .
e S

Guidelines and procedures univegsally addréssed the times

that evaluations should occur fpr staff of varying employment

I R i

classifications’“ These data’ are preéentedvin Table 8.&:

N

Teachdrs who .are néw to a jurisdictioh and on - temporary
contract received th@ most inkense 1eve1 of formalvteacher
evalhation twent? of the policy documents required two, three

|
or more formal evaluations in, the first year of teaching

.

LT
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lTe‘nixred teachers holding iﬁterim certificates, whc are
eligible for permanent .‘certificatio‘n after two years of
teaching, received a comparatively moderate level of scrutiny '
under teacher evaluation policies. All 30 of thehpolicies
reqtlired on?, two, or.moi:e formal evaluations ‘to support
recommendations for pefmanent certification.

»

i \f 2 - N )
Tenured teachers holding permanent certification received

compq%

x%l* minimal levels of evaluation Twenty-three of

isd 'Eé:ional policies required tenured, permanently

o certified teachers to be evaluated only once every three to

five years.

A Y . ) ‘.‘.'

Appeal)l Procedure

Appeal procedure was the one policy standard which the

Alberta Department of Education required local school ' ) £
T t ‘7’ “a
jurisdictions to include in their teacher evaluation policy et

documents Each jurisdiction was required to submit the

o

teacheg .evalwtion. policy document to one of five Regional

offices’ of Education in the province for review, presumably to
L4

oY
¥

- assure th_at:“aﬁ' 'appeal procedure was included.

The 30 teacher evaluation policy documents were analyzed

‘to determine the structure of the appeal process. These

‘results are summarized in Table 8.5. '



eome
R 1

156 °

OTable 8.5

Frequency of Appeal Procedures Identified in the
- Analysis of Policy Documents

>

Appeal Procedures I 3 .

Appeal Levels’

First -evaluator ., 9
" -asst. superintendent : 2
-superintendent * 15
-school board/supt. 1
a
Second -superintendent L 10
-school board : ) 9 -

. L ‘L £
Third -school board . ‘ 8
Appeal timelines specified | ' 20
Appeal basis specified ' - o '8
Identifies provincial/federal _ 5

appeal options

No appeal‘process, C : . 3

Note: asst.=assistant, supt.=superintendent

Notable varistion was ebident among policy dccuments
regarding the first level of appeal. Half of the policies
specified the superintendent as Lhe first 1eve1 of appeal;
hewever 30 per cent identified the evaluator who authored the
contentious report to be the first level of appeal Larger
systems with more specialized central office staffing

structures specified the assistant,superintendent as the first

level of appeallin two jurisdictions{;vThe schcol boatd.wss

identified as a first level appeal  in one'jurisdiction, but

L. B
.

. R °
e .
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for procedural appeals only% matters of substance were to be
appealed tonthe superintendent in this jurisdiction.,

Second level appeals were directed to superintendents or
the school board.  In districts where‘the superintendent was"
the second level of appeal the board was. left’ either as the

)

third level of appeal in eight junisdictiogs‘or no third level

Appeal timelines were specified in 20 of the pO%éCya L. ﬁf‘*; RS
i ‘ N . B <
% A ’ P ,:“)
documents. Few policy documents specified the bases og g IR &
. ) R Y ..é:'éfi\i‘- ?7\
appeal. Most policies were silent regarding under what» E O 'l.:;s arl

‘ Y
circumstances an appeal might be launched K Policy‘documents s e LA S
e 'f‘ :

that did specify grounds usually identified the circumstance

of a teacher disagreeing with the content or conc&usions of anf

"
[

”*',jluation report. One policy distinguished between process»
”"EEhisubstance grounds for appeal - RN “"\{fi‘v'gi&:'hﬁ';
| Only five policy documents identified»the existence ofb‘

:provincial or federal legislation which might be available to’ o

support an appeal beyond the appeal procedures available ‘to. a

teacher within their jurisdiction =

Lastly, three of the 30 policyvdocuments contained no l.:
appeal process even. though this was one of the policy
standards of the Department of Education One of the three
noted the possibility of appeal without specifying any det@ils

regarding procedures. The other two policy documents were

written in 1983, before the Departmental appeal.requirementyo
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and one‘of these two policy documents was inqthe process of"’
revision at the timg this study was conducted.

a

Teacher Evaluation Instruments

Evaluation instruments were analyzed to determine the

similarities and differences that existed between

“jurisdictions. lAs noted above, 11 teacher evaiuétion.policies

mandated the use of a spécific instrument. These ingtruments
were colleéted as were instruments in use by évaluative
pgrlonnel in the remaining jurisdictions which did not specify
evaluation instruments in pqlicx.
The results of the analysis of evaluation instrument
forméts is presented in Tables 8.6 and 8.7.
Table 8.6

L]

-~ Frequency of Teacher Evaluation Instrument Formats

Instrument Formats f

Rat;ng-5cales:ah& anecdotal - ’ ‘ 15
'tAne¢dptall; with criteria - 9
.. . " N N ' " N \ .

Anecdotal - no criteria 3

Lo g SRR . , I

"Evaluators choice ' ‘ 2

S ' ) . . . \

‘Rating scales .~ - . = ) : 1

=
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: '. bf‘
Table 8.7 /)

Frequency of Teacher Evaluyation Instrument
Structure and’ Content'

Pl

Structure and Content . o . f ,
" ) / A ’
o ..P g
. Teacher signature required = . 16

@'_d': o " o o t) - . ‘

‘ "Consolidated/summary report oo . 7
Evaluation purpose indicated - : ,41~}' V7V .
Appeal route. stated on‘form e :‘ ' : 3 v
‘Teacherbrole,expectatigna e ]ﬂ ' _f" o 2
Pre/post conference detailed 5{5 L 2,7

- ’, N . ‘ : N ,,’/I'\\'
Rating scale defined ' ' S Do w2
Policy/philosophy stated AP R j?" 2

i

Al
%

,’ . .‘ / .v /' V.‘
Anecﬁotal or open-ended formats-were frequeptly used in
o , . ) . ‘: | ‘_' N
evaluating teachetrs in Alberta. Such formats were used in

cénjunction with evaluation criteria'or ratiné‘acaies in 27 of
K% . : L T

" the 30 jurisdictions sampled. -

Teacher evaluation inetruqente”yere further analyzed to
compare the internai structure andrcontent. This,ihvolVed;
identifying what was included in the evaluation. 1nstruments
and' how the content was organized The»analysis summarized in
Table 8. 7 indicates that there is a marke@ degree of
divergence in. internal structure between the teacher
evaluation instruments used by Alberta schogl jurfsdictions

‘ Twenty policy documents mandated teacher signatures as an

: indication that the individual teacher had seen and/or

R

£,
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N

‘diégpssed the results of the evaluation. However, only 16 of
6 Q14 . .

w, appeal process; Two instruments included teacher role

. expectations; however, many instruments included evaluaﬁion
criteria which achieves the same objective of clarifying the
criteria on which teéchgrs are evaluated.

Post-evaluation conferences were requited by most

" jurisdictions, but details regarding such conferences were
included in only two of the evaluation instrﬁments. Rating
scales‘were included in half of the instrumeﬁts, but were
defined in only two of the instruments. Underlying
philosophies were clarified in neérly half of ;he policy
documents analyzed, but again such statements were present in

just two of evaluation instruments.

Congruence with Policy Implementation

Analysis of interview data demonstrated that the most
frequently perceived policy intents at the local level were

improvement of instruction, board accountability,'and
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- personnel decisions. The:policy intent of enhancing the
teaching profession, that is, providing for professional
development, was npt pér;éivéd as a policy intent by policy
implementors at eithe?»the provincigl or the local level. ,\zg;

Analysis of policy documents demonstrated that all of the
documents specified the policy intent of improving instruction
but only 53 per cent specified the intent of professional
development. Provincial policy (A;berta Education, 1984b:72) v
specifically“@;d}ntified the intent of "professi‘ growth and
development of teachers."

Policy imglementors were asked during second phase

,Qinterviews if policy expectations were clear with respect to
their role responsibilitieg. Administrator respondents
expressed little confusion regarding their policy related
responsibilities. Teachers, however, were the least clear
regardingttheir teacher evaluation role tesponsibilities. The
policy documents analysis revealed that superintendents and
principals were most often identified as having specific role
responsibiiities. 0; the other hand, teachérs' rolés were
addressed in'only i7 per cent of the'pglicy documents.

Lastly, policy iﬁplementors were asked if they were
satisfied with thésmethods used to assess teacher performance.
The strongest single theme to emerge from this question was
the preference expressed by many respondents for anecdotal
evaluation reporting formats.: The“analysis of teacher

‘evaluation documents revealed that anecdotal formats, used

N
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either independently or in conjuction with rating scales,

occurred in at least 90 per cent of the jufisdictions sampled.

Piscussion

Although a philosophical statement within a policy
document advocating prioritization of implementation or a .
positive/imgiementation environment cannot guarantee that such

processes actually occur, statements advocating processes such

N

as ﬁhese are desirable. Besides defining the underlying
philosophy, such statements clarify the local jurisdict?oﬁsf

Poiicy standards aéd thereby suppért the policy intents which

local poliéy implementors are responsible for carrying out.

The factlthat imglemento;s perceived policy ihtents at the

local level to be more formative than provincial policy

intents may ‘be dug, in part, to local policy documents

explicating intents more throughly+through the underlying -
philosophies examined above.

In terms 6f the content of the policy documents,
personnel decision making as a function of teachef evaluation
was a more important purpose than brofessional development of
teachers. This emphasis in the docume;ts is related to the
perception of policy implementors that the intent of enhancing
the profeséional development of teachers is largely ab;enti

The relative absence of teacher role responsibilities in

policy documents represented an area where a jurisdictional
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review of the documents could provide an avenue to create
greater teacher ownership of teacher evaluation policy.
‘Policy documents that did not contain specific

explication of personnel role responsibilities generally

relied on iﬁﬁlicit role delineation. Such documents could be

reviewed by jurisdictional staff to determine whether

personnel ;dle resﬁonsibilities had been adequately undérstéod
in these jurisdictions.

Tenured teachers holding permanent certification received
comparatively minimal levels .of evéluation. TQenty-three of

the jurisdictionallpolicies required tenured, permanently

certified teachers to be evaluated only once every -three to

five yepfs. During the second phase interviews with teachers,
two réspopdents commented that teacher evaldation Qas viewed
by'teng;éd'teachefs as an issue priéarily %gfectiﬁg thg
non-tenﬁfedistaff. These figures help expiéin why‘ﬁhese two
interﬁiewéés held tﬁis point of view. A .
Alberta Education (1980:13) reported the resuits of a
survey of certificated staff evaluation practices in Alberta
and compared the results of the 1980 survey with a similar
survey reported by Holdaway and Riekief(1977). Thése(data_
indicated that éenured teachers were evaluated annually by
only six per cent of Albe;ta school jurisdictioﬁs in 1977 and
by 11 per cent 1ﬂ 1980. This compares to ﬁhe,lo per cent of

saﬁpled Jurisdictions who réquired annual evaluation of

. - . ) A%
tenured staff in 1987. Apparently, the 1984 teacher

-

P
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evaluation policy mandates of the Department of Education have
not substantially altered the practices of school

jurisdictions relative to the evaluation of tenured teachers,

B3

Tﬁe same survey of Alberta Education (1980:13) reported
that untenﬁred teachers, either firs;-year or new to the
system, were evaluated annually by QO per cent of Alberta
ééhool jurisdictions.. Teacher evaluation policies in 1987
required annual evaluation of untenured teachers in 33 per‘

.
cent of %pe jurisdictiohs and two or more evaluations a year
in 67 per'cent'of the jurisdictionsi These dafa indicate that
mandated teaéher evaluation>by the Department of Education has
beenviﬁteréreted at the local level to mean that untenured
teachers shouid feceive‘the primary attention unde? the poiicy

initiatives of the Departhent. However, the two policy goals

stated by che D epent of Education -- that of improving

instruction’ k the professional development of

teachers -- kdrily suggest an inordinate emphasls

“of teacher evat® 'Jon'untenurgq staff.
Levels of appeal are, in many instances, a function of
the size of the district. 1In small jurisdictions where the

superintendent is heavily involved in the direct evaluation of

teachers, there is little recourse within the stchtﬁre of the
. & * »
jurisdiction but to have the school board act as the appeal

mechanism after the sdperinCendent. Other alternatives,

N 4

however, may be available outside of the jurLsdictiéhél

organizational structure. For example, appeal bodies made up

VS



'q-w:

afy

165

of senior”administrators in a region, or of ‘education
_professionals hired on!a contract basis are two possible

alternativesfl The.fact that few appeals have arisen, as noted
'?in the second phase interview results, suggest that various‘

alternatives to overly parochial appeal structures may

eventually he'needed.. ,

v

. Appeal timelines were specified in 20 of the poliqy{

.’»9

T v

doé&hents Timelimes are useful for all parties in an appeal

process in,eliminating uncgrtainty‘regarding when specific
. {.. . o _
actions must be taken in order to maintain the right to

‘appeal. .Where'a policy document lacks clearly speg}fied

- timelines they should‘be added. The question of how specific '
N

‘and what details should be included in the appeal procedures

D

representep another area for'further review and adJustment-of

policy documents within jurisdictions. By requiring teacher

]

involvement in a’ review-of appeal processes a means by which
_teachers can attain greater ownership of the teacher

* evaluation policy ma$ be'pkovided.«

-

A high degree of similarity between teacher evaluation
-

. instruments may not necessarily be desirable if the evaluatlon

purposes are tailored to- meet unique needs within a particular

w

school Jurisdiction -However the analysis summarized above

;.
- M ‘ P 4 -

does point out a marked degree of divergence in internal

structure_between #he teacher evaluation instruments used by

Alberta school jurisdictionsrl The.categories reported in

Table_8.7_represent_potentially_useful"additions to evaluation

-
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instruments which lacked them. Only three instruments

included a statement about thenappeal process. This item

would be useful since many teachers may not have ready access

.to the appeal procedures defined in teacher evaluation policy

-

documents.

P

Summary

The greatest similarities ambotig the;pqlicy documents
analyzed in this chapter involved the policy intent of

improving instruction and the specification of evgluation .

Y

. . : ‘ e,
schedulés relative to a teacher's employment status. Policy

\ « ! . 3

-

reqpiredénts for mandatory evaluation of permanently
certified,vtenuredlteachers didlnot differ markedl? in the.
19<%é86 pelicy documents analyzed for this?st;dy than"from,
data reported in a 1980 survey of teacher evaluation practices
in Alberta (Alberta Education 1980: 13) Mandated teacherx

evaluation has been interpreted at the local levhl to mean

" that untenured teachefs should receiVe the primary emphasisg

. ‘under the policy initiativesvof the'bepartment. _However, thé/<~*

1

.two'policy'goals stated by tﬁelDepartment'of.Education .- that'

of improving instruction and assuring the professional

development of teachers = does not necessarily suggest an .

blnardinate emphasis of teacher evaluation on untenure& staff.

Apeeal procedures were present in most policies Appeal

G oo
procednres,WhOWever; demonstrate¢ a narked lack of similarity ¢
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with respect to appeal‘timelipés and the bases of appeal. Few
documents identified provincial or federal appeal options
which may exist outside the local appeal procedures, such as
are defined in the Aibgrta School Aét (1973) .

Analysis of the congruence between teacher evaluation (/’—

poliéy implementation findings and policy documents and®

evaluatioﬁ instruments demonstrated that all docémehts
specffied the policy intent of improving instruction, but only
about half spécified the,intentdof professional developmeﬁt.
Supcrintendehts-and prinéipals were most often .identified a:
‘having specific.role résﬁonéibil%cies; however, teachers'’

‘roles relative to teacher evdluation policy was addressed in

only about one-fTfth of the policy documents.
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‘of tepcher evaluation policy in Alberta?

.‘%‘i‘

CHAPTER 9
Summary, Conclusions and Implications

In this chapter are presented a summary of the purposes,

methodology and finoings of the study along with a number of

"conclusions. In addition, the implications of the study for \

theory development, for practice and for further research are

)

discussed.

Problems and Sub-Problems

The Alberta Department of Education in 1984 required

local schoor‘jurisdictions to implement a policy on teacher

eyaloation by June,-1985.§\$Pis study examined the degree of

follows:

1. What events affected the adoption and implementation

v
P
. d

< " .a. What were the practical poliqy intents of ‘the

N s
K ' - .

policy ma%;xs? R B ')~u -

v

b. What were the anticipated ideal policy intents

. ) ’
of the policy makers? B f

3

c. How did‘social stru%tures or informal networks

. P2 .

o

A " : - ’ . : . T " ' . 't
- . ' .. L
, .

.A.', ‘ . . »f e 168>.



. impleﬁentors affect”poliéy implementatfop?

‘extent were these similar?
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d. What were the policy makers"perceptions with
respect to the current status and possible future outcomes of

teacher evaluation policy?'

2. What were the policy intents as perceived by poficy
implementors?. Were theé perceptions of intents held)y policy

makers and by implementors similar?

3. How have policy standards and résou?ces affected

teacher évaluation policy implementation?
f .

4. How have communications, enforcement strategies,
characteristics of the implementing agencies, bolitioal'
enviroriments, and the socio-economié erivironments affected

teacher evaluation,poricy implementatiqn? o ; ““\;%

5. In what wd§s‘dfﬂffhe disposition of the policy

)\.

6. What were_;hé poficyNeffects as perceived by the

policf‘mﬁkers,aﬂd by_the‘policy'implementors,,aﬁd to what

i
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..

8. ‘What future adjustments to teacher:evaluation polic§
implementation processes were perceived to be desirable by

policy makers and policy:3mplementors?
4 ' _ / oy
9. What were the similarities and differences evident in

Alberta school jntisdictinns' teacher evaluation policies and

instruments?

-

‘In additlon the study examinéd the value of the Van Horn:-

and Van Meter (1977) policy implementation model in assessing
v

the implementation of teacher evaluation policy

o
ot *

:, /

ﬁ ‘ Résearch ‘Methodology:

ptive survey or case survey (Dunn,

[y

The study was a desc
1981:297) which involved the 1dentificat16n and “analysis of
factors that 3§count(;cr variations in the implementation of

policies. Th;» ethod requires the reseanéher first to’

develop a case_ odin schemelof categories;that Capture key;
compcnentsvéf‘?olfcy 1ﬁpdtsf gfocessesﬁfehtnuts\an&/cl
1mpacts . | " J |
- The ‘data require; for: the study were obtained through

~interviews and documentaty analysis. The first phase of the

study was primarily qualitative involving semi*itructured

xnterv1ews with selected key decision makers and leaders 1p

~ . o
.

) the development “of teacher ivaluation policy in Alberta

Snowball sampling with key leaders and decision makers was

4 ' ' at
o

x§
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used to identify this sample. The major purpose of the first

phase interviews was to determine the background, the purposes

and intents of teacher evaluation poiicy, and the policy -

i : ‘
makers '’ perceptions of, the degree of implementation of teacher

i

[4
evaluation in the province.

Interview schedules for the second phase oflthi'study
- were constructed to solicit responses from the poliey
implementors, namely, from teachers, g;incipalsvand
superintendenp; or their designates regarding theif
perceptions of teacherveveluation policy'implementatiog. The
findings from the first pﬁase ipterviebs with policy makers
and the eight variable clusters identified in the policy
implemen;atiod model developed by.Ven ﬁgrn and Van Meter
(1977) were uSed'in the developdent’of the items for the
\sec?nd phase intefviews.
"™ Content analysis of the interviews in_tﬁe second phase of

the study identified pattefﬁs_of responses In relation Eo the
. y M )

l;esearch problems and the Van Horn and Van Meter, (1977) modef?

~
-

. . &

e Thirty of 1&6 active Alberta school jurisdictions were

randomly selected from the Alggx § choo l giggiction List,

. 12§§ for‘inclusion iT this study: In order to assure a

fepresehtative saﬁpie of jufisdictib f- the population of .

fuj!sdictions was stratified on che basis of type of
T ;T s . » ’

G v -

“ar
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o~

-:.jurisdiction and geographic zone : Jurisdictions Qere-then

selected from each stratified grouping using a random numbers

. 2
bl N . .
v T . . : —_—

’ table R -'A=“'-;.,‘ S _"“ S ; ’pa"i- .

(3

Azarranged‘with the supenintendent or designate and ‘a

>

"and aﬁteecher from the same school were rpndomly chosen from

the jnrisdiction s staff list.. The 90 school jurisdiction
. interviews began on October 28, 1986 and were completed»hyi‘

" February 23, 1987.

-

o Teacher evaluation policy documents obtained‘froﬁ-eech’

oy

o lﬁrisdiction in the sample were studied using a content

Menalysis procedure. In addition, school administrators

1‘f{interviewed were asked for coples of recording and_reporting

" forms -which they used for teacher evaluation. A content

‘analysis of these instruments was carried out.

I3

&

f ‘Conceptual Framework

The Van Horn and Van‘Meter (1977) conceptuel'model

’

designed to’ investigate .the’ policy implementation process was'

.,ﬁadapted to guide this studyf The Van Horn and Van Meter mode\“k

::,\
‘represented a: conceptual framework that appeered comprehensive

i \, ¢
and logical given 1its edherence to a systems theory and ..

'organizational theory conceptuelizacion of .the policy - ’j 4

LN

implementation process. Fprther poF{&y theqrists such agw. St

Berman (1978) ‘and O Toole (1986) have argued for studies to

\

| Within each of the 30 jhrisdictions, intervieWS'wgii.f',
pPr cipal A

AR
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i

tegtjemérging policy implemenation models such as that
.'prbvided by Van Hotn’and Yan Meter. While their model was
:intended to guidewanalysis of fedgral gove%nment policy

1&p1gmentat§qn;ét the sﬁate and local levels in the United
;tétegg it was antiéitét;d that the model would apply equally
weli,to troyinciai‘policy implementation at the local leteL?in
 Canaa;. Inq§2yelopiﬁg their conceptual model, Van Horé and
,‘Van Meter (igg};lol) stated that theyv"Were_guided primarily

 'by organizational theory lf{erature; and more specifically, by

the,work in the area of or aizationalvchangé tinnovation) and

control.”
. Policy implementation is defined by Nan Horn and Van

Meter (1977:103) as "encbmpassing thoée”%ftions by public and
. : R

ptivate individuals (or gyxoups) that -t the achievement of

objectives set forth in prior decision

Coe

~ Van Horn and Van Metér's (1977:1% conceptual

framework is composed of eight “variabt *%iusters" including:

1) policy resources, 2) policy standards which have been

interp;o%?d as input variables, 3. communications 4)

enforcements Szleqonomic.and social conditions 6)
characteristicéipf implementiﬁg agencies, 7)‘the.politic;1
lconditions andg§>'disposition.of implementors as process
variables which affect local implementation efforts to achieve'
\\Eg}icy performance ”1 The disposition of the implementors'

"vvariable is largery'affectqd'by che.scc;ons offthe othgr seven”

s

[¢]
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variables. Policy performance is the output variable in this Zu,'
. ' C /" .
systems theory based model. : * @ AQ
© ' - N -

These "variable clusters” were used; in conjunction with

By

findings from interviews with policy makers, to define'tﬁe
questions addressed to policy implementors regarding their

peérceptions of the policy ,_imp,lementation proceas. . ; ﬁ}, )
HNE s
,‘..‘ i ;@

; vt‘”.

Interviews vith Policy Makers

-

The first te;garch problem was addressed in the interviews
N ) ' 4
with policy makers. These problems and sUb-problems are
reviewed and discussed in the following ’sub-sections.

@

Events Affecting Policy Adoption

‘Teacher evaluation poricy adoption by the Alberta
Department of Education can be described as an eﬁolutionary
response to a series of evenits dating from 1971 and even

-earlier. _The chanée to locally appointed superintendents from

<

Department appointed superintendents in 1971 represented a

G -

loss of direct control- by the - Department of Education over

superintendent roles related to teacher evaluation.
Respondents indicated a high degree of consensus = . | f *g

regarding sevetal factors which affected the adoption of

teacher evaluation policy by the Alberta Department of _ o )f

'.£ducation -including;, im order of importance

-




1Y)

2)

3)

4).

5)

6)

8)

' necessary in response to the abave.

7/

v

the general absence of routine teacher evail
under locally appointed superintendents;

the breakdown in the Teaching Professith‘Ac;

e 175
%
o
2y
uatH n
%,

negotiations between the Department of Education

and the Alberta Teachersf Association;

the perception among senior manageﬁént in the

Department of Education of need for improvement in

diffuse public demands for accountability;

specific concerns regarding the need for

the quality of instruction and the existénce of

teacher evaluation;by the Alberta Premier and

Caucus;

/ .

the dpportunity of linking teacher evaluation

’ »
to a policy driven, post-audit program

accountability thrust by the Department of

Education;

implementation of student evaluation ﬁolicy and the

e

the political connection between provincial

need for concomitant teacher evaluation policy;

lack of independent action on teacher evaluation by

tﬁe Alberta Teachers’ Association or local

“

jurisdictions; and,

o

of Education regarding the policy directions

1:»9

.

4

consensus among senior management in the Department

QEV
i q&%‘
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Events Affecting Policy Implementation

Teacher evaluation policy implementation was strongly

affected by a specific environmental event, the Keegstra

" incident, and by the internal development of the Management

- and Finance Plan (MFP) of the Alberta Department of Education.

Most first phase interviewees perceived the Keegstra
incident, a widely publicized case involving an Alberta
teacher who was dismissed for teaching anti-Semitic doctrine
in‘his Social Studies classes (David, 1983), as a eatalyst to

| .
teacher evaluation policy implementation. This incident was

" seen as limiting the potential resistance of the Alberta

L‘sTeachers" Association, and in keeping public awareness of the -

2.

¢ issue high. The Keegstra incident demonstrated‘how'en

extraneous, environmental event can dramatically affect the

policy implementation process LJ

o ' The Management aqﬁ F%nance Plan of the Alberta Department
of Education represented an important teacher evaluation
policy implementation mechanism. The high visibility of the
MFP, end the’commitment eo.it by the seﬁior management in the
Department, coupled wirh the symbolic 1if net real requirement
that the policy'be imelemeneed by local jufisdicfiqns as a
pferequisite for‘funding, resulted in the policy maker

interﬁiewees-perceiving it as a powerful implementation

. Fd ' -
instrument.
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Other factors which were identified by a few policy

makers as positively affecting the implementation prbcess

o

included:

§¢” Q1) the support of the Alberta School Trustees’ E

o : ! TAVIR
71{\fAssociation and the Council of Alberta School.

§

Superintendents;
2) the visible and practical support of the Department.

of Education sponsored Mireau inservice materials;

and,

3) the then Minister of Education’s interest in

‘e@valuation in educational systems.
lew '

Factors which were identified by some of_the’pdlicy

makers as negatively affecting the implementatioﬁ process

’

Jncluded:

1 the'Alberta‘Teacheré’ Association.position

specifyihg a distinction between formative and
. (,‘«' . * . . ©

summative evaluation as a barrier to implementation;

- 2) the Department’s requirement of teacher evaluation "

- (

policy approval wﬁich éerved as a potential source
of mi§understanding with local jurisdictions

regarding the Dgpartmentfslrole in local policy

formulaticn;

3) ‘the undar -supply of staff skilled in teacher.

A
evaluation; ; : . - -
. ) . \ ) ‘ R . . -
4) resistance both within Regional offices and in the

field to role shifts from consulting to monitoring

.

v :
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in the Department’s Regional Offices of Education;
and,

“

5) the difficulties associated with the teacher

evaluation appeal prgcess in small jurisdictions.

Policy Intents

L

. w‘. - -
Senior personnel 'in the Department of Education expressed

a high degree of consensus regarding the intents of teacher
evaluation policy. All respondents within the Department
concurred with the focus on improvement of instruction and

: : %
most .saw it as a mechanism to improve teacher professionalism.

2 - - B
&

Social Structures

QpInformal ﬁetwérksvor their‘absen?e playea an 1mport§antﬁ-Q
role ‘in the development of teacher evalﬁatiop poliqy.in
Alberta. 'Specifiéally;-informal éontacts Qi;ﬁ ché Alberta

-,  School Trustées' Association prévided for better

* communications between théJDepartment Qf Education and that _“

body. The absence of informal communication mechanisms

‘between the Department and the Alberta Teachers' Assoclation °

Q‘f”‘ " may have exacerbated the tensions between the ATA and the

Department with respect to teacher evaluation pblicy
/ . .

development.
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~ Ideal Policy Intents/Current Status
. > - - .

Ideal policy intents and requirements needed to enhance
implementation of ,teacher evaluation policy included ' T

1) more ef?ective personnel resources,'
13

. 2) better liaison.with the Alberta Teachers'’

» l‘-‘Associétion and'nniversitiee regarding'support

;trudtures;"A , (
3) institutionalization of teacher evaluation with
evaluation seen as a need instead of a threat;

4) .increased reéources, especially in small

N
N

jurisdictions; - ) N e e
5) more research and development on teacher s
N ‘ . . B :
evaluation processeS' and,
6) a clear focus on the improvement of teaching ' r
and xesultant student learning o N

“\ ( Policy makers did not believe teacher evaluation policy

.

initiatives would dissipate; however, they also did not think

. - :
that iqflementation was anywhere near complete.

'Interviews.vithokQLicy&Inplementors

Research problems two through eight were addressed in the
‘ . o,

"intervieﬁ§:with'polic§'implemeﬁgors...Ihese research problems

are reviewed and discussed in tne fellowing sub-sections.
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Polic In ents Congruence
) \ B ’ M .
Policy intents or purposes as defined by policy makers

were shown to be more congruent with the perspectives of

¢

policy implementors at the‘jurisdictional level than at the
+ provincial level. The policy intent of providing for
professional growth and'development’of teachers was generally

tnot perceived by policy implementors

. ®

The policy implementors in the field perceived the

purposes or: intents of teacher evaluation at the provincial

— - 3
level largely as a demonstration of .accountability or a

R : ; _ :
- Department of Education response togpolitical-events, One- |

-

- third »f the respondents_perceived the intent of improving -
~teaching; however, only one respondent identified enhancement
‘of the teaching profession as an intent of'provinc1al policy

On the other hand, 7& of 90 respondents~identified :

&

A .
improvLment of teachiﬂg as ~an intent. of teacher evaluation
‘ Y

5 -
»policy‘at the jurisdictional‘levelhvsuggesting‘that a
' SN o
transition of this policy intent between organizational levels

R | . ' S
,had occurred, Implementors perceived teacher evaluation

policy at éhe provincial level to have a‘snmmative emphasis
- and" at - the jurisdictional level to have a fotmative emphasis

" The enhancement of the professional status of teaching as

~a policy intent was also absent at' the jurisdictionalvlevel.
3

..
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" Policy Standards and Resources

area was also Yargely untested with none of the 30

AR R R €

-
H

[

. “'

Due process requirements as a policy standard have not

presented any dlfficulties for policy implementors but this

Ve

-

jurisdictions sampled'reporting ah appeal to the formal stage.

e

Concerns were expressed primarily by superintendents about

v

problems associated with appeal procedures in small

jurisdictions{ ,

Policy résources wetre not ‘assessed through direct

questions in second phase interviews but content analysis of

~ the . interviéw database revealed that concerns over "time" as'a

»

" resource for teacher evaluation policy implementation occurred

0} .\_
1

frequently o o h o S 32

o Within the Alberta context the varjable clusters, policy

"standards and policy Tesources reflected minimal provincial

involvement relative to teacher evaluation policy :
/ M ) ’ ' " : .
implementation. .. : , . .

General ImgreSSions'of the Policy Implementors

.

General impressions»of poficy implementors revealed'that,

superintendents were most positive regarding teacher e

evaluation policy implementation while teachers were least

positive. However,vteachers expressed a greater number of

N .
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positive than negative comments regarding their general .
e . ‘ R
impressions of teacher evaluation policynimplementationa.

. CE RS . L S X - A
T . . ; . . \

N

. . . i .
Communications regarding role reSponsibilities relative
to teacher evaluation were clearer for administrators than . for
‘1\ . .
teachens

Po Enforcements. e . »

'with“mixed,support for,provincial enforcement 'strategies. . '

Administrators vieWed the normative and coercive
enforcements used tq induce teacher cooperation with teacHer.
evaluation policy mdre positively than did teachers However,

the emphasis on improvement of instruction given to
- . . .

jurisdictional level policy intents was apparent in the

preponderance of normative enforcement strategies reported by

.;‘/_ admihistrators at the local level *of implementation

.-~ '

Twenty-seven superintendents-reacted either favorably‘or
N . . oy . P
b
t

However 18 superintendents made suggestions regarding how )

provincial enfoxcements might be adjusted

~

Chdracteristics of the implementing agency refers €o the

technical capacity'of the schoolt?urisdiction to implement .

i
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policy. 1In 12 of the 30 jurisdictions sampled, principals

‘were primarily responsible for all teacher eyaluetioni with

. -
- . -
-

“ - central. office personnel'providing only a‘backup role when
needed. In the other 18 jurisdicti&ns in the studyr ‘téacher

evaluation was a shared responsibility between principal and

superintendent. )

N

B T ‘. ~

.Political Environments -

o

TV o . Lo o ‘ ) : o
‘%%’Q In: those jurisdictions where teacher evaluation was seen
‘as'a local issue,'it was perceived to be of a minor nature'

usually based on community dissatisfacuion with an individual SN

o { N
teacher Significantly, no second phase respondent indicated [
that teacher evaluation had been a major political issue in

v

the jurisdiction.

.
v

: - . ’ -
Socio-Economic Environments

This variable cluster was the most elusive to tap given g

;the specific policy being studied and the context of

o = implementationL Pilot questions in tne'second phase

G ‘interviews did not survive the interyiew schedule'development'
‘process to assess the socio-economic-variable cluster‘
.directly.b In eddition,'tbeibackgrbund ltterature reviewldid e
s not identify;local socio-economic factors.as being important

for the implementation of teacher evaluation policy.
Socio-economic £actors which were identified as important R

A



Y

‘seemed to befadequately covered by the otherhseven'variable

: clusters of the Van Horn and Van Meter model- relative to the

particular application of the model in, the current study

sposition of the nplementors -
B \\' Analysis of the crucial process varia le,-- disposition
of the implementors .- f%vealed a substanti 1 base of support

4

for teacher evaluation policy by teachers and administrators

" However, the-presence of a.number of concerns, if not

' addressed could- resuf@\in increased resistance by teachers to.

implementation of teacher evaldation policy in Alberta

¥

Inadequate time for implementation 7f teacher evaluation

. l X
policy was ' the problem most frequently mentioned by .o
implementors - A o
. L ,,\— hd -

) Teachers and pr}neipals also exhibited close agreement

a

regarding 1) thg need for evaluators to have more training and

. an improved empirical basis for evaluation 2) the existence

of role confusion between summative‘and formative evaluative

«

efforts and 3) the lack of - direction'with respect to the

overall teacher evaluatipn procésses
— : ’ .

More than half:of the.90 respondents believed the _ -

o R . : ISR : ’ LT

Department of Education”s commitment to teacher evaluation’
policy-implementation to have weahened or were not sure.
Administrators held this perspective more often than did

teachers At the local level superintendents perceived their

184 :
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" school -boards to be maintaining a high’ commitment to, '

impfementing teacher evaluation policy.:

A

'

Polidx Effects‘~
, .

' Teachers defined " successful policy impleméntation as

. '
resulting §n evaluations that were informative and useful to .-

them, Administrative respondents however, tended ot to
identify this-desired effect ~ The policy implementors
vconceptualization of successful policy fhplementation was
relatively similar to the idealized policy inténts identified -

vhy the policy makers Teacher satisfaction with teacher
il .\
evaluation, useful and_informative evaluations,'and

administrative coamitment.to teacher evaluation were suggested

to be;indicative of the institutionalization’of teacher
evafuation'policy which policy makers stated wonldfhe an ideal

I's .
"condition. . . .

Ex‘éctat-ons for Full Im lementatio
Policy\mgggfs"indicated that theypdidinot believe teacher
evaluation policy-initiativesiwould dissipate; however, they
alsé didﬁnot think.thatﬁinplementation vas'anxghere near -
complete. ;A high proportion of administrator respondents,were
" willing to characterize teacher evaluation;poliCy'as.fully
Fimplemented, even though they-also identified‘areas where

4

vimplementation barriers existed.

\ ' !
T . <
\‘ N ’
W - "
«
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. F‘uturg_ﬁgjustm nts

‘teacher involvement in the PGrther development of”tegcher

" shaping tegcher evaluation in the-proﬁince;

.teacher evaluation procedures might also be future forces

A . 186

-

©. A communication gap existed between the expectations of

the ﬁdlicyjmake:s and the'poliqy implementors relative to a.
. : . . . | Y .

-

: . va . B .
realistic tigﬁline for full implementation ,0f teacher

N .
r

evaluat;oh policy.

. -
, ’ . “

»
o~

o

¢

- o

-

 'The responses of interviewees suggest that the future may

require the creation of procedures that will provide for more

L

evaluation processes in Alberta. 1In .addition, ﬁﬂe expertise

base and resources in support of teacher evaluation will need
. . . . .0 .

enhancement. Court cases questioning the expertise of

evaluators and collective agreement negotiations focusing on

¢

Analysis of Teacher Evaluation Policies ¢

The greé;::h\fimilar{Fiesamong the jbvpolicy documents

analyzea involved.the policy intent of improvingAihstfuctidn
. A T . :

- and the Sbecification of various evaluation schedules relative

to a teacher'’s gmpioyment'ﬁtatﬁé.a These were the only coﬁtént»
areas which all policy documénts_add:ésséd. -Most policies
also addressed the diSpbsition‘gf teaéher:evaluation'repbft§ 

Policy requirements for{ﬁandatory evaluation of

-permanéhtly“cgftified,fténured-teachers did not vary -

-
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Significantly from figutres reported in a 1980 survey of ’
teacher evaluation practices in Alberta”EA‘Berta Education,
1980:13) which demonstrated that untenured or’temporarily'

certificated teachers were the primary focus of teacher

evaluation policies.
. . .
Analysis ongeacher Evaluation, Instruments :

- [

Evaluation instruments were analyzed to determine the

similarities and differences that existed between m

jurisdictions relative to, the organization and content of . the

instruments Instruments were found to vary extensively
regarding what prerequisite information was provided or -

required as- a function of the evaluation

.

K4

" Policy and Instrument'Congtuence with Study Findings

Policy documents and evaluatiOn instruments were compared

to policy implementors' perceptions of policy intents and role
responsibilities

i’ The provincial policy intent of professional growth and
: development was’ largely absent in the perception of policy
1mp1ementors and in almost half of the policy documents

Policy implementors were asked during the second'phase

interviews if policy expectations were - clear with respect to

their role responsibilities Administrators expressedrlittle"

&3
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confusion regarding their policy related responSibilities.
Teachers, however, were the least clear'regarding\their
teacher evaluation role responsibilities The analysis of

poflcy documents revealed that superintendents and pr1nc1pals

were most often identified as. having specific role . ‘_. >

responsibilities On the other hand teachers 'roles relative

»
~

to teacher evaluation policy were addresSed in only a few of

5"1; The‘Vaiue of a folicy'Implementation Model

- The final research problem addressed in this study
-enamined the value of the Van Horn and Van Meter model in
assessing the implementation of teacher evaluation policy.»

Berman (1978: 179) and 0'Toole (1986”202) caution against'”f
atﬁﬁmpts to create a single predictive theory of policy
implementation. Any such,attempts are certain to be

*

: insensitive-to'the‘disparate contextual variables‘unique to a
particular'policy implementation initiative‘ Heuristic
models which facilitate the systematic and comprehensive
'collection of information ‘and which can be used by policy.
makers to-adapt the policy implementation process to a dynamic

,’environment hold the most promise in terms of theoretical
constructs which can inform policy makers!,  The Van Horn and

Van Meter model presents such .a heurisric device. The eight

variable clusters and the definitions Van Horn and Van Meter
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suggest, in conjonction"with first phase interview'results.
provided a blueprint for designing the strdEtured interview

schedule.ﬁor the second phase interviews with policy

~ ’ - A

implementors.

One'testamgnt to ‘the comprehensiveness of this model is

o

indic ated by the reactiog of the 90 second phase responden;s
‘'who were asked at the end of the interview if agything had .
been missed relative to their experience of teacher evaluation h
ipolicy implementation ‘Two- thirds of the respondents stated
- the interview had been sufficiently comprehensive that they
could not think of anything to add Of,the-one-third who did
add a closing comment, most were extensions of themes covered
. earlier in the interview which related directly to a variable -
cluster of " the Van Horn and Van.Meter model.

Mazmanian and Sabatier;(19§l:$) critique the»Yan Horn and

. Van Meter model. They comment as follows:
_the most comprehensive framework to date, namely,
 that of Van Meter and Van Horn, suffers from some of
the traditional defects .of abstract systems models.
Many of the factors in :their ‘model,’ while useful in
*. orienting one’s thinking, are essentially amérphous
categories rather than variables that can be easily
~+ operationalized. 1In additionm,- their framework does not
o identify which variables are controlled by various
actors and is, theréfore, unlikely to be of much use to
pelicy- practioners ’
Mazmanian and Sabatier (1981 5) are also concerned that
@ .

the Van Horn and Van Meter model is insensitive to the‘.

.. "linkage hetween individual behavi\f and the pdlitical

economic and legal context in which it [policy implementation]

~
~ -
A
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' ' N
,occurs W “Other concerns. of Mazmanian and Sabatier (1981 S)
relate to their belief that the-model underestimates "the

—

dbility of a statute to 'structure the‘implenentation

process", and that the model does not address "what might be

" termed thev’tractability or solvability of the problem(s)
‘vaddressed by a public policy "

LeTourneau (1981) used the Van Horn and Van Meter model
in a study of the policy implementation process related to the
creation of a French teacher training.institute‘in Manitoba.

He commented on both the positive‘and negative features of the\
. . L)

-model. On the positive side, LeTourneau (1981:188) stated,

. An important functional feature of this model is.dits

' categorizing capacity. That is, the model-made
possible .the categorization of the data in,such a way
as to remove some of the complexity and diffuseness
inherent in- policy implementation . . . .The model
therefore made possible a comprehensive description
by focusing on both' the micro and macro levels of
policy implementation.

" On the negative side leTourneau (1981:241) notéd that the-
model does not address the nature of ‘the policy to be’
»implemented, can create redundancy between categories of the
model, 1acksvdefinition and precision within the categbries_of
the model and disregards the shaping of the policy “

While Mazmanian ‘and Sabatier (1981) and LeTourneau (1981)
‘view the amorphous nature of the variable clusters as a
weakness of the Van Horn ‘and Van Meter model this

characteristic-can:be viewed as a strength. Amorphous o

variable clusters present an analytical framework which is
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suﬁficiently fluid ‘to permit adaptation of the model.to a
specific policy implementation context An’ essential question,
is how specific should a policy implementston mddel be -in
.order to dssure recognition of all ‘variables relevant-to a.
'policy implementation process without being 50 prescriptive
' that potential variables or interrelatio:ships are lost todthe

conceptual vision demanded by the model.

: The Van Horn.and Van'Meter mbdel as used in this'study
mas f‘ound adequate'for assessing the "l’solvapility" ofv the
socialaprohlems addressed by the policy. Speciéically; the .
characEEristics of the'implémenting.agoncy-and disposition of
~ the implementbrs“variable clusters seemed adequate in getting
a:\solvability questions relative to teacher evaluation.
Solvability is partially a function‘of-the residentvskills;
abilities and dispositions of the implementing agency

,\

personneliand €grget groups.
Some redundancy was noted between categories of the

model. The policy resources‘category -was adequately covered
‘by the other categories, however, this may have been less a
function of the model than of the specific policy under study

) . The structuring of implementation by statute can be
‘addressed by several variable clusters of the Van Horn and Van
Meter model, including policy standards and objectives,

resources, communications, enforcements and political o

"~ environments. - S

~

Y

-

2N
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While the Van Horngand Van Meter model has merit it also"
should not.be seen asstotally comprehen51ve for any given
;; policy implementation problem.’ 0 Toole’s (1986: 185- 188)
Zreview.of'the'policy implementation literature, Mazmanian and
Sabatier’'s (1981) and LeTourneau's'(1981):comments and this
research;}!s‘experienceewitﬁ the model identify several areas
- where polidy.researchers‘may want to“consiger variables not
ideniified in the Van Horn and Van Meter model Specifically,
_variables which assess the underlying causal theory or the
conditions which led to the policy being adopted may assist in
defining the policy objectives.and standards. The effect{of
the media.can be assessed“through‘study ofithe political
environment variable.cluster, but specificvconsideration.of

the media's role is warranted in cases where,the media

9

&
"A

actively intervene in the policy adoption or implementation

~'process Future oriented variables which address what happens
: I

::j;next are useful in anticipating needed changes to policy in

order tojenhance chances for sucessful implementation.
Further, the model calls for a hierarchical
organizational perspective and even though this point of view
might be moderated to some degree through such techniques as’
‘backward mapping the model is essentially top down. } ,l:l
The answer to the question posed above (regarding how‘

- specific a model is desirable) is likely context specific If

this is true, then no single model can or should emerge as the
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only model a policy researchef shoul& consider in Struétufing
a polipy_implementation study. |
Amorphohs yariables permit flexibiliﬁy, but also require

researcher skill in fleshiﬁg out the variable clusters CO’give
them validity. ﬁse of the Vaﬁ'Héfni-‘Van'Meter model without:
the requisite research skills would result in é relatively
meaningless application'gf tﬁe model. Perhaps the best advice
for policy resecrcher;_is to‘gdopt an eclectic view of the
-poiicy implém;ntatioﬁ-lipératute‘and to select elements from
models or theories that seem to best fif the panﬁicular
implementation problem being studied, and tq assure that steps -

are taken to demonstrate that’ the content validity of the

’ medelos) choosen is provided . for.

Cénclusions

»

Some general.conclusions caﬁ be drawn %rom this study.
‘These coﬁclusions,are summarized below.
| 1) Eélicy makers defiﬁedtthe.adoption of teacﬂér .
evaluation.ﬁolicy in Alberég as a long term.process'exteqding
over a pefibd of m;ny years; whereas ;olicy imp%gmentors
pgrceiQéd adoptidn of the policy bythe br?vinciaI’Depa?tmenQ
of Edﬁéatiqn-to be a short term feaqtion.to more recent
eveﬁﬁs. Divergent percepﬁions of thé)ratiqnale'fo; policy

adoption between policy makers and 1mp1ehéﬁt6rs'may result iﬁlg

misunderstanding of the intents of policy by implementors.
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‘Such misunderstandings may negatively affect the accuracy of

. N i
communications with policy implementors.

2) Policy implementation was greatly facilitated by a

highly publfcized event centering on an Alberta teacher’'s

_decertification, which demonstrates “that a Single

-

environmental event can have far-reaching effects on alpolicy

-

implimentatigg’p;pcess.

.3) Providing the opportunity to teachers for input'into-h

v

the formulation of local teaqhér evaluation pbliciés does ﬁot
guafaptée thép.suchio;pértunitiés will be realiéed.

4) Few jurisdictions had given a high pﬂiority,tb teacher
inseéviCe on teacher evaluaﬁion.' Sevefal édministratofs
commeﬁted that the.profeésionél dgveiopment concerﬁ/priorities

had passed on to other needs, and principals expressed a

greater need for additional inservice training than did the

superintendents.  Teachers and principals generally requiredA

e

regular'inservice opportuhities in support of fhéir respeqtive-
roles as defined in tgacher evaluation ﬁoliéygé

55 Tﬁé strongest single theme to eﬁergé from analf;is of
the Question‘about satisfaction.wifh evaluation methods: in use
was thé preference expressed by many'fégpondents for anécdqtal
ejalgation reporting‘formags; however, diVergence of opiﬁioﬁ
regarding>evalpation strategies supports'the wisdom of

designing evaIuatioﬁ,proéedufes to. fit local evaluation R

intents and expectations.

..»'n
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,6)'Political support for teacher evalnation does not
appear to have been a grass roots phenomenon thatdwaa_'
manifested through local political channels; The majority of -
school jurigdictions5sampled had taken no action or minimale'
action to‘communicate to their puhlics about'teacherv
evaluation policy implementation and thus engender greater.
'community support for contlnued implementation of this- policx
initiative. Political motivation for teacher evaluation
policy was percei;ed by implementors to be stronger at the
"provincial level- than at the local level. The disposition of;
implementors for teacher evaluation policy implementation is.
therefore, not likely to be:supported extensively from_the
-1oqal politigal,environment,l |

‘7) Principals, who are.crucial to the teacher,eﬁalnatiOn
process, expreesed their concern.oner'inadeqnate time and'.
resources. Teachers identified this area as a problem for
theirvprincipals almost as often as did the principals, adding
htheir support to the principals concerns ' That this problem
. was identified by so many respondents and is a recurrent item
in the literature on teacher eyaluation argoee for
implementation strategiealat'all»lerels'that'confront the
concern directly inforder to remoVe'it'asxa real or perceptoal
barrier_to edccessful‘implementation'of teacher evaluatiop

policy.

8) Most administrators seemed comfortable with a fa}rly‘

3

superficial definition;ofﬂfull policy implementation.. This
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. ‘ : : .
may have been due to the mandatory natn;e ofbthe policy and
the resultantioressure’on implementors to demonSt;étevfull
inolementation. Adcommunication gap exietedgbetween the
expectations of.thevpolicybmakers and the policy implementors
4re1ative tota realistic timeline f;r full implementation of
teacher evalgation’policy. The quest‘on of full

implementation and the means required to\aghieve‘it, was a
. , . . N . ‘

topic requiring on-going dialogue hetween policy makers and

implementors. . PR .

" Implications for Theory Develoﬁmenfft\

Policy-implementetion studies reoresent abnethod'for
conducting process evaluations'hefore policy.impact {
:vassesements or product.eveluationS'should be conducted.
Implementetion_is a complex process-involying'multipleIfactofs'v
" ‘and manylplayers. Conseqnently, imnlementation studies are

useful in facilitating the policy implementation process by
providing on-going information to both the policy makers and
. the policy implementors Ultimately, implementation studies
can inform and help structure subsequent impact scudies which
are designed to assess the-extent to. which the intended policy
: effects are ultimately achieved. | |
Any search for a single;»predictive theory of policy

implementation is likely to suffer the same fate as that.of

atteﬁptsito.develop single,fgtedictive‘theofies'of 1eeder§hip



197
A

or organizational behavior. %:_;gahle(i?eory is likely to be

sensitive to the complex, synergistic interactions among
variables which»are conditipned by the unique context of a
particular organization or'pelicy Recognizing this policyv -
theorists should maintain,an eclectic view of the policy
‘implementation literature and subscrihﬁgto an adaptive theory
‘whiCh relates variables to the apecificppolicy;implementation
environment which‘thsy are etudying.z,hackward mapping
(Elmore, 1979), and more traditional forwarq mapping. )
techniques designe& to asaess the pnderlying causality of
‘policies and policyiObjectives offer usefml.methods for
assessing the variable clusters or-policy theoryiwhich can
optimally be used for'study.of a given policy context,
Policy‘implementation,modéys such as those offered by Van
horn ano Van Meter .(1975, 1977) and Maamanian and Sabatier
(1981) are eiampleSvof'compreheneive frameworks that offer
complex sets | of variables at different 1evels of specificigéﬁp
which are potentially valuable to the study of policy
implementation.' No model, however ‘sho\1d be assumed to be
totally comprehensive in 1its ability to capture and account
for, all of/the potentially relevant variables and

: /

interrelationships which may ﬁL active in any given policy
implementation process
Prdvincial attempts to mandate teacher evaluation

f-fpolicies at the 1oca1 level might have been interpreted as

efforts by a government agency to change the traditional
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-perceived as being important
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ritual classifications (Meyer\and Rowan, 1978) and to alter
the professional bureaucracy (Mintzberg, 1979) of teaching.
‘ LR

The provincial policy intent of "enhancimg the professional
status of teaching” which was not perceived by policy
implementors may represent a rejection of provincial attempts

at penetrating traditional boundaries of teachér autonomy.

'Implications for Future Policy Implementation

P
-

The following recommendations are made relative to the
implementation of teacher evaluation policy.in Alberta. Many
of-these recommendations may have implications for the
implementation‘of teacher evaluation policy inﬁother settings.

1)-'Provincial'policy objectives should‘be adjusted to
recognize and snpport the more formative emphasis-giVen to
teacher evaluation st the localvlevel, |

2) Since implementors perceived provincial commitment

-+

: dissipating provincial i rventions’are needed.to maintain a

climate in which teacher evaluation policy implementation is
Y .

3) Lack‘of time was frequently mentioned_aa a barrier to
implementation.r Conseguently,vrecognition th&t implementors
may need additional time ‘and/or assistance in the more .

LI

efficient use of their time to support teacher evaluation

policy implementatiqn should become a priority of (,

'jurisdictions andjéhe Department of - Education
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4) Local policy documents primavily focused teachery
evaluation activity'on untenured or'temporarilyicertified

teachers. While neophyte t}acherslcan:be expected to reqdire

" .extensive evaluatjon, there is no reason to assume that

vt;nured! permanently certified teachers could not benefit from

nore regularvevaluation than was occurringbin most
3urisdictions. |

‘5)« bonsideraéion shodldloe_giﬁen to expanding the.
provinciél_role_or creating an independent board to provide
for on-goingemonitoring and/of assistance to"juriSdictions in
the implementation of teacher evaluation policy

6) Many administrators reported difficulties in
‘implementing teacher evaluation policy,‘therefore, it should
be recognized that evaluator expertise is developed over the
long term and on- going mechanisms to. facilitate continued‘
evalnator,skill development should be provided.

7) Since'teacners:heve-had little opportunity for
inservice relgted to_their roles 13 teacher’evaluation,
consideration’shoold be given-to prioritieing,soch‘inservicé

opporcuniciés;g“'

wéj ,.:8) Anecdotal evaluation reporting formats vere . preferred

by implementors and are also supported in the literature~on

_teacher_evaluation methodology (Shavelson\.Webb, and Burstein,

1986). School jurisdictions should, therefore," consider using ’
oA . . N o

anecdotal formats where yarrantedband-discontinuing,use of

r.
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'39) Teachers were least clear regarding their evaluation
role responsihilities,_consequently, provisions should be made
to provide for new\opportunities for administrator-teacher |
collaboration.at the local level to further define.teacher
‘ understanding of‘the teaCherﬁevaluation goals and purposes.

‘10) Policies and instruments were found,to he potentially
incomplete, and'thus; jurisdictions'ghould be enéouragedlto.J‘
: _ A v : T
review their teacher;evaluationjpolicy'documents and
-evgluation instruments relative to the variables identified in
Chapter 8 of this study to 'assure policies and instruments are
- ‘as complete ’d fine tuned as is desirable. s

ll) Teachers reported 1ess involvement in policy
development than was perceived to ﬂhve been the case by
.administrators. Thereiore, as part of the policy and

vinstruments review process, mechanisms should be considered

. which meximiza teachem involvement in the process in order to

0

. increase the sense of teacher ownership of teacher evaluation
_ polichs and processes.;

-535 Appeal'proceduresvin'small districts were identified
as presenting potential problems whiéh could be alleviated |
rthrough the compilation and dissemination of lists of approved
vindividuals available to ré/der expert assistance The
Departmen% of Education would be the most logical agepcy to
initiate and maintain this service E

13) Administrator implementors felt a need to demonstrate.

.a degree of implementation that exceeded the expectations of
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the policy makers. Clarification by policy makers of | ¢

» v

{réalistic*tiﬁelipes for full’impiementééionmgf teacher
evalpation policy would, tberefore, be usefui; |
- 14) 'Implemgnﬁation_sﬁﬁdies should precede poiicy iﬁbgct
SCudiés,.therefore, planniné for the méthéd, design andv:
timeline foi a policy impaéf assessment of teacher'evaluatién
poIicies‘iﬁ Alberta shoulq begin‘using thé.éugrent'study Qnd-
previous!;tudieSZ(Dun;an, 1985) as baseline data. . Provisian

’

should be made for widespreadsgiS§emination of the impact
SO ‘ RAERRE

étudy plan.

A

o ﬁimplgpations for Further Research -

In-house case studies by school jurisdictions Qsing the

- v

sécond pﬁase inferview schedules employed in the present étudy
wouid bé usé}ul in specific jurisdictions wishing to cbmpa;e-
their teacher evaluation policy implemgﬁtation stgtﬁs with the
proviﬁcejyide'findings.répdtted.above. - | |

':Furthe; research into ﬁhe io€;1 pqlitiéai ehQiroﬁment'.

-thréugh-intef?iewé or'survgys of.school S;ard,trpstees
rega:ding'gheir pefceﬁtion;:Of'politiéal presspresAfo: té?che;
gv?luﬁgioﬁ wouid add- to our understanding of the role of
tfustees in ;he teachef evaluatioﬁ policy process in

pafticulér and to the role of trustees in policy form@lation

" in. general.:
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‘A study investigating long term developments in teacher
evaluation would be useful in. uncovering the historical

context'of teacher evaluation in Alberta.

\.

JégThe function of time as a barrier to implementation’ of

teacher evaluation policies requires further study to identify

-

how this,impedimentyto;teacher'evaluation might best be-

'~_ addressed.

T e

Further investigationiof thevVan Horn and Van Meter .
“.policy iuplementationvmodel using‘quantitative.research
methodology and factor_analytic validation techniques‘would be
useful to further clarify the relevance of variable clusters
to policy implementation studies in different settings
"Additional study of the,concepts of the profeSsional
i bureaucracy (Mintzberg, 1979) and of the logic of confidence
and ritual classification (Meyer and Rowan, 1978)" as
mechanisms which may affect,teacher‘evaluationfpolicy
: implementation is needed. |
% .
Final Comment N
A ‘common’ word ofvadvice.found in the policy literaturevis
- the prescription never to assime a policy will be fully
','implemented because it. has been formally adopted The
vfindings of this study underscore the tenuous nature of
'iteacher evaluatiOn policy implementation _ Forces supporting

. the implementation of teacher evaluation policy in specific
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) aréh; Were beginning to dlssipate The comments of one
principal respondent are- particularly illustratiVe “Teacher

.evaluetionﬁls such an abstract, nebulous area that ;ou can

' avoid dolng it without too much political damage." Whether an.

aera of mediocrity ensues, or a nem age of teacher
professionalism emerges will be dependent on the actions of
bOth-policy makers,and policy implementors in their efforts to

nimplement the policy mandate of improving the performance and

'professional development of teachers ¢



SATES

'.ég!’wx A

a

.;I&_ A

y BIBLIOGRAPHY

Alberta Education. Formal Evaluation of Teachers and
1985 Supexrvigion of Igst;uction By Alberta

‘hoo incipals. Planning Services,.
" Edmonton. ' S

Alberta‘Educetion. . The_Education of Teachers in 7
1984a be ; Model For the Future. Edmonton.
v ST _
Alberta Education. Program Policy Mandal-an Edition
- 1984b  Edmonton. L

Alberta Educetien. Formal Evaluation of Certificated -
1980 Education Staff in Alberta; Practices and
Policies. Planning Services, Edmonton.

- Alberta Educ rion. Miﬁister;s Advisofx Comﬁittee on
1979 Student Achievement. Edmonton.

Alberta Legisleture._ Report II on Professions and
1973 - Qccupations. : Alberta Select Committee On
: Professions and Occupations. Edmonton.

Alberta School Trustees’ Association. Teacher
- 1983 - Evaluation: A Task Force. Report, Edmonton.

Alberta School Trustees' Association. Teacher .

1982 : Pg;ﬁgrmance Appraisal;: A P051tion Paper

Edmonton

Alberta'Teachersf Association. "Nature of Teaching
1982a Profession,"” Members ngdbookw p.219-212:

‘Alberta Teachers"Associetion "Teacher Evaluation "

1982b MMLH_QML.. p 227-229.

Allan Edward Clayton, "Policy Making in a Cbunty: A

1985 - Case Study in School System Governance,".
Unpublished Doctoral Thesis University of
’ Alberta ' Edmonton. : e

Almond, Gabriel'A and Powell, G. Bingham Jr. -
1978  Comparative Po l;tics, Boston Little

+ Brown Press

Barr, Avril S. “Measurement and Prediction of Teacher -
1948  Efficiency," Journa Experimental

Education.. Vol 16, p203 283.

v

5 e 204



Berman, Paul. "The Study of Macro.and Micro

1978 Implementation," Public Policy. Vol. 26,
No. 2. . L - :

Bleechey, Harvéy. "Educational Accountability in
11976 © Michigan, Root and Branch," Ed ucational
iR Administration Quarterly, Vol. 12: No. 2,
p38 50. o

Bogdan Robert C. and Sari Knopp Biklen. . Qualjtative

1982 Research For Education: An Introduction to
Theory and Methods. Boston: Allyn and
Bacon.’ s
Bolton, Dale L. "The Basés For Evaluating Teaching:
1979a .Philosophy, Context and Purpose," th
~Planning for the Evaluation of Teaching, a
CEDR Monograph, Phi Delta Kappa, NSPER.

Boltan, Dale L. "Planning for the Evaluation of
1979b Teaching: Guidelines and Principles," in .

Planning for the Evaluation of Teachigg,‘a'h
CEDR Monograph, Phi Delta Kappa, NSPER.

Borich, Gary D. ﬁEvaluation Models: A Question 6f
1983  Purpose Not Terminology," Educational

Evaluation and Policy Analysis. Vol. 5,
No. 1. pp.61-63. ' : .

. Boyd,“William,Lowe. "Rethinking‘Educational Policy and .
1983  Menagement: Political Science and Educational -

Administration in the 1980’s," Deakin
University Press. Victorid, Australia.
. ) Y :
. Brophy, Verna V. "Evaluation as Empty Comment," ]
1984 Unpublished Masters Thesis.  University of
‘ Alberta Edmonton. ' L

Brown, Robert D. "Helpfﬁl”and-Humane Teacher"

1983  Evaluation," Teacher Evaluation: t
: and Using Data. Phi Delta Kappa,” CEDR
. Willard R. Duckett, Ed. p. 9- 26

Bugher, Wilmer and Wlllard Duckett, eds;- Polling

© 1980  Attitudes of Community on Education Manual.
" Bloomington, Indiana: Phi Delta Kappa.

Cameron, Don. "The NEA Position on Testing In-Service
1985 Teachers," Educational Measurement. Vol ~%

No. 3.
I . o w

205



o o 206
~Campbell, Rod. "Appropriate Outcomes of  Evaluation

1985 (Panel . Presentation), Teacher Evaluation
' A CTF Conference Report, Ottawa.

.'Capie William "Coming of Age Systematic Performance
fl985 Evaluation,ﬁ Educational Measurement Vol.
o 4 No. 3. . ‘ . S

Carnegie Task Force A Nation Pzepared Teachers for
1986 - the 215t Centugv Hyattsville,
e Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy

t

Chapman, Robin James '"The Nature and Role .of Regional =~
1972  Offices of Education in the Province of -
" Alberta," Unpublished Masters Thesis.
University of Alberta Edmonton '

Chikombah, Cowden Erimiah Masarirambi “The Extended -t
1979  Practicum in Alberta Tedcher Education: A Case-
‘ Study in Policy-BEGeLopment " Unpublished
Dfctoral Thesis. University of Alberta Edmonton _

Clark, Noefl. “Approaches.to Evaluatlon and. .

upervision: .Proceéd with Caution,” .

Teacher Evaluation. A CIF Conference '

Report, Ottawa.. :

-

Coleman, Peter and Linda LaRocque. "Linking
1983 Educational Policy Via. Policy-Relevant
- - Research," "Alberta Journal of Educational
Re ch. Vol. XXIX, No.3. p.242-255.

Cross, Lawrence H. "Validation-of the NTE Tests for.
1985 Certification Decisions," Educational
Meagurement. Vol. 4, No. 3.

Pavid, R.K. "The Firing of James Keegstra," The - \\\'
1983  Canadian School Executive May. p.19-21.

Dror Yehezkel. Vggtgges in Policg Sciences; ‘New™
1971  York: American Elsevier Publishing. Co. Inc.

Dror, Yehezkel " Des For Polic Scien es. New !

1981  York: American Elsevier Publishing Co. Inc.

. .



207

" Duckett Willard R., ed. Teacher Evaluacion :
" 1983° Gathering and Usin Data Phi Delta Kaopa,'
 CEDR. ,

Ll ‘ed. The Cogzetent Evalugtor of Teacbing
1986 Bloomington: Phi Delta Kappa.

Duke, Bill and Neil Fenske. "More Value for the
1985 - Dollhr " The ATA Ma azine Vel. 65, No. 2,
' p. 12- 15 : BN s

B

DﬁncaﬁJ Andrew N._vTeacheg Evaluation Practices in
© 1984  Alberta.” Albérta Education, Plannirng
"~ Services. .

Duncan, Donald B. "Policy'Recommehdations Regarding
.1986- Educational Administration in Alberta,"
Unpublished Doctoral Thesis. University. of
Alberta Edmonton. )

Vo

Dunn, WLIllam N. Public Pbiicy Analxgig}-éﬁ _
1981 _Introduction. Prentice-Hall, Inc.:
: Englewood Cliffs New Jersey. -

DuVall, Lloyd A. "An Administrator Views the
1983 Evaluation of Teaching," Teacher - . C
' Evaluation, Gathering and Using Data. Phi
Delta Kappa,. CEDR, w R. Duckett, ed. p.
29-43, , :

Edwards III, George C. and Ira Sharkansky. The
1978 Policy Predicament - Making and

"Implementing Public Policy. ‘San F;anciscq:
W.H. Freeman. . .

Elmere, Richard F. "Backward Mapping: Implementation
1979 Research and Policy Decisions,” ~Political

Science Quarterly, Vol. 94. No. 4.

Fennell, Brian H. "The Determination of the Goals of
1985  Basic Education For Alberta: A Case Study in
Political Decision-Making in Education,” :

> Unpublished Doctoral Thesis. University of
Alberta: Edmonton. : ~ '

Ferguson, George A. statistical Analysi .
1971  Psychology and Educations3rd, ed,. New
York: McGraw-Hill Co., Inc.




°

Finn, Chester .E.\ "Better Principals Not Just A
1986 Teachers," Princigal, Vol. 65 No. 5.

-Fisher, Thomas H. et al. "Testing Teachers for Merit
*1985 Pay Purposes in Florida," Educational
Measurement. Vol. 4, No. 3.
\ 5 A v )
Friesen, David and Patrick Duignan. "How
1980 Superintendents Spend Their Working Time "

Ib Ca ggdiag Administrator. 19:1-4,

Fulian; Michéel and F, Michael Connelly. Teachef_
1987  Education.in Ontario: Current Practice and -
Qptions for the Future. Ministry of Colleges

and Universities, Toronto, Ontarib.

Fuller, Bruce, Margaret M. Noel and David B. Malouf.
1985 "Polity and CompeteqpeE Can the State Change
Teachers Skills?" Educational Evaluation .
- a o Analysis. 7:4 'p. 343-353..

Gage, N. L and R Graconia. "Teaching Practices and
1981 Student Achig»t ent: Causal Connections,”
o ew U ‘
©12:3 P. 2-9.

Glickman Carl D. and Edward F. Pajak "Evaluating vs.

1986 ', Helping," The Canadian SchooL'E%ecutive.
Vol. 6, No. 3. LA
Good, Carter V. entials of Educational éesearch-"
1972 odol and Design, 2nd, ‘ed,. ' New
York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc.-

Gove, Samuel K., Frederick Wirt ard William‘Walker.

1985  "Educational Policy," Policy Studies in
Amerjca and Elsewhere. Stuart S. Nagel, -ed

- Lexington Books.

Grady, D.J. I"Legal Dimensions of Teacher Evaluation,"
1982 Teacher Evaluation, a CTF Conference

Report, Ottawa.

Greenfield, Barr and Baird, Richard. "The Politics of
1962a Education: Practice and Theory," The

Canadian Administrator, Vol. 1, No. 7,
April, p31-34.

208



e

Greenfield, Barr and Baird, Richard. "The Poiitics of
'1962b Education: Controversy and Control," The
‘ Canadian Administrator, Vol. 1, No. 8, May,
p35-38. . T

- Giimmett, Peter P. "Teachérs and Research on Teaching:
1982 Opportunities for Pryfessional Growth,". -
Tedchexr Evaluation. A CTF Conferené
. ~Report, Ottawa. ' :

-mHall;'Ricnard.‘ Orgagizationé; Structure end Egocegg.“
- 1982 ' (3rd. edition) Prentice-Hall. c

Hansen, Susan B. “Public Policy Analysis: Some Recent
1983 . Developnments and Current Problems," Policy’
Studies Journal, 12(1). Sept pl4-43.

Harlton, Wayne. "Improving Teacher Effectiveness
1986  Through Supervision: A Grass Roots
. - Approach," Council On School . .
Administration Newsletter. <Vol. 10.
No. 1. s
Hickcox, Edward S. "Dilemmas in Teacher Evaluation, "
1982 Paper Delivered at the Canadian Teachers’
.Federation Workshop on Teacher Evaluation,
Ottawa, Ontario, May, 17- 19

Hildabrandt Leola. "Attitudes of Principals to Policimg

~1986 Procedures, and Guidelines for the Formal
Evaluation of Teachers, Unpublished Masters
Thesis,- Edmonton: Univefsity of Alberta.

"Holdaway. E.A. and M.J. Reikie Br_as_tis&s_ansLP_ngiga

1977 nvolved in the al Evalua: o)
in Alberta. University of Alberta: Edmonton.

Holmes Group. omorrows Teac . East Lansing,
1986 MI: The Holmes Group. ‘
L] - .
Housego, Ian and Downey, Lorne. "The Governance of
1984 ‘Public Schooiing: Rethinking the Options,"
' " Policy Expectatjons, Centre for Policy
Studies in Education, University of British
Columbia, Vol 1, No. 2. e N

\9" KN ..:‘

P At
LN



210

Ianné@one Lawrence. v"Three Views of Change in .
1977 Educational Politics " The Politics of - - gy,
% Education Seventy-sixth Yearbook ofythe
{ National Society. for the Study of E ucation,

- Part II. "Chicago™ University of Chicago
‘Press, P $255-286.

R "Emerging Philosophical and N
1980 1Ideological Issués in the Politics of
' Education," Values, Inquiry and Education.
ed. Henduk D. Gideonse, et. al., Center for
the Study of Evaluation U. C L. A Los
Angeles. )

Ingram, E.J., et. al. "Information Package: The
1985 Management of Education in Alberta,”
.Uriiversity of Alberta, Edmonton.

Jesse, Ken and Alan Cooper. "This School Review
1986 Program Works," The Canadian School

" Executive. Vol. 6, No. 6. >

Johnsbn, Terence J. ~"Types of Occupational Control,"

1982  Professions and Power. The MacMillan Press
Ltd.: London. . -

Keeler, B.T. "The Secretary Reports ;;Ieaéher
1986 Evaluation Policy," The ATA Magazine. .
May. . o W S . -

Kerman, Joséph M. "James Keegstra and the Eckville
1986  High School Incident: A Chronology and
Comment on Professional Response to Bigoted

Teaching,” The History and Social Sciencer
. ‘ Teacher, Summer. p. 209-213.:

King, David "Alberta's Manégemént and Finénce Plan,"
1984 . The Canadia n,School Adminisgrator

November.

Kunjbehari, Lalta Lloyd. "Politics and ExpertﬁSe in
1981  Policy Making: A Model and Case Study,"
Unpublished Doctoral ‘Thesis. University of

Alberta: Edmonton. ' )

: Lﬁrson,vMagali Sarfatti. Tﬁg Rise of
© 1977 - Professionalism. University of California
i - Press: Berkeley. ’

"vﬁ%. ¢



: 211
) ' ) '

LeTourneau, Leo Arthur. "Policy Implementation: The
- 1981 Creation of a French Teacher Training Instituge'
in Manitoba," Unpublished Doctoral Thesis.
University of Alberta Edmonton.

Levin, Benjamin “Improving the Quality of Education

1986 - - An Alternative Approach," The Canadian
" "Administrator. Vol. 25, No. 6.

- Long, John C. "The Transferability Issue in Alberta: A,
1979 Case Study in the Politics of Higher -
Education," Unpublished Doctoral
Dissertation, University of Alberta:
Edmonton. , )

Long, John C. "The Politics of Education: A Review," -
© 1982 Paper presented at the annual meeting of the

‘Canadian Association for the Study of ;

Educational Administration, Ottawa, Ontario.

Lutz, Frank W; "Methods -and Conceptualizations of
1977 Political Power in Education," The Politics
of Education. Seventy-Sixth Yearbook of
the’ National Society for the Study of
Education, Part II. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, PP- 30-66.

‘Lysaught, Jerome P. "Toward a Comprehensive Theory of
1984 Communications: A Review of Selected
‘Contributions," Educational Administration .

_f‘?fi Quarterly, Vol, 20, No. 3. plOl-127.
';Maéadeald, James B; "Evaluation of Teaching: Purpose,
1979a Context, and Problems," Planning for the
Evaluation of Teach 4a°C ono

_ Phi Delta Kappan - ‘NSPER.

Macdonald, James B. "Planning for the Evaluation of
1979b Teaching," Plan the Evalu
Teaching, a CEDR Monogtaoh Phi le&g
Kappan - NSPER.

Manatt, Richard P. "Competent Evaluators of Teaching:
1985 Their Knowledge, Skills, and Attitudes," in
The Competent Evaluation of Teaching. E
William R. Duckett, Ed. Bloomington: Phi - ‘
Delta Kappa. ' : ! :
, " j



212

Mann, Dale. "Pagticipation ‘Representation, and
1977 Control," The golitics of Education,
> Seventy-Sixth Yearbook of the'Society for the
Study of Education, Part II. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, .pp. 67-93.

March, M.E. Variations in Degree of Control Over
1981 Educational Decisions. Unpublished
Doctoral Thesis, University of Alberta,
~ Edmonton.

‘Mazmanian, Daniel A. and Paul A. Sabatier eds. ' %@
1981, "The Implementation of Public Policy: A
. Framework of Analysis," Effective Policy
- Implementation, Toronto: D.C. Heath and Co.

" McLaughlin, Milbrey Wallin. "Learning From Experience:

1987 Lessons From Policy Implementation,”

’ Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis.
Vol. 9, No. 2. pl71-178.

Medley, Donald, Robert Soar and Homer Coker. "Thé
1984 Minimum Conditions for Valid Evaluation of
- Teacher Performance," Journal of Classroom
Interaction. Vol. 19, No. 1. p22-27.

Meyer, John W. and Rowan, Brian. Environments and .
1978 Organizations. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Hintzberg, Henry. The Structur;gg=gg=0r§anizations.
1979 '« Englewood Cliffs,.New Jersey ™ Prentice-Hall.
- Mireau, Laurie. "Evaluating and Improving Teaching
1985 Perfbfmance Inservice Kit," Planning
Serviceg. -Alberta Education, Edmonton.
ceeeee “Recogniziné and Developing Effective Teaéhing

1986 Practices, " The Canadian School Executive.
Vol. 6, No. 5. p.13-15.

‘Mitchell) Douglas E. and Spady, William G. “Authority,
1983 Power and the Legitimation of Soclal
Control," Educational Administration .
Quarterly. Vol. 19, No.l, p5-33. T
Mosher, Edith K. "Education and American Federalism:
1977 Intergovernmental and National Policy

Influences," in NSSE Handbook. p94-123.



R Lo - : 213

Muth, Rodﬁey. "Toward an Integrative Theory of Power

1984 and Educational Organizations Educational
dministration Quarteer Vol. 2, No, 2,
p25-42. '

'-Nalsbitt Jehn Megafrendsi New York: Warnqg Books.{
1984 o

National Commission on Excellence in Education

1983 " A Natjon At Risk. Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office.

Newcombe, Judith P. and Clifton F. Conrad. "A Theory .
1981 of Mandated Academic Change," Jourpal of
Higher Education. Vol. 52, No. 6.

‘0'Toole, Lg&rénce J. jr. “Policy Recommendations for
1986 Multi-Actor Implementation: An Assessment of

the Field," Journal of Public Policx Vol.
6, ‘No. 2. p.181-210.

Papagiannis, George J., et.'al. "Toward a Political
1982 Economy of Educational Innovation," Review
of Educational Research, Vol. 52., No. 2.

p. 2&5 290 )

Peters, Frank. "Assessing Models of°thange A Case
1986  Study Analysis,” Unqulf@hed Doctoral ,.
Thesis. University of Aiberta fEdmonton.

Pfeffer, Jeffrey. "The Micropolitfés of

1978  Organizations," Envirgnments and
Organizations. J.W. Meyer and

B. Rowan eds. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Podemski, Richard S. and Cherie K. Loh. "Why We Are
1985 Testiong Teachers: Some Policy Issues,"
Educational Measurement Vol 4, No. 3.

Popham, James W. ”Recertiﬂication Tests for Teachers,"

1985 - Edugatibgal Measurement. Vol 4, No. 3.

------ "Teacher Evaluations: Mission Impossiblé,"

1986 ' Principal. Vol. 65, No. 4. p.56-58.
Radwansky, George. Ontarjo Study o elev
1987 Educa and t ssue 4 o} . Ontario

- Ministry of Education. Toronto, Ontario.

]



_ Rubin, Lonis Formulating Education P

.

Report IT on Professions and Occupations o R w'

1973 Alberta Select Committee of the Legislatiye
Assembly on Professions and Occupatiog% S
December. S e . ey ST

Riekie, M. J. "Policies and Practices used in Pfeparing
1977 - the Formal-Evaluations of Teachbrs in Alberta;" . RO

' Unpublished Masters Thesis Unlversity of‘Albegﬁityp"
Edmonton. D : ”; o %
, . s . e ) u

Riffel, J. Anthony . "A Developmental Perspecti&a ons - - _Y'f -4
1987  School Improvement "'The Capadian ¢ = " - o
Administrator. Vol. 26, No. 4. p.1-5. 2.5* LA

R . S "

1984 Aftermath of the Reports,"
Lgage;ship Vol. 42, No ‘\Q

Sackney, Larry E. "Administrative Dilemmasaof the ,ff,;*‘
1980 Principal," The Canadian Administrator Fi ™
. Vol. XX, No. 3. . o
D .
Scheirer, Mary Ann-and Rezmovic, Eva Lantos;.:
1983 "Measuring the Degree of Program ~
. Implementation,"Evaluation .
Review. Vol.7; No. 5, October, p599- 633,
Sage Publications, Inc.‘

Scott, W. Richard. Qrganizations; 'Rational. Natural -

1981 - Open Systems, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: -
‘~ Prentice-Hall. -

Scribner, Jay D. and Englert, Richard M. "The Politics
1977  of Education: An Introductién," The
Poltitics of Bliycation, Seventy-Sixth ™
Yearbook of -the National Society for the
Study of Education, Part II. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press. p. 1-29.

. <
Scriven, Michael. "A Different Approach to Teacher
1979 - .Evaluation," in anning for ‘the Evaluation - . vﬁﬁ

of Teaching. a CEDR Monograph, Phi Delta
Kappa, NSPER. S

Seguin; Jean J. "Public Policy Planning in Education:
1977. A Case Study of Policy Formation For the
"Early Childhood Services Program in Alberta,"
Unpublished Doctoral Thesis. University of
Alberta: Edmonton.- p



el

Seidman,
1983

Sergiovanni, Thomas J.

1985

-

4

Wiliiam H. .

Decodbliﬁg

@

DY

"Goal Ambiguity and Organizational'

the Failure of ‘Rational Systems’

Program Implementation, " Educational
Evaluation and Program. Bglicy Analysis.

5:4.

¥

"Landscepes, Mindsqppes; and

Reflective Practice in Supervision;"

- Journal of Curriculum and Supgrvisiog
~Vol. 1, No. 1. p.5-17. :

Shavelson, Richarde., Noreen M.-Webb and Leigh
"Measurment of Teaching," in
Handbook of Research on Teaching, 3xd,
Merlin C. Wittrock, ed. New
York: ™MacMillan Publishing Co

1986

Small, Michael Willoughby.

1979 .
'm

‘Smith, Thomas B.

b .1973

'Soar, Robert S.

1983

Y

Stiggins,

1986

Strike,
1983

Taylor
1980

T,

Thomas,
1979

"Teacher Evaluation: A Critique of Currently_-
Used Methods "‘Phi Delta Kagg n. Vol. 65,

No., '
Richard J. "Teacher Evaluation: _
Accountability and Growth Systems - Different
Purposes," NASSP Bulletin. Vol. 70, No.

490. -'p.51-58. ’

Kenneth A. and Jason Millman. "Non-Technical
Questions About Teacher Evaluation Systems in
Elementary and Secondary Schools: A Research
Agenda," Educational Evaluat d

- Ana i . - Vol. 5, No. 4. p.389-397.

William H. "The Evolution of a Policy ‘Making
Syscem" A Case in University Governance,"

" . Unpublished Doctoral Thesis. University of '
Alberta: Edmonton. ’

bonald M. . rmance Evaluatio
"Educational Persomnnel. Phi Delta Kappa

Burstein.

Edition

"A Case Study in
Educational Policy’Making - The -~
-Establishment of Athabasca University,”

Unpublished Doctoral Thesis. University of

Alberta:-

Edponton.

v
)

""The Policy Implementation Process,"

" Policy Sciences. June, pl97-209.

Fastback: -

Bloomington,

-Donald M. Medley and Homer Coker.

Indiana

215

’



216

Townsend, David. iegchér,EvalpatiOn'iﬁ Secondary
1984  Schools. Alberta Education, Planning
' Services, EdmonténVu

Tuohy, Carolyn "The Struggle for Professional Power, "
1981 Policv ODtions »March/April‘ p34-40.

_Tymko,vJoseph—Lawrence. "Accreditation of Alberta
1979  Senior High Schools: A Case Study of Public
Policy Implementation," Unpublished Doctoral
: Thesis ) University of Alberta Edmonton.

Ulriéh; Tom. "Firing Johnny's Teacher Isn’t That
1986 Hard'" The Manitoba Teacher.. Vol. 64. No.

b | -

Van Horn, Carl E. and Donald S. Van Meter. "The
1977 Implementation of Intergovernmental Policy,"
Poljcy Studies Review Annual. Vol. 1.,
. .Stuart 'S. Nagel, ed. Beverly Hills: Sage
Publications. - ‘

------ "Thé Policy Implementation Process: gﬁ.Pnceptual
1975 Framework," Administration and SocietV,
"Vol. 6., No. 4. p.445-588.

Vold;fDavid J. "The Roots of Teacher Testing in
1985 America," Educational Measurement. Vol. 4,
No. 3. : .C

'Walberg;bﬂerbert J.  "Synthesis of Research on
1986 Teaching," in Handbook of Research on
Teaching. 3rd. Edition. Merlin C.
Wittrock; Ed. New York: MacMillan Publishing
Co.

" Weeres, Joseph G. "A Growing Challerige to Existin
e g ng g
- 1984 Paradigms," Politics of Education Bulletin.
Vol, 12, No 1. - .

? -

‘Williams, Walter. "Implementation Analysis and

1975 Assessment,”'golicx Analysis.. Vol. 1. No.
’ 3. ' ' . . :

Wise, Arthur E.;4Linda~Darling-Hammond,;Miibréy W. McLaughlin,
1985 and Harrieéet T. Bernstein. "Teacher Evaluation: A

~ Study of Effective Practices, The Elementary-
S_th_o_l_aLo_ma_l_L Vol 86, No. 1

o

o



s~

\

Wood,  Carolyn J. and Paul A. Pohland. "Teacher
,'1979‘ Evaluation the Myth and Realities," in

.- Planning for the Evaluatjon of Teaching. a
. 'CEDR Monograph, Phi Delta Kappa, NSPER.

Yates, Dougias T, jr.l "The Mission of Public Policy
1977 Programsi A Report on Recent Experience,"
Policy Sciénces. Vol. 8. p.363-373.

217

u



7
A
v | #
| @
MPPENDIX A
Provincial Teacher Evaluatioﬁ/'Policy
™ \‘b‘l
L
% N

218



219

12

. TEACHER EVALUATION

POLICY

The performdnce of 1nd1v1dual teachers and the quahty of teachmg practices
. across the province will be evaluated to assist in the provision of effective

instruction -to ‘students and in the professional growth and development of -
teachers.

0

GUIDELINES

I, The primary responsibility for the evaluation of individual teacher perfor'm;ance
and for the quality of teaching practice lies with each school jurisdiction.

Y

2. Each school jurisdiction will develop, keep current, and adopt written policies,
guidelines, and procedures in keeping with the intent of provincial policies, .
guidelines, and procedures. These policies, guidelines, and procedures will be a
matter of public record, available upon request. Alberta £ducation will assist -

school jurisdictions in the development of policies, guideline@@nd' procedures.

3. k/\lbe;ta Education will not hear any appeals from individu :e',a_chers who ar
dissatisfied with evaluation reports in school jurisdictions - - have adequate
. teacher evaluation policies. Alberta Education may consider such appeals from
teachers within school jurisdictions that have inadequate pollcnes. T
4., Ai-/\lberta Educatlon and school jurisdictions are responsible for ensuring that:

(a) teacher evaluation policies and gundelmcs are unplementcd appropriate ly;
and -

(b) high standards of tecaching practu e are ac Inevod and maintained across the
province.

v

5. . Teacher evaluation policies should:

(@) be applicable torall teachers; ' ' . ‘
.(b) be fair and consistent in application; T s .
(c) provide for due process and appeal mechanisms within the sr_hoo'l

jurisdiction; L
(d) permit consultation with teachers in the development of pohcy, guxdelmés,
and procedures; and '
(e) ensure that the evaluation report is inade -available to the teacher in
question after its completion.

Revised 1984 09 17
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The results of evaluatidns will be utilized to:

(a) assist the proféss'io’r)al developinent of teachers;.

(b) * develop 1mprovcd measures of teacher performance; and

(c) take appropriate actlon w1th respect to teaehers whose performance is

" unacceptable.

Alberta Education will conduct teacher evaluations in private schools and
prxvately operated Early Chxldhood Servrces centres.

Alberta Education will investigate spec ific mcrdents involving professional staff
in the employ of school jurisdictions when it is deemed by the Minister to be

-necessary and in. the best publlc interest to do §0.7 . :

-~

A teacher who desires to ap'peaul- ahy matter relating to/the‘issuance, withholding,
or cancellation of a Ce,ruflcate may. appeal to asLommittee established by
Alberta Educatlon. : T
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,‘IImplementation.of Teacher Evaluation Policy® '
Teacher Interview Schedule

. o ‘- v : . . 4
1. Would you share with me your general thoughts on teacher.
evaluation policy implementation in~30ur»school?

2, 'What de you believe are the purposes of the teacher
evaluation policy at the provincial level?

3. What, in youf opinion, are the purposes.cf your
jurisdiction’s teacher evaluation policy?

4.  What would you look for in making a decision as to whether
the policy haé heen sucessfully implemented in your school?
5: Have you had any training specifically in teacher
evaluation?

What training has been most helpful?
What.trainiﬁg would be helpful?

6. To what degree are you satisfied with your Jurisdlctlon s
methods used to measure teacher performance?

+ 7. What means have been used in. your school to encourage
teachers to cooperate with the teacher eévaluation pollcy7

- . 4

How effective have these been?

8 .- Has anything weakened your support for implementation of
syour jurisdiction.s teacher evaluation policy7

9. Have any aspects of the teacher evaluation policy caused.’
implementation difficulties for your school’s ‘administrative
staff? oo _ e -

: -
10.. In what way were the teachers involved in developing your
jurisdiction’s teacher evaluation policy?

;11: ‘Are poliéy expectations from the"éehboizoffice
_'sufficiently clear from your point of view to define what is
. expected of you in the implementation process? i,
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12, Do you think the Alberta Department of Education'’s
scommitment to having the provincial teacher evaluation policy
implemented is as strong today as it was in 19ﬁ4 85 when it

was 1ntroduced? , .

What are the reasahs for this opinion?’ '
13. Are there any future needs, supports or adjustments which

you think may be necessary to assure teacher evaluation has a
positive influence in your school? '

¥




S

faod

. . C e . .
e e e k%_ s
" .
.

APPENDIX C

Phase II Interview Schedule -- Principals’

224



“» -

Implementation of Teacher Evaluation Policy
Principal Interview Schedule

1. - Would you share with‘ne your genetal,thoughts‘on teacher

evaluation policy implementation in your jurisdiction?

s

2. What do you believe are the purposes of the teacher
‘evaluation policy at the prov1ncial level?

3. What, in your opinion, are the purposes of your )

Jurisdiction s teacher evaluation policy?

What would you ook forﬁ%ﬁ making a decision as to whether
the policy has been® ucessfully implemented in your .
Jurisdlction?

5. Have you had any training specifically in Beacher
evaluation? e

PR

 What training has been md&t helpful?

What training would be helpful? -,f E

&

‘6. Have the teachers in your school had any ‘specific training

to facilitate and cooperate with teacher evaluation? 4
What training has been most»helpful?

What training would be helpful?

7. To what degree are you satisfied with your jurisdiction s.

methods used to measure teacher performance? .

,8.< What means have been used in your jurisdiction to

encourage principals to implement the teacher evaluation
policy?

How effective have these been?

9. What means have been used in your school to encourage
teachers to cooperate with the-teacher evaluation policy7

How‘effective have these beenf*

10. Has anything weakened your ‘support. for implfmentation of
your Jurisdictlon s teacher evaluation policy?

&



!

y

11. Have any aspects of the teacher evaluation policy
implementation resulted in resistance by teachers?.

12. 1In what way were the teachers involved in developing your
Jurisdiction’s teacher evaluation policy?

13. Has the ’due process requirement of the Alberta
Department of Educaton caused implementation difficulties in
your jurisdiction? -

14, Are policy expectations from the central office
sufficiently clear from your point of view to define what is
expected of you in the implementation process?

15. How has implementation been affected by the -
jurisdiction’s political climate? For example, was teacher
evalug;ion an issue in the October 20, 1986 board elections?
16.° Have you tried to make parents or parent groups aware
that a new teacher evaluation policy is being implemented in
your school? How effective has this been?

'17.- In your judgement, how many schools, if ény, have

implemented the teacher evaluation policy? Partly ?
Fully ?

18. Do you think the Alberta Department of Education’s _
commitment to having the provincial teacher evaluation policy
implemented is as strong today as .it was in 1984-85 when it
was, introduced?' )

What are the reasons for this opinion?
19. . Are there any future needs, supports or adjustments which

you think may be necessary to assure teacher evaluation has a -~
positive influence in your school?

"*f"'"‘_;*~;“ '“”‘”'””’_fQYE"“f“
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Implementation 6f Teacher Evaluation Policy
Superintendent Interview Schedule

1. Would you share with me your general thoughts on teachéf
evaluation policy implementation in your jurisdiction?

2. What do you believe are the purposes of the teacher
- evaluation policy at the provincial level?

3. What, in your opinion, are the purposes of your ..
jurisdiction’s teacher evaluation policy?

4. What would you look for in making a decision as to whether-

the policy has been sucessfully implemented in your
jurisdiction?

5. The Alberta Department of Education has used "must do"
statements to ensure that school jurisdictions implement
teacher evaluation policy. What has been your reaction to the
appropriateness of these means used to ensure compliance with
provincial mandates to implement teacher evaluation policies?
6. Would you recommend other means to ensure compliance with
the provincial poligy?

7. Who has responsibility for evaluatlng teachers in your
jurisdiction?

8. Have the central office adminﬁﬁff&tive/supervisory staff .

in your jurisdiction had had any training spec1fically in
teacher evaluation?

What rxgdning has begnzﬁoﬁt helpful?

What training would be helpful?

9. Have the school based administrative/supervisory staff in

your jurisdiction had any training specifically in teacher
evaluation? o

What training has beéﬁimdét‘helpful?‘

What trainirg would be helpful?

4
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~10.  Have the teachers in your jurisdiction had any- specific
training to. facilitate and cooperate with teacher evaluatlonl

What training has been most helpful?

What training would be helpful?

11. To what degree are you satisfied with your jurisdiction S
methods used to measure teacher performance?

12. What means have been used in your jurisdict::n\tbv

encourage principals to implement the teacher evaluation
policy?- '

How effective have these been?

13. What means have been used in your jurisdiction to-

encourage teachers to cooperate with the teacher evaluation
policy7

How effective have these been? _ . ‘ . o

14. What is' the priority of evaluating teachers for board
members?

15. Has anything weakened your support for implementation of
your jurisdictjon’ s te cher evaluation policy7 :

16. Have any aspects of the teacher evaluation policy
implementation/f3$¥lted in/resistance by teachers?

17. In what- -way were—the teachers involved in developing your
jurisdiction s teacher evaluation policy? '

18. Has 'the ‘due process requirement of the Alberta
Department of Educaton caused implementation difficulties in
your jurisdiction? -

19. Are policy expectations from, the Alberta Department of
. Education sufficiently clear from your point of view to define
vwhat is expected of you in the implementation process?

‘20 How has implementation been affected: by the
jurisdiction’s political climate? For example, was teacher
evaluation an issue in the October 20, 1986 board elections?

21. Have you tried to make parents or parent groups aware
that a mnew teacher evaluation policy is being implemented in
your jurisdiction?. How effective has this been?



22. In your judgement, how many schools, if any, have
implemented the teacher evaluation poligy? Partly ?

Fully - ?
X

23.. Do you think the Alberta Department of Education’s:
commitment to having the provincial teacher evaluation policy
implemented is as strong today as it was in 1984-85 when it
was introduced? :

What are the reasons for this opinion? s «
- ¥
24. Are there any future needs, supports or adjustments which

you think may be necessary to assure teacher evaldation has a
-positive influence in your jurisdiction?

C %
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APPENDIX E

Correspondence to Supevrir};fendvents Requesting
Participation in the Study
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'ﬂ" Umvers:t;%ﬁé’/\lbcrta Department of Educational Admlmstratlon
ikn

: Faculty of Education” =~ : 232
) (anad.rTb(. 208 ’ \' 7-104 Education Building North, Telephone (403) 432-5241
September 5, 1984 . . : v

1"am presently conducting a study of teacher euéluation policy
implementation in Alberta. The project has received funding support"
from Alberta Education and is being undertaken as a doctoral study in

" €he Department ot Educatlonal Administration at the University of

Alberta.

Phase | of the study has involved interviews with decision makers
and other persons who were influential in the adoption of teacher
evaluation policy. The primary purpose of the ‘first phase of the study
was to identify the intents of -teacher evaluation policy.

Phase 2 of "the study will assess the effects of teacher evaluation
policy implementation. Information for this phase will be collected in
interviews with persbnnel form various Alberta School jurisdictions.

“The purpose of this'le{ter is to ask bermission.to interview you

and two other individuals in your jurisdiction. ARonymity of -
respondents will be assured, and the. data will'be‘ShQ%;;EQJuktﬁﬁgg—ﬁh\\~4f
identifying responses wlth lhleldual respondents or ar

Judgsductlons. AT . . : . '

x lngggylows.qjli Tast approximately one hour with the superintendent
or his signate responsible for teacher evaluation policy
implementation. In addition, a printipal. and a teacher, randomly
selected from the jurisdiction,; .will Be -interviewed. Interviews are
tentatively planned for late September, October, and November 1986.

)

The results of the s(bd} will be'réported to the Planning Services
Branch of Alberta Education. Results, it is anticipated, will be
distributed to all school jurisdictions in the province,

I+ your jurisdiction. agrees to participate in the study, may 1
request (1) an up to date staff list to facilitate selection of a
principal and teacher for.interviews, and (2) a-copy of your teacher
evaluation policy document. Once all participating jurisdjctions’ are
confirmed, I will contact you SO we may agree upon an interview -
fschedulo. . e »



Thank you for consnderlng this request. If there are any duestion;
regard|ng the study, please do not itate to contact me (432-3094 on
campus or 458-4044 residence). 1 wil1 look forward to recieving your
reply. - ) R i

v

S*ncerely, I A
."‘ Wb\k “&VJ —

John M. Burger

'y

ot Vet
Ve "”a Wr“ili }94\
7( ’ #‘,\
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Correspondence from Dr. Earle Hawkesworth to

Alberta School Superintendents
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EDUCATION

Oevonian Building, Waest Tower -

‘ ‘ ‘ 1]1§0Jlsp;vAvonuo
' Edmonu?n. Alberts, Canada

‘ TSK 0L2

January 30, 1980

To Alberta School System _ , :
Superintendents T n

..

Recently the Canadian Education Association, in cooperation with -
a number of other educational agencies, held a seminar on inservice and
retraining of teachers and administrators. The seminar included represen-
tation from the major educational sectors across Canada and input from
political and manpower specialists.

In the absence of more substantial evidence, seminar ‘participants
relied on their perceptions in concluding that few comprehensive personnel -
development programs for educators exist in Canada and that a major barrier
to providing_adequate professional development programs for teachers and °
adm1nistrators is the lack of comprehensive ongoing evaluation programs for
them.  Reinforcement of competent or outstanding teachers appears inadequatc.
In general, evaluation of teachers and administrators occurs onlyﬂin the
first two years of service in a position, durin : temporary appointment, or
in crisis situations. 1In the crisis cases data” often are not adequate as
a basis for decisions on termination. Ad hoc solutiqns seem to bé the order
of the day, and too often termination rather than improved performante is
the major objective. Except for Quebec, where after two years of successful
teaching a teacher has life tenure although not permanent job placement.
policies on teacher redundancy generally are of a "last in, first out"
nature. :

-

, . :
If the situation as outlined pertains in Alberta school systbms*
also, then improvement in personnel management procedures is essential.
Until 1970 the province had ongoing evaluation of teachers, with written
reports considered an integral part of.the teacher personnel file and’
deposited both locally ‘and in the Registrar's office. Since 1970 the . 3
prime responsibility for teacher evaluation has rested with local juris-
dictions. A 1977 study conducted by Dr. E.A. Holdaway and Mr. M.J. Reikie
of the University of Alberta indicated that a substantial percentage (367)

&
"~
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Alberta School System Superint
January. 30, 1980

Page 2 . AT ) \

endents

sdict fons had no poiicy on freqdcncy of evaluations of

of Alberta School jurd . :
tefured teachers, and only 292 of jurisdictions had standard,fqrms for use
: - . There are no more recently

:1,.'1" qonductihg/ d reporting ruch 4-vn1uations.

. yiéllqéted=dapa oh the situatien.
: EERVEI W : T . . ‘
?ur v 4rn *Th bﬁ:pOSe of this letter is to obtain from you an outline of

‘£H670Véluat§on pdlicieé and I.|.."(~v(lures followed for all certificatgd person-
- nel in youf‘schoo] system. A v"PY'Qf relevant policy'and prqcedures .
statements, with any attendant fovms, would be apprec1agedf In addition L
- request that, whether or not vou have such statements, you complete a?d.
return the attached brief quentivnnaire, which will facilitate summarizing
the current situation in. the hrUV$ﬂF¢j - |

”May 1 have'fﬁis;yﬁ(ufmnfion by‘February'18, 1980 ple;se.

B Singerely,
$; .f’x o 'z-~q_:‘/ , L
A . . ‘ Ly e 4
S o S ey
= . E.K. H#Xesworth - .
N .. Deputy Minister of -
* 'Education
{,
c.c. Board Chairmen -
\ : A
« r .
v
,).' L
P) E-
B S
A
. ¥
-, ";
. : /
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Name: John Mfchael Bhrger
[ .

Place of: Birth: Urbana, bhip, United States
. ! ' ,"/ .‘ . . ‘
. . 4 - ‘ N
Year of Birth: 1949 T .
Coh 5 e

Bpcation: Ohio State University, Coluﬁbus Ohio
E - " B/A. in History, 1973; B.Ed.(Honors) in Social
i' Studies, minor in EduCational Research and °
Development’ 1973. ' ;o S
'Unlver51ty of Alberta, Edmonton, Alberta
M.Ed. in Educational Adminigtration, 1974,
- Ph.D in EdUCational Admini&%fation 1988

¢ -

Related Qork-Exﬁerience: _Evaluation Consultant, Alberta

: A ., Education, Planning and Policy
, C nSecretariat September, 1987 -
. : ‘present. ' :

A VicewPrincipal Bonnyville
- Centralized High School, Bonnyville
Alberta, September, 1983 - June, F—
1985. * e . -7 . g
Principal, Assumption School, Grand
Centre, Alberta, September, 1976 -
June, 1983. L, g
i *
Principal Gift Lake Sghool, Gift
Lake, Alber!a, September, 1974 - Jupe,
1976. . o '
s
* .
Publications: "Competency Based Instructional Materials Study
Report," Northern Alberta Institute of
Technology Edmonton. June, 1987,
l'
"The Mega- Policy Implications of Blueprints,
Break a Blue v
Alberta Catholic School Trustees Assoclation,
Edmonton, 1987. :
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"On Performing a Caesarian Section or Cutting
' One's Own Throat," The ATA News. June, 1981,

P. 10.

"The What and Why of Student Evaluation,"
Challenge. Vol., XIX, No. 2, 1980.
Unpublished Master’s Thesis, "Pupil Control
Ideology and Student Alienation in Northern
‘Alberta," University of Alberca, 1974,
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