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ABSTRACT

The subject of the dissertation

This dissertation focuses on a controversial area of quality management in education: 

teacher-appraisal. The research is set in the Hungarian maintained sector secondary 

educational context but with an outlook on developments on the international scene.

The ultimate objective of the investigation is to examine and theorise how an appraisal 

system needs to be linked to a specific context and the norms which professional teachers have 

in that context. In order to achieve this I designed, piloted and critically analysed an internal 

secondary school teacher appraisal scheme which is based on (i) a systematic in-depth review 

of the relevant academic background and (ii) the comprehensive study of the specific context.

The nature and scope of work undertaken

The project consists of two closely related phases.

Phase 7 is a four-part preliminary study, which lays the theoretical foundation for the 

second phase of the investigation by exploring the distinctive features of the Hungarian 

context and surveying the available academic knowledge of the subject.

The first part is a review of the current context for teacher appraisal in Hungary, the 

second part is a comprehensive review of both the Hungarian and the international literature 

on the most controversial appraisal-related issues, the third part is a review of some selected 

earlier and existing models of appraisal, and the fourth part presents and evaluates a set of 

large scale surveys of the opinions of three key cohorts of stakeholders (teachers, pupils and 

their parents) in Hungarian secondary education.

Phase 2 consists of two overarching sections, which uses the knowledge acquired in Phase 

1 in order to obtain direct experience of how this knowledge can be applied in a specific 

context. My purpose in this phase is to devise, analyse and evaluate a teacher appraisal scheme 

which is theoretically well-founded, reasonably practicable, and in full compliance with the 

norms and the specific legal and moral requirements of Hungarian education.
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The first part, building on the findings and conclusions of the first phase of the 

investigation, draws up the general theoretical principles and practical details of a proposal for 

a pioneer secondary school teacher appraisal scheme. The second part describes in detail the 

piloting of this scheme on a small but typical population, and presents the analysis and 

discussion of the data from both the piloting proper and the follow-up review of the piloting 

process.

While findings from the pilot seem to have confirmed the validity of the proposed scheme, 

they have also revealed that the sociological-societal environment (lack of motivation and lack 

of resources) might prove to be a serious obstacle in the path of the introduction of appraisal in 

secondary schools in Hungary.

Contribution made to the knowledge of the subject treated

On the basis of empirical evidence from the research, it was possible to (i) establish a 

general theoretical framework that can provide a sound basis for a conceptual model for 

linking teacher appraisal to specific contexts and the norms stakeholders have in that context, 

and (ii) develop a practical methodology for a design process which can help administrators 

devise an appraisal scheme which conforms to the accepted norms of stakeholders in a 

particular educational context. This design process can be divided into two distinct phases: 

generalising a methodology for formulating a roughly-tuned national-level proposal on the 

one hand, and establishing a standard procedure for the local-level fine-tuning of this 

proposal to the specific contexts and norms of a particular institution on the other.
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"Benefits (of teacher appraisal schemes) to 

individuals should prevail over benefits to 

institutions. (...) The harmony and respect of staff, 

and thus the classroom learning environment, 

should not be put at risk just because teacher 

evaluation might make some things better."

Robert E. Stake (1989)

PREFACE

I had my first hands-on experience of appraisal an exasperatingly long-long time ago when 

I started my teaching career in a secondary school in Budapest, Hungary. We were in the early 

eighties, and the old system of regular five-year external evaluations was still very much in 

effect.

In their heyday, these inspections were dreaded by all teachers: they were carried out by 

inspectors we had never seen before and they consisted of the observation of a single lesson 

and a short post-lesson discussion (both in the company of another fearful figure, the head 

teacher). There were no declared criteria and we were completely at the mercy of our 

evaluators; a single observation could have a considerable - either positive or negative - 

influence on a teacher's future career.

And so it did in my case: after the first cycle of inspections my reputation began to grow 

rapidly in the school, and after the second round I found myself in probably the best school in 

the country in the position of a 'teacher-trainer' as it was called at the time, undoubtedly on 

the recommendation of my inspector. After a few more cycles elapsed I eventually landed at 

the university as a junior lecturer in English language teaching methodology.

My second close encounter with appraisal, though, promised to be a somewhat less 

pleasant one to start with. In 1995, my director asked a colleague of mine and me to work out 

an appraisal policy for the department, and the 'departure point' for this scheme was more 

than unpleasant: there had been drastic cuts in the university's budget and the department had 

been instructed to 'downsize' staff. Our job, in fact, was to come up with a proposal that could 

help the department to base its decisions on something tangible in the event of having to make 

any further reductions. I will not go into details about the fate of this scheme now, but some 

elements of it are still in effect after all these years, and the instructive case of the CETT- 

ELTE, Budapest appraisal scheme has undoubtedly stimulated some debate among



professionals engaged in education at different levels and has probably influenced a number of 

other such policies as a result of the all the articles, presentations and further proposals we 

have produced over the years.

In the meantime, as time passed, the political scene changed dramatically, and the past 

fifteen years have proved to be an era of unprecedented educational change in this country. A 

large number of factors and influences have combined to bring the notion of quality assurance 

centre stage and create a case for teacher appraisal, although - at a policy level at least - often 

espousing accountability rather than developmental values and hardly beyond the level of 

rhetoric and catchwords as yet, mainly because very little domestic research has been 

undertaken in this field, and even less has been written about it for teachers and practitioners. 

Yet, it is this group who are required - by now even by law - to 'do' appraisal, and I have 

consulted enough of them to be aware of how desperately they are struggling to set up 

schemes that could fulfil this extremely delicate statutory duty.

It was the experience gained from my past and my involvement with the CETT-ELTE 

appraisal project that enabled me, and the perception of this serious discrepancy between 

requirements and available guidance that obliged me, to set up a research project to investigate 

the theory and practice of teacher appraisal in the Hungarian secondary school context. My 

main purpose was to make an argument for teacher appraisal that had professional 

development as its primary aim.

I hope that this dissertation will be of some value to the academic community, particularly 

to those schools and head teachers who find themselves in the position of having to set up 

schemes for the appraisal of their teachers, and also to the teachers who will be immediately 

involved in the process. I hope it will serve as a useful starting point for further discussions 

about appraisal, and will help practitioners to avoid some of the pitfalls and come up with 

schemes that will make appraisal a pleasant and rewarding experience.
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1 Introduction

This dissertation explores the area of quality in the teaching profession in general and 

formal assessment of the performance of teachers - teacher appraisal - in Hungarian 

secondary education in particular.

/./ Terminology

Whereas the terms 'assessment', 'appraisal' and 'evaluation' are often used 

interchangeably in everyday language, in education certain conventions have developed for 

differentiating between them. According to Elliott (1 989), assessment tends to be used when 

the focus is on student learning, appraisal tends to be used in relation to performances of 

individual teachers, while evaluation has often been used when the focus is broader than the 

individual, e.g. the curriculum, the institution, a policy or programme. According to Wragg,

Wikeley, Wragg and Haynes' (1996) 

definition, evaluation is a general term used to 

describe any activity by the institution where 

quality of the provision is the subject of 

systematic study, appraisal is a retrospective 

activity implying the forming of qualitative 

judgments about an activity, a person or an 

organisation, review is retrospective activity 

implying the collection and examination of 

evidence or information, and assessment 

emphasizes the use of measurement and/or 

grading based on known criteria.
Relationships in quality assessment

Wragg, Wikeley, Wragg and Haynes define staff or teacher appraisal as a process 

including qualitative judgments about performance, and recommend the use of the terms 

appraisee (meaning the teacher being appraised) and appraiser (meaning the person doing the 

appraising). They also note that the term teacher evaluation is more frequently used in the
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United States for what is called teacher appraisal in Britain.

In the Hungarian literature, Talyigas and Mojzes (2000) point out that there is a difference 

between the terms 'quality control', 'quality assessment' and 'quality assurance/management': 

while quality control means direct control of the learning-teaching process or the whole 

institution so as to ensure that they go according to pre-determined rules and requirements, 

quality assessment is a diagnostic process meant to evaluate the state of affairs, and quality 

assurance or quality management is a management philosophy based on self-regulation.

This thesis is centrally concerned with quality assessment in general as defined by 

Talyigas and Mojzes and teacher appraisal in particular as defined by Elliott and Wragg, 

Wikeley, Wragg and Haynes.

1.2 The current conception of appraisal in Hungary

As it will be clear from the review of the various factors that have shaped conceptions of 

evaluation and quality assessment (see Chapter 2 for details), teacher appraisal comes into the 

Hungarian education system with a lot of different, - occasionally contradictory - overtones. 

Phenomena such as the authoritarian inspections with their one-off class observations by 

external appraisers until the late 1980s, the recent spread of managerialism, the uncertainty of 

jobs, the governmental effort to introduce performance-related pay, the use of student 

feedback in language schools, the home-produced schemes in individual schools, and, above 

all, the fundamentally judgmental/critical ethos of all Hungarian education, have all had a 

substantial impact on professional thinking on teacher appraisal in this country. It is hardly 

surprising then that the majority of school teaching staff has a deeply rooted distrust of 

anything that is associated with assessment, and any kind of evaluative 'inspection' is 

automatically seen as a threat. It is not surprising either that - although a great deal has been 

written on general quality assurance/assessment in schools recently -; there is practically no 

Hungarian literature on teacher appraisal as yet.
In addition, it must not be forgotten that there is a very realistic danger that successive 

governments, increasingly influenced by new market-led management ideas on education and 

increasingly convinced of the need to contain educational spending, might want to use 

systematic teacher appraisal (or even worse, other easily manageable indicators of
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performance like the use of pupils' results on attainment tests) to obtain and justify more 

control over the relationship between pay, responsibilities and performance. The late nineties 

and the early years of the 2000s have clearly been dominated in this country by a new 'market 

economy' thinking in government circles, emphasising the need to identify how resources are 

being used, whether the purpose of spending has been achieved, and making accountable those 

who are responsible for the spending. One can more and more often hear such voices from 

government circles; see, for example, an interview with Reidelne Peter Etelka, director of the 

Pedagogical Servicing Institute of Pest County*, who argues that it is of utmost importance 

that teachers should be reassured that appraisal is by no means meant to threaten or sanction 

them in any way, but in the same interview admits that sooner or later internal appraisal will 

become a basis for 'pedagogical differentiation between teachers' as she puts it (Reidelne 

Peter Etelka, 1999). Undoubtedly, the tendency is towards an increasingly centralist and 

accountability-oriented approach. The broad shape of Hungarian education in the near future 

is already clearly discernible: the curriculum is already centrally specified and standardised to 

a considerable degree, enabling national achievement tests (in the form of the new Matura 

Exam to be introduced in 2005) to be applied to the performance of pupils thus facilitating 

comparative public judgment of how well or badly schools and teachers are doing. These 

tendencies imply direct links between pupil performance and judgments on teachers and 

schools, and are paving the way for comparative public judgment of the quality of schooling.

Many critics of this approach (both in Hungary and abroad, see Nagy, 1999; Simons, 

1989; Winter, 1989; Turner and Clift, 1988; Bolington, Hopkins and West, 1990 etc.) see this 

as a reduction and simplification of educational processes; as Weir and Roberts (1994) put it, 

almost to that of a chicken farm, in which chicks are weighed on entry and chickens on exit, 

and the quality of the factory is assessed in terms of the average weight gained. They argue 

that measurement of this type excludes such parameters as social, personal, and motivational 

aspects of learning and ignores the high degree of variability between learners in what they 

bring to the educational programme at the outset, both individually and from school to school.

The existing pressures mentioned above seem to slowly but surely shift the emphasis away 

from the professional development of schooling and teacher autonomy towards the rhetoric of

"Pest Megyei Pedagogiai Szolgdltato Intezet
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customer-contract relationships and public accountability, which, by using highly simplistic 

quality indicators and moving the design and management of curriculum and performance 

management out of the control of the education professions and into the hands of government 

agencies, might - in my personal opinion at least - seriously endanger the conditions for 

improved teaching and learning in our schools.

1.3 Rationale for the study

In the light of this ambiguous conception of appraisal in Hungary today it is of the utmost 

importance that the profession should be in a position to reject misguided or well-intended but 

amateurish schemes and to avoid the possible pitfalls when it comes to preparing its own 

proposals for appraisal schemes. If, in this new context, appraisal is to be looked upon as a 

means of effective management with a strong formative, improvement-oriented focus which is 

concerned with professional development i.e. the improvement of teaching practice by 

identifying areas of strengths and weaknesses both at individual and organisational level, 

-which is - in accordance with practically all the authors in the literature who have studied 

appraisal from a professional rather than a managerial (bureaucratic) point of view - seen as 

the desirable direction by the author of this study, the process should be theoretically sound, 

well-thought-out and managed in a highly professional way.

The ultimate aim of the forthcoming phases of the investigation is to make an argument for 

teacher appraisal that has professional development as its primary aim by collecting adequate 

evidence of the feasibility of designing and implementing an appraisal policy which is 

appropriate and valid in the given Hungarian context and thus can have positive outcomes for 

both individuals and organisations.

In addition to these primary objectives, however, this research also hopes to fulfil some 

higher hopes and aspirations: in a small country like Hungary - particularly in a situation 

where very little in-depth original academic or empirical research has been carried out in the 

field of teacher appraisal so far - a research project of this nature might have a far-reaching 

washback effect on professional thinking on the one hand, and, perhaps more importantly than 

that, even on the general evaluation-policy of the educational authorities on the other. In order 

for this purpose to stand any chance of being achieved, though, it is essential that the validity
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of the proposed scheme could be confirmed.

In summary, then, this research will be breaking new ground in Hungarian education and 

will add to the sparse Hungarian literature on teacher appraisal. In addition, the research will 

be important at a number of different levels; it will be important at a general policy level to 

help inform the national debate on the purposes and methodology of teacher appraisal, at a 

college/university operational level to help teacher effectiveness and teacher development 

programmes, at the school level to inform practice (both school management and staff) on 

ways of tailoring their schemes to their contexts, and also at an individual level in order that 

teacher appraisal may become more reliable, valid and meaningful for all those concerned.

1.4 The aims and objectives of the research

The international literature provides easy access to useful general information about 

practically all aspects of the subject, so - depending on the designers' fundamental viewpoints 

on teaching, their conception of what constitutes effective teaching and their basic 

philosophical position on the desirable purposes and functions of appraisal, and, in the final 

analysis, on their conviction about what serves the best interests of all those concerned - it 

would be relatively easy to put together a scheme which could be perceived as "best practice" 

as articulated in the appraisal literature, and which might be suitable to some indeterminate 

specific purpose in some unspecified, undefined context.

There is, however, one particular aspect of appraisal where the (primarily Anglo-Saxon) 

literature seems to lack a very important dimension: authors do not seem to consider the 

importance of the immediate context and the norms and expectations stakeholders have in that 

context, at least explicitly. Without this dimension, however, a scheme would undoubtedly 

lack reliability and validity in a given context.

The main reason for this apparent negligence in the literature may very well be that 

administrators and researchers in these countries are so used to professionals working in 

teams, with peers knowing what each member of the team is doing, regularly sharing 

evaluations and accepting the pronunciation of qualitative judgements as normal, that they 

take this for granted as an important element of the context for appraisal. Those authors will 

not have considered expectations where the profession is organised in another way, perhaps in
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a more hierarchical manner, and will therefore not have thought of circumstances where the 

specific needs, wants, norms and expectations of those involved in appraisal will be crucially 

important. Obviously, the international literature, particularly that from the US and the UK, 

lacks an important dimension when it comes to application to countries with a different socio 

political, educational and cultural background.

The ultimate objective of the research is to make an original contribution to knowledge in 

the subject by (i) theorising the general principles for linking an appraisal system to a specific 

context and the norms and expectations of different stakeholders in that context and by (ii) 

generalising a design process that can help international administrators in general and 

Hungarian schools in particular to tailor appraisal to their own contexts.

My research hypothesis is that it is possible to design an appraisal scheme that will work 

as a suitable mechanism for quality enhancement in a given institution if the distinctive 

features of the educational context and the opinions and expectations of key stakeholders are 

properly investigated and taken into account.

There are two underlying aims - which tie in very closely with one another - that are to be 

achieved in order to confirm the original hypothesis. This is to be carried out in two 

overarching phases:
Aim 1: In the first phase my main purpose is to identify areas and aspects of teacher 

performance appraisal that are relevant in the present-day Hungarian context by a) examining 

the current context for teacher appraisal in Hungary, b) reviewing the relevant Hungarian and 

international literature, c) studying some selected models of appraisal and d) conducting a 

survey into the opinions of key Hungarian stakeholders.
Parts a), b) and c) of this phase review and summarise information already available about 

the subject, while part d) creates new knowledge in the field in terms of producing processed 

and systematically analysed data which have not been available so far about the views and 

opinions of key Hungarian stakeholders in secondary school quality management regarding 

the most contentious and controversial issues relating to teacher appraisal.

Aim 2: In Phase 2 my aim is to a) devise and b) pilot a pioneer scheme for teacher 

appraisal, which is intended to satisfy the requirements of a theoretically sound, fair and 

practical scheme specifically designed to meet the particular professional, legal and moral 

requirements and conditions of Hungarian secondary schools.
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Part a) of this phase of the research makes a new contribution to the subject of appraisal in 

terms of putting forward a unique scheme which has been developed by taking into account 

both the recommendations of the international literature and the specific requirements of the 

Hungarian context, while part b) provides valuable hands-on experience and critical analysis 

of how that scheme works in this specific context.

By completing these two phases and fulfilling the underlying aims I expect to gain relevant 

information which allows the confirmation of the original hypothesis and can thus be used to 

attain the stated objective of the research, i.e. to formulate the general theoretical principles of 

how an appraisal system should be linked to a specific context and the expectations of key 

stakeholders, and generalise a design process that can be used as a conceptual model for 

administrators to copy.

1.4.1 Phase 1

In order to address the issues in Aim 1,1 conduct the following background research:

A review of the current context for teacher appraisal in Hungary

In this study I examine and describe the current context for teacher appraisal in Hungary, 

taking a closer look at the different factors that have pushed the notion of quality and appraisal 

to the centre of the educational stage. I review the educational history of the past 20 years or 

so to discuss how factors like a more accountability-oriented national education policy, a new 

attitude embodying the values of the market-place, the infiltration of a new educational 

culture, and an increasing need for individual performance indicators have contributed to 

creating a need for new performance management policies in this country.

A review of the literature

In this review, in order to place the research in its academic context, I survey the relevant 

(but, unfortunately, barely existent) Hungarian and (far more abundant) international - 

predominantly British and American - literature on the most controversial theoretical concerns 

in an understanding of appraisal.
The main purpose of this review is to identify key areas and elements that are essential to a
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professional appraisal scheme and also to define cases of theoretically sound and acceptable 

practice.

A review of selected models of appraisal

In this review I examine the practice of appraisal by taking a closer look at a number of 

different earlier and existing international and Hungarian appraisal schemes, a selection of 

models of school and college-based teacher appraisal which vary considerably in nature and 

salient characteristics. My aim here is to observe various schemes in operation, to study 

different methods, procedures and instruments, and either identify elements that could prove 

useful, or problems and weaknesses that should be avoided in a Hungarian secondary school 

context.

A survey of the opinions of key stakeholders

This study surveys the views, opinions, needs and wants of key Hungarian stakeholders in 

a secondary school's appraisal process and explores the different criteria that such schemes 

should meet in the present-day Hungarian context according to these cohorts.

The main aim of this survey is to collect up-to-date information concerning the opinions of 

those directly concerned with appraisal on certain specific aspects of appraisal (with particular 

reference to aspects where the literature and the review of selected models do not provide 

enough information about my subject) which could help me identify the key features of a 

teacher appraisal scheme that is relevant, valid, reliable and thus acceptable for all those 

concerned in the present-day Hungarian context. After describing the research design and the 

selection of the sample, I present the analysis and discussion of each of the three surveys.

1.4.2 Phase 2

In order to address the issues in Aim 2, drawing on my findings in Phase 1 of the 

investigation, I carry out the following research:
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Designing the theoretical structure of a teacher appraisal scheme for Hungarian secondary 

schools

In this part of the research - building on the conclusions of the first phase of the 

investigation and taking the prevailing objective conditions as baselines - I draw up the 

structure of an original internal appraisal scheme that is supposed to meet the requirements of 

a theoretically sound system which could actually be used for assessing the performance of 

teachers in Hungarian secondary schools. After drawing up a set of detailed requirements, or 

rather the basic principles, for appraisal in the given context I devise the specifications of the 

procedures and methods concerning the different components of the proposed appraisal cycle.

My main purpose here is to write up a proposal for the theoretical foundations of a scheme 

which - in addition to supplying school management with information so that certain 

managerial decisions which are claimed to be based on performance can be made in a fairer 

way - could be used to improve the quality of teaching by helping teachers identify problem 

areas and work towards realistic professional goals. This proposal is intended to serve as a 

useful starting point for discussions about the basic principles and fundamental nature of 

appraisal in a particular school.

Devising the instruments and procedural rules of the appraisal scheme

In this section I work out a detailed proposal for the tools and management of the scheme 

that I think is theoretically sound and that I believe will be acceptable to as many of those 

concerned as possible. Drawing on my findings from the background research, I devise the 

instruments, detailed criteria, recommended pro formas, the specification of the tasks and 

responsibilities of appraisers, along with a set of guidelines, or "procedural rules" for the 

management and documentation of the appraisal process.

My aim in this section is to produce documents that could be used as a convenient starting 

point for discussions about the practice of appraisal in a particular school.

Piloting the scheme

In this part of my dissertation I describe the piloting of the scheme, the principal aim of 

which is to evaluate the system in practice i.e. to try out the scheme in the real world (in a 

typical four-year, 'gimndzium'1 -type secondary school) on the population it was meant for, so
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that it can be ascertained whether the fundamental elements and instruments of the scheme are 

really suitable, indeed meet the basic requirements laid down in the basic principles, and 

whether it fulfils the aims it set out to fulfil. I lead and at the same time follow up the appraisal 

process in order to see the scheme in operation and draw conclusions from my findings 

concerning the content, construct and face validity of the system. I use the data from the 

appraisal to verify whether the scheme meets the basic feasibility requirements.

Reviewing the pilot

This final phase of the pilot focuses on face validity, and specifically on the participants' 

satisfaction with the scheme. I follow up the piloting process by conducting a survey of the 

opinions and reactions of the concerned parties, i.e. teachers and school management, through 

review questionnaires and interviews.

The main aim of this review is to examine how the scheme has been received and whether 

the key aspects of the scheme have been accepted and found suitable by the staff, as this is one 

of the main criteria for evaluating the "success" and validity of this sensitive procedure. After 

processing and analysing the findings, I draw conclusions which will help me modify and 

revise the original scheme.

1.4.3 An evaluation of the project and final conclusions

In order to conclusively demonstrate that the research has successfully achieved its stated 

objective of theorising the principles of and generalising a design process for linking teacher 

appraisal systems to specific Hungarian contexts and the norms the different stakeholders have 

in these contexts, I synthesize the findings of the whole of the research project and draw the 

final conclusions from the two phases of the research.

1.5 Research methods

A careful review of the literature and existing models of teacher appraisal reveals that 

appraisal is an extremely multi-faceted area, which is permeated by a great number of 

theoretical, political, ideological and ethical questions. Some of these issues seem to be of 

cardinal importance if we are to arrive at valid conclusions:
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• Different value positions powerfully influence debates about appraisal, and, more 

importantly, the way in which appraisal can and should be conducted. As a result, 
methodology, which lies at the heart of appraisal, is more than the mere technical 
procedures themselves, as it is infused with ideology and assumptions about the social 
world in general and education/teaching in particular (Winter, 1989; Burgess, 1989);

• Different appraisal procedures are suited to different purposes (Winter, 1989);

• Appraisal schemes cannot not be implemented in isolation from an evaluation of how 
contextual factors influence performance, or else there is a serious danger of teachers 
being scapegoated for deficiencies in performance which might best be explained in terms 
of contextual factors (Elliott, 1989).

The complexity of these issues - the large number of variables - makes it clear that only a 
research project based on an interpretive paradigm would be suitable for working out the 
guidelines for a system of appraisal that could serve as a model for Hungarian secondary 
schools, as the subject of the investigation would have to be human behaviour, which is not 
rule-governed. Scientific/normative methods would be unsuitable for gaining a proper 
understanding of and direct insight into the subjective world of human experience. It is 
obvious then that in order to draw valid inferences I would need to undertake a natural survey 
so that I can interpret the specific and understand actions and meanings rather than causes.

In this specific case it means the application of action research, which Cohen and Manion 
(1994) define "as a small-scale intervention in the functioning of the real world and a close 
examination of the effects of such intervention", where the subject of the investigation is a 
specific problem in a specific setting. Cohen and Manion sum up the tangible features of this 
style of research as follows: "it is situational — it is concerned with diagnosing a problem in a 
specific context and attempting to solve it in that context; it is usually (though not inevitably) 
collaborative - teams of researchers and practitioners work together on a project; it is 
participatory - team members themselves take part directly or indirectly in implementing the 
research; and it is self-evaluative - modifications are continuously evaluated within the 

ongoing situation, the ultimate objective being to improve practice in some way or other." 
(Cohen and Manion, 1994, p. 186.) The authors add that the scope of action research as a 
method is often impressive: it may range at one extreme from a teacher trying out a novel way 
of teaching with her class to, at another, a sophisticated study of organisational change using a
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large research team and backed by government sponsors. Whatever the situation, however, 

they point out, the method's evaluative frame of reference remains the same, namely, to add to 

the practitioners' functional knowledge of the phenomena they deal with. This type of 

research, they conclude, is therefore usually considered in conjunction with social or 

educational aims.

Cohen and Manion refer to Blum*, according to whom the use of action research in social 

sciences can be resolved into two stages: a diagnostic stage in which the problems are 

analysed and the hypotheses developed; and a therapeutic stage or action stage (Gill and 

Johnson, 1997) in which the hypotheses are tested by a consciously directed change 

experiment, preferably in a social life situation. Nunan (1992) describes the action research 

cycle in seven steps, consisting of stages such as Initiation, Preliminary investigation, 

Hypothesis, Intervention, Evaluation, Dissemination and Follow-up, the first three of which 

broadly coincide with Cohen and Manion's diagnostic stage, and the rest with the therapeutic 

stage.

Cohen and Manion and Gill and Johnson (1997) describe action research as a step-by-step 

process which is constantly monitored over a period of time or varying periods of time, and by 

a variety of mechanisms (questionnaires, diaries, interviews and case studies, for example) so 

that the ensuing feedback may be translated into modifications, adjustments, directional 

changes, redefinitions, as necessary, so as to bring about lasting benefit to the ongoing process 

itself. Unlike in other methods, no attempt is made to identify one particular factor and study 

it in isolation, divorced from the context giving it meaning. According to Cohen and Manion, 

the main justification for the use of action research in the context of the school is improvement 

of practice, which, they add, can be achieved only if teachers are able to change their attitudes 

and behaviour. They also point out another feature which makes this method a very suitable 

procedure for work in schools: the flexibility and adaptability of action research, which are 

revealed in the changes that may take place during its implementation and in the course of on- 

the-spot experimentation and innovation characterising the approach, which come out 

particularly strongly when set against the usual background of constraints in schools - those to 

do with organisation, resources, staff deployment and teachers' attitudes for example, as well

'National Education Association Of the United States: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 
Learning about Learningfrom Action Research (Washington DC, 1959).
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as pressures from other agencies involved and from competing interests. They highly 

recommend action research as an appropriate method - among other areas of school life - in 

the case of research on "evaluative procedures - improving one's methods of continuous 

assessment; in-service development of teachers - improving teaching skills, developing new 

methods of learning, increasing powers of analysis, of heightening self-awareness; 

management and control - the gradual introduction of the techniques of behaviour 

modification; and administration - increasing the efficiency of some aspect of the 

administrative side of school life". (Cohen and Manion, 1994, pp. 192-194.)

The planned research project amply fulfils all the fundamental requirements of action 

research as described by the research literature. It is an intervention in the functioning of a 

school and its main purpose is undoubtedly improvement of practice, which is to be achieved 

through a step-by-step process which is constantly monitored over a period of time by 

questionnaires and interviews so that feedback on the process may be used to make the 

necessary modifications. For obvious reasons (the PhD dissertation context), the diagnostic 

stage of the research - the review of the literature and existing models, and to a great extent 

the identification of the problem itself- is carried out by the researcher. So is the introductory 

phase of the therapeutic stage (designing the preliminary scheme), but the rest of this stage is 

collaborative and involves the active participation of the school management and members of 

the staff. Because of the nature of the project, the final phases of the project are conducted by 

the researcher again.
The methodology of certain parts of the research is quantitative and the three principal 

descriptive methods of data collection employed are self-completion questionnaires (in the 

case of surveying the opinions of key stakeholders, feedback from participant in the pilot, 

student feedback), semi-structured interviews (feedback from management in the pilot, the 

appraisal interviews in the pilot) and non-participant observation (classroom observation in the 

pilot). This methodological approach enables the analysis of data - which can be collected in 

field settings, and are amendable to qualification - from a snapshot of attitudes at a single 

point of time.
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1.6 Dissertation plan

Following this initial introductory chapter, Phase 1 (the diagnostic stage) of the research 

comprises the following chapters:

In Chapter 2 of the dissertation, I look into the current context for teacher appraisal in 

Hungary. I review the educational history of the past two decades to demonstrate how 

different factors have contributed to generating a demand for new performance management 

policies in Hungary.

In Chapter 3 of the dissertation, I present a review of the Hungarian and international 

literature on the theoretical background to my topic.

In Chapter 4 I review the practice of appraisal by examining a selection of models of 

school- and college-based teacher appraisal schemes.

In Chapter 5 I present the survey of the views, opinions, needs and wants of Hungarian 

teachers and school management, secondary school pupils and parents. I describe the research 

design and the selection of the sample, and then present the detailed findings for each cohort 

and then I draw the conclusion concerning some of the key requirements of the teacher 

appraisal scheme I intend to devise.

Phase 2 (the therapeutic/action stage) of the dissertation includes the following chapters:

In Chapter 6 I present the theoretical structure, the criteria and the necessary instruments 

for a proposal for an original teacher appraisal scheme intended for use in Hungarian 

secondary schools which I consider theoretically sound and acceptable for as many of those 

concerned as possible, thus could serve as a useful starting point for discussions about 

appraisal-related issues in schools.
In Chapter 7 I describe the piloting of my proposed scheme. In order to assess the validity 

of the scheme I collect and analyse data about the process and follow up the piloting by 

conducting a survey into the reactions of the two most important stakeholders: the teachers 

and the school management through review questionnaires and interviews. The review focuses 

on the reception of the scheme and examines the participants' views on the practical suitability 

of the principles, key procedures and instruments of the system. On the basis of the findings of 

the pilot and the review, I also draw the necessary conclusions in order to revise the original 

scheme.
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In Chapter 8 of the dissertation I give an overview of the whole project, summarise the 

findings, reflect on the processes, review the achievements of the investigation and draw the 

final conclusions from the two phases of the research concerning the principles of linking 

appraisal systems to specific contexts and envisaging the short and long term outlook for 

appraisal on the Hungarian educational scene.
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2 The current context for teacher appraisal in Hungary

The aim of this chapter of the dissertation is to give an overview of the societal and 

educational context for quality assessment in general and teacher appraisal in particular in 

Hungary today. First I review the educational history of the past 15-20 years in order to 

describe the key developments - particularly the issues arising from the spread of market-led 

ideas on education - that have directly or indirectly led to a demand for new performance 

management policies in Hungary. Then, in the second part of the study, I summarize the 

factors and influences that have pushed the notion of appraisal to centre stage and give an 

overview of the present state of affairs with particular attention to the main tendencies in 

professional and political thinking that create a case for teacher appraisal in this country. At 

the end of the chapter I draw the conclusions from my findings.

2.1 Introduction

In the present-day Hungarian educational practice in the maintained sector, teacher 

appraisal - whatever form it may take - is officially seen by policy-makers as a means of 

effective management, as one of the internal components or safeguards of quality assurance in 

a particular institution. (Other components include continuous parental and student control, 

human resources management etc.) Quality assurance, the educational authorities argue, is the 

strategy for maintaining quality, whose aim is to make sure that the actual work of a particular 

school meets (or approaches) the objectives declared in the school development plan, and, 

ideally, the teacher appraisal component serves as a bridge between the performance of the 

whole school and individual performance. Appraisal targets are seen as specific actions 

designed to lead to the implementation of plans through focusing work, prioritising activities 

or developing knowledge or skills.
This is a relatively new concept of quality management in this country, as only a mere 15 

years ago appraisal and quality assessment were seen as having an essentially controlling 

function that was based on pre-determined - but, interestingly, non-declared - external 

standards which were independent of the characteristics and needs of the individual institution. 

A large number of different factors have had to combine to bring about this fundamental
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change in political and professional thinking.

2.2 Growing preoccupation with quality and assessment in Hungarian 

education

Like the whole of society, the education system has experienced a sea change over the past 

fifteen years in Hungary. The educational scene is increasingly dominated by a concern to 

implement and institutionalise a radical reform agenda characterised by a particular concern 

for improved quality - school development and greater efficiency - especially in terms of the 

use of resources.

Searching for specific reasons why the notion of quality - and appraisal in particular - has 

come to the forefront of the educational stage in Hungary recently, we can identify an 

interesting combination of a number of different factors, such as the spread of managerialism, 

the emergence of a more accountability-oriented education policy, the infiltration of a new 

educational culture from abroad, and an increasing need for individual performance indicators.

2.2.1 The spread of managerialsm

First and foremost, the rapid spread of the market economy to Hungary in the 1980s (the 

era of the mushrooming of small private businesses such as language schools in education) 

and the early 1990s (which saw the rapid emergence of large private companies and 

independent and church-governed schools in education) brought about a fundamental 

economic reform, which was accompanied by the emergence of a new general managerial 

attitude embodying the values of the market-place. These businesses had to operate within the 

financial and resource constraints that were imposed on them by the competition between such 

establishments, which required market-led ideas and practices on management which, as a 

rule, were taken directly (and often uncritically) from existing (primarily North American) 

free market examples.
In the educational private sector - particularly in language schools - this new attitude to 

management entailed an immediate call for quality assurance systems, which in the beginning 

were rather amateurish home-grown systems or systems (or just elements of systems) 

borrowed from international institutions. Later - in 1992 - the freshly-founded Hungarian
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Professional Association of Language Schools started to work out a complex quality assurance 
system whose main aim was to offer a formal warranty for high quality for its member 
schools. The system came into effect in 1999, and it covers three main areas - the professional 
quality of teaching, the quality of management and the existence of proper technical facilities. 
The audit is carried out by the Association's own 'inspectors' and the system uses 98 criteria 
to evaluate the quality of services, including a teacher performance appraisal element which 
consists exclusively of one-off classroom observations of some of the teachers of the language 
school. The summary report of the audit is then evaluated by a special committee. The 
warranty is issued for a five year period, and enjoys fairly high prestige with language schools, 
mainly for PR reasons, but some schools use the findings to bring about a better relationship 
between pay and teaching performance in the classroom. Better management of the teaching 
staff and more efficient identification of in-service training needs are also seen as potential 
outcomes of evaluation. (NYESZE, 1999.)

With the ensuing political consolidation of the private sector, however, these marked-led 
ideas on innovative ways of managing schooling eventually spread over to government circles 
and 'managerialism' inevitably exerted a profound influence on mainstream educational 
processes as well. The new concept claimed to be not political, but practical and rational and 
offered a private sector solution to public sector problems, thus claiming to foster good public 
administration and management. It exalted private-sector models of accountability and 
efficiency in education.

Since the mid-1980s, successive governments have redefined the governance structure of 
maintained-sector schooling in accordance with the principles of the market and its corollary 
new managerialism, which has produced fundamental changes that have consequences not 
only for organisational methods but also for values of schooling. There seems to have been a 
shift from 'welfarism' with its public service ethos, emphasis on commitment to equity, care 
and social justice, towards 'managerialism' with its customer-oriented ethos, concern for 
efficiency, cost-effectiveness and competition. As a result, a new managerial discourse has 
emerged with new icons such as outcomes and missions, and new rituals to enshrine them 
including planning, performance evaluation (quality assessment) and new fiscal accountability 
arrangements. In this new culture certain policy trends are identifiable, including repositioning 
students and their parents as 'customers', school effectiveness and school improvement,
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teacher competence and accountability. This new management-speak emphasises the 

instrumental purposes of schooling - raising standards and performance as measured by 

examination results - and is frequently articulated within a lexicon of 'enterprise', 

'excellence', 'quality' and 'effectiveness'.

2.2.2 The emergence of a more accountability-oriented national education policy in 

Hungary

Changes started with the Education Act of 1985 which considerably decentralised 

education in Hungary and opened up opportunities for educational change: the autonomy of 

schools became stronger, 'supply' in terms of programmes of study became greater, and 

schools began to pay more attention to the demands of their 'customers'. However, a variety 

of further legislative efforts and central educational decisions in the 90s already clearly 

showed the different governments' desire - regardless of their political affiliations - to bring a 

greater degree of accountability into the education service. From the academic year 1998-1999 

onwards schools were required to introduce school development plans', and the 1999 

Amendment of the 1993 Education Act imposed the mandatory inclusion of a quality 

assurance element in school development plans as of the academic year 2002/2003. The law 

also established the National Educational Evaluation and Examination Centre**, a government 

agency responsible for servicing, managing and coordinating quality-related activities (1993. 

LXXIX. Kozoktatasrol szolo torveny modositasa. [The Amendment of Law LXXIX/1993], 

1999).
At the same time, however, the government made it clear that these measures for 

improving education in schools were not about how to implement centralised reforms (there 

are, for example, no compulsory methods of quality assurance prescribed in the Law) but 

rather how the individual schools could use the impetus of external reform to cope with 

change. (Sztidi, 1998.) This is reflected in the philosophy of the only government-sponsored 

Hungarian quality-assurance project, the Comenius 2000 project, which operates on an

'The Hungarian term is 'pedagogicalprogrammes'; these do not necessarily have to be actually created in the
school, they can also be 'borrowed'.
** Orszdgos Kozoktatdsi Ertekelesi es Vizsga Kozpont
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application basis, relying on the centrally guided individual efforts of competitors.

The school development plan, as a document which translates the mission statement and 

school policies into specific outcomes within a prescribed time-scale, can, in this sense, is 

regarded as a multilateral contract committing the school to its self-imposed requirements of 

quality. Consequently, it is required to include some kind of a quality assurance or 

management system - the recommended systems being the American Total Quality 

Management (TQM) system or the British International Organisation for Standardisation 

(ISO) 9000, but other systems like QPSA*, EFQM** are also acceptable - whose principal role 

is to ensure that the aims and objectives stated in the plan are met. In theory at least, these 

systems are supposed to incorporate a component that focuses on internal teacher appraisal 

(Sziidi, 1988; Tompa, 1997).

These schemes, however, have a clear-cut managerial attitude and they tend to deal with 

these issues in terms of outcomes (output) and pay less attention to the processes that lead up 

to results. Typical complex quality-management systems in the present-day Hungarian 

practice either follow the Comenius 2000 model (a combined TQM and ISO 9000 model, with 

450 participating schools in 2001), the so-called BGR (Belso Gondozdsi Rendszer, [Internal 

Guidance System] - a joint Dutch-Hungarian project) model, the ISO 9000 system, the TQM 

model, the KLG (Kossuth Lajos Gimnazium, Mosonmagyarovar - see 4.4.1 for more details) 

model, a Hungarian model which is based on the TQM philosophy, or an individual scheme of 

their own (such as the Illyes Gyula Gimnazium es Kozgazdasdgi Szakkozepiskola, Budaors 

model — see 4.4.1 for more details). Only the last two of these models contain an elaborate 

teacher appraisal component.

In spite of these efforts, however, with the whole phenomenon being so new in Hungary, 

with the corresponding explicit central policies still under development, and with the 

necessary professional backing (experts, research, literature etc.) only just emerging, there is 

very little that schools can base their policy documents on. As a result, the quality of these 

mission statements and school development plans, let alone quality assurance systems and 

appraisal schemes, is rather dubious, and highly dependent on the professional qualities and

* QPSA = Quality of Public Service Audit: a system worked out by The Gallup Organization, Princeton, NJ.
** EFQM = European Fundation for Quality Management: a system worked out by Frey Akademie AG, Zurich



33

enthusiasm of the Head of the school (Toth & Toth, 1999). According to representative 

statistical surveys, only 40.9% of head teachers and deputies say they have at least some basic 

knowledge of quality assurance/assessment-related issues, and the same surveys reveal that 

only in 34 % of all schools in Hungary do exist more or less sophisticated and piloted systems 

for appraisal purposes, and it is only 30.6% of the schools that appraise their staff at least once 

a year (Horvath & Toth, 1999). There were no direct questions about the quality of these 

systems in the surveys, but according to Toth & Toth (1999), most practical activity to date 

consists of experimental schemes being developed and tried out in individual schools on their 

own initiatives - most of which are either a simplistic direct adoption of one of the 

recommended international systems or a rather amateurish home-grown scheme. Toth & Toth 

say that most appraisal schemes use short interviews as the main method of appraisal, which 

look upon appraisal as a summative, accountability-oriented procedure which is supposed to 

assess the degree to which staff have met contractual and professional accountability demands 

for the benefit of an external audience or decision maker so that they can base their personnel 

and financial decisions on something tangible.

This attitude, i.e. looking upon assessment as quality control, has a long history in the 

traditionally centralised Hungarian educational system: until 1985 there were the parallel 

systems of 5-year evaluation by external inspectors and the separate 5-year evaluation by the 

Head teacher. The professional quality of these inspections - which consisted of a single 

classroom observation and an immediate feedback session - was more than questionable; there 

were no clear criteria, the evaluation was rather subjective, and the evaluee was defenceless 

and at the mercy of his or her evaluator (Toth & Toth, 1999).
In the political and financial climate of Hungary in the nineties and the early years of the 

21st century, in which all public spending is subject to rigorous review, changes in the 

educational scene reflect an emerging national education policy that is increasingly centralist, 

instrumental and accountability-oriented. It is not surprising then that ways of evaluating 

quality in education feature larger and larger in the rhetoric of these changes and current 

policy.
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2.2.3 The infiltration of a new educational culture

With the infiltration of a new - predominantly British - educational culture in the case of 

some university English departments and international language schools, a new demand has 

emerged: a demand for evaluation for professional improvement purposes, where the emphasis 

is on the professional development of the individual teacher and the schools as a whole. The 

emergence of these demands is mainly due to the fact that this period of considerable 

'western' financial and professional support to Hungary in the early 90s - usually through the 

activities of The British Council - coincided with a period of on-going debates about and the 

introduction of mandatory appraisal in British schools: the issue was very much in the air and 

appraisal was increasingly becoming a feature of teachers' professional life in Britain. Interest 

in appraisal arose as a result of the increased management training for senior university and 

language school staff and as a reflection of the requirements for departments, schools and 

individual tutors to set out clearly their aims and objectives. From these sources came an 

appreciation of the role of target setting and the growth of review interviews as occasions for 

monitoring and setting targets.

2.2.4 An increasing need for individual performance indicators

In certain cases, after certain government decisions, it was felt that it would have been 

necessary for lower level decision-makers to know exactly who was good and who was not 

good enough among the members of a particular staff. An example of this kind of problem is 

the situation after the so-called 'Bokros package' of 1995* when information of this kind could 

have helped management to make their decisions when, for example, they had to reduce staff 

posts. Appraisal schemes would have come in handy for school managements again in 1998, 

when the Hungarian Ministry of Education introduced an - at least in this country - 

unprecedented new incentive scheme which was intended to reward outstanding performance 

in the teaching profession - in other words, a system of performance related pay. 

Unfortunately, in the course of implementation it turned out that it was not clear to anyone - 

including the educational authorities - what quality meant in the teaching profession and what

'These measures - meant to stabilise the country's economy - included considerable cuts in the budgets of 
certain government-maintained institutions.
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exactly those concerned meant by quality, let alone appraisal. Most schools solved the 

problem by using formal criteria like the number of years spent at a particular school, which, 

of course, had precious little to do with true differentiation based on real quality indicators. 

Needless to say, the scheme seriously divided staffs and caused considerable concern in 

schools. It came as no surprise then that one of the first measures of the new government of 

1998 was to abolish this controversial scheme. It is rather unfortunate that - as a result of the 

Ministry of Education's short-lived incentive scheme of 1998 - the idea of staff appraisal is 

now predominantly associated with performance-related pay in Hungarian professional 

thinking.

2.3 The case for professional teacher appraisal in Hungary

As we have seen, the radical reforms in Hungarian education that have pushed the notion 

of quality to centre stage - and which, oddly enough, actually started before the political 

changes of 1989 -, have attacked the traditional organisation of the educational system on at 

least six clearly discernible - although in certain cases perhaps seemingly contradictory - 

fronts:

- prescription or centralisation - manifest in the National Curriculum (1995), the Frame 

Syllabus (i.e. prescribed minimum syllabus components for school subjects) (2000)*, the 

forthcoming schemes for national testing etc.;

- decentralisation - local management of schools (since the 1990 Local Government Act), 

individual school development plans (1998) etc.;

- competition - fewer pupils in schools for demographical reasons, the appearance of grant- 

maintained schools and private language schools etc.;

- the process of catching up with the European Union - the infiltration of a new educational 

and management culture;
- higher 'customer' requirements - economic growth in general, inflation, the comparatively 

higher price increase of educational services, the proliferation of fee-paying schools, and 

measures like the introduction of tuition fees have produced increasing sophistication in

'The new government of 2002, however, abolished the mandatory status of the Frame Curriculum.
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the tastes of the public and a revulsion against poor quality educational services; 

- occasional direct financial interventions - budget curtailments which forced schools to

make some of their staff redundant, raising the number of compulsory contact hours for
teachers, the performance-related pay initiative of 1998 etc.

As a result of these factors, traditional, centralised, input-regulated means of quality 
assurance/assessment have become both unsuitable and unnecessary, creating a need for new, 

customer-centred, output-focused, multi-level quality assurance/assessment systems, and 

consequently three or four different levels of evaluation, namely the national level, the 

regional level (although it is not clear as yet whether this level is really necessary), the local 
governmental level and the institutional level.

2.4 Conclusion

In spite of the controversial overtones of appraisal and all the reservations concerning 

extreme applications of free-market thinking or managerialism, however, the principle of 

accountability and the demand for evidence from a professional audience are undoubtedly here 

to stay. There is no denying the fact that the influences described in 2.2 have combined to 

create a case for professional teacher appraisal, and now it is - at least at the level of 

catchwords and slogans as yet - increasingly seen as one of a number of current initiatives, 

(such as the National Curriculum, the Frame Syllabus, the school development plans and the 

forthcoming new Matura Exam), which, if properly constructed and managed, may - through 

the professional development of teachers and the management of schools - significantly 

improve the quality of education in Hungary.
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3 Literature review

In this review I survey the relevant literature on the main theoretical concerns in an 

understanding of appraisal in order to find guidance on the requirements which a valid and 

practicable appraisal scheme should comply with.

3.1 Introduction

3.1.1 The literature

As teacher appraisal has only recently become a significant educational issue in Hungary, 

the Hungarian language literature is extremely scarce. The closest area that has fairly abundant 

literature is quality assurance, but most of the works in this area deal with the theory of 

quality management and, although they do refer to teacher appraisal, they bear little relevance 

to practice in this respect. As a result of this, I have not been able to identify more than twenty 

(only marginally) relevant Hungarian sources, among which I have found Toth (2000), Toth & 

Toth (1999), Talyigas & Mojzes (2000) and Nagy (1999) to be the most useful and 

practicable.
The situation, however, is quite the opposite in the case of the English language literature. 

There is an extensive literature stemming mainly from the USA (where teacher appraisal has 

been well established in certain parts of the country for decades), but since the issue became 

an important point on the educational agenda in Britain in the late 80s, a great deal has been 

written about it there as well. (The Yahoo! web browser, for example, has come up with 

269,000 web results for teacher appraisal alone!) Interestingly, however, in both countries the 

literature is perceptibly monolithic: most American literature is preoccupied with the question 

of accountability in education in general, and criticism of the various state statutories in 

particular, while the majority of British professional journals and research reports focus on the 

controversy over the developmental-judgemental characteristics of schemes in general, and the 

study of the operational effectiveness of the current mandatory schemes in operation in 

particular.



38

Despite the numerical preponderance of American sources, the overwhelming majority of 

the literature I chose to review in this chapter is of British origin, for the simple reason that 

Hungary's societal background, educational culture and the whole cultural-political context 

for appraisal are undoubtedly more similar to those of Britain than of the U.S., so the issues 

raised in the British literature are more pertinent to the situation in Hungary.

Although I have read dozens of books and documents, most of which have provided useful 

information concerning one or more particular aspects of appraisal, there are about 20 

especially valuable sources which form the backbone of this review because of their particular 

relevance and/or their comprehensiveness: these works included Turner and Clift (1988) 

Bollington, Hopkins & West (1990), Smith & West-Burnham (1993), Weir and Roberts 

(1994), Jones & Mathias (1995), Hargreaves (1990 and 1994), Good and Brophy (1984), 

West-Burnham (1993), Greenwood & Gaunt (1994), Middlewood & Cardno (2001), the 

studies in Hargreaves and Fullan (1992), and in Simons & Elliott at al. (1989) in addition to 

the documents Teachers meeting the challenge of change (DfES, 1998) and Education (School 

Teacher Appraisal (England) Regulations (2000), as well as the material available on 

http://www.dfes.gov.uk/ and TeacherNet.
In quoting, citing and compiling the bibliography I apply the APA (American 

Psychological Association) format.

3.1.2 The focus of the review

The review explores the theoretical background to teacher appraisal with the primary focus 

on the most controversial issues, such as the debate on teacher effectiveness, the debate on 

teacher development and finally the debates on the various aspects of teacher appraisal proper. 

There is much narrower focus in this review on the actual management of appraisal, as there 

seems to be considerably more agreement among both teachers and researchers on the 

fundamental managerial principles (such as the general strategies, ethical considerations, the 

outcomes, the documentation etc.) of appraisal than on the underlying abstract theoretical 

principles.
Teaching is a complex activity which is not easily measurable - approaches to the 

appraisal process will depend on such questions as our definition of quality in education, our 

views and assumptions about teaching and ultimately on our theories concerning the
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determinants of teaching quality - hence a need to review the conflicting ideas on teacher 
effectiveness-related, issues.

Closely related to this area is the controversial issue of how we interpret teacher 
development. If we approach appraisal from the ideological standpoint that the highest value 

of the process lies in its developmental potential, it is essential that we should have a clear 

understanding of an unambiguous definition of teacher development and that we should adopt 

a pragmatic approach that is fit for this purpose.
Teacher development is the connecting link between teacher effectiveness and teacher 

appraisal: the fundamental principles of appraisal and the consequent purposes of the process 

will be determined by the views we hold about these issues on the one hand and the actual 

contextual factors of appraisal on the other. Our standpoints here will have a profound 

influence upon the way we look upon such key issues as the controversy surrounding the 

methodology, criteria, procedures, techniques and management of appraisal.
Methodology - the general principles guiding the inquiry - which is in the centre of the 

appraisal process, raises a number of very important theoretical questions, such as the 

qualitative/quantitative tension, the issue of choosing a product or a process model of appraisal 

etc.
The controversy over the criteria to be used brings up the question of the selection and 

possible sources of criteria and queries about their validity and reliability, whereas the debate 

on the procedures - the way in which the inquiry is designed and carried out - poses the 

question of focusing the appraisal and the nature of the information to be collected.

Similarly controversial are the techniques - the specific fact finding manipulative 

operations used to yield data - of appraisal, such as assessment of pupil performance, 

observation of teacher performance, appraisal interviews, self-appraisal, student feedback, 

assessing wider school responsibilities and document analysis.

The main aim of this literature review is to explore in depth the theory of appraisal and 

identify factors that are of key importance in terms of influencing the nature and effectiveness 

of appraisal processes, with particular reference to the specific requirements of the Hungarian 

educational context.
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3.2 The teacher effectiveness debate

3.2.1 Changing definitions of quality in a customer-oriented world

All sources in the literature (Greenwood and Gaunt, 1994; Talyigas and Mojzes, 2000; 

Rea-Dickens and Germaine, 1992 etc.) agree that in the increasingly competitive world of 

education, where students and their parents have been given the right of choice which they are 

determined to exercise, it is imperative that the old producer-led paradigm in the public sector 

- where the organisation 'produces' that which it thinks is appropriate, and then seeks to 

persuade people to 'buy ' that product - should be replaced with the new customer-led 

'quality' paradigm, which is based on a marketing strategy - i.e. schools marketing their 

services to survive - and is characterised by a strong consumer satisfaction orientation. They 

argue that key functions such as production, financial control and marketing all take place 

within an organisational structure, whether in a firm or a school. Their point is that now that 

schools in the state sector are required to operate under practically the same constraints, good 

management practice in the commercial world must be adopted and used by organisations in 

other sectors, including schools.

There is no disagreement in the educational literature among the various sources either that 

the greatest single factor affecting school quality and effectiveness, especially in meeting the 

demands placed upon it in the delivery of high quality services to its 'customers', is its 

employees, so it is obvious that some form of appraisal of teacher performance must be a key 

factor leading to individual and institutional development. However, the different levels of 

evaluation and appraisal imply several layers of these 'customers' and 'suppliers' (the 

common term for all these parties could be stakeholders). Greenwood & Gaunt (1994), for 

example, identify the following groups of external customers: the (prospective) pupils, to 

whom we supply 'education', the (prospective) parents, who directly or indirectly pay for their 

children to be educated, institutions of higher education and further education, for whom the 

pupil will be an input into their educational process, employers, who need to recruit suitably 

educated and skilled staff and the nation, which requires a better-educated and trained 

workforce if the economic system is to remain capable of generating better standards of living 

and quality of life. Internal customers include pupils, parents, school management, teaching 

staff, non-teaching staff like caretakers, secretaries and technicians) and governors.
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(Interestingly, parents and pupils are both external and internal customers according to this 

classification.) Professional suppliers include authors of textbooks, educational experts, 
teacher trainers, and commercial suppliers are suppliers of books, laboratory materials, 
stationary etc.

In this chain of customer-supplier relationship, each element has a 'customer' (or, in other 
words, each element acts as a 'supplier' to the next element in the chain) and each of them has 

a responsibility to meet their customer's requirements, while each of them also has a 
responsibility to the external customer.

Although the new definition of quality: 'meeting customer requirements', fitness for 
purpose' and perhaps even 'delighting our customers' (Greenwood & Gaunt, 1994; Talyigas 

and Mojzes, 2000) is becoming more and more widely accepted, one of the main problems, of 
course, remains that the needs and requirements of all these parties may be quite different, 

even to some degree incompatible; what is more, in certain cases it might not be easy to find 
out exactly what each customer requires from his supplier at every point in the chain.

3.2.2 Conflicting views and assumptions about teaching

The content validity of appraisal (the extent to which a system actually assesses what it 

was intended to assess) will primarily depend on its construct validity (whether a system is 

theoretically sound, i.e. it is based on and built around sound theories of appraisal) and \tsface 
validity (whether it is accepted by the appraisees and the appraisers as a suitable scheme to 

fulfil its proclaimed aims). As these criteria for judging whether an appraisal is good or not, 

are, of course, a matter of personal opinion (or strategic interest) rather than measurement, 
associating the type of teacher appraisal with the way one conceives the job of teaching and 

ideas concerning what constitutes effective teaching is of crucial importance.
As Wragg, Wikeley, Wragg & Haynes (1996) say, "...Evaluating what teachers do in the 

school generally, and in their own classroom in particular, is especially problematic. There is 

often disagreement about what constitutes effective teaching, and the gains sought are usually 

long term, rather than short term..." In this sense, perceptions of teaching depend upon 

philosophical premises, which are, more often than not, determined by the different 

perspectives the various (power) positions in the chain of customer-supplier relationship 

provide.
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Mclntyre (1989), for example, sets up five categories or types of activities in which 
teaching could be construed: a social role governed by a set of conventions about appropriate 
behaviour; an activity which primarily involves the display of certain personal characteristics, 
such as warmth, extroversion and social dominance; a skilled craft, in which intellectual 

knowledge and reflection is of minor importance in comparison to the sensitive use of 
practical skills which neither are, nor need to be, consciously articulated; a theory-based 

technology, in which the decisions made are derived from, and monitored against, a coherent 
and well-established body of theory; and apolitical activity, in which the individual more or 

less consciously, and with more or less social skill and political awareness, plays a part in 
ongoing negotiations and struggles in which different social groups attempt to impose their 

wills, and their conceptions of reality, on each other.

In a similar vein, Wise at al (1984), on the basis of their study of teacher appraisal 
practice in 32 American cities, posited four fundamental views of teaching: as labour, as craft, 
as profession and as art. These categories have become the most generally applied terms for 

describing the basic philosophical assumptions about teaching in the appraisal/evaluation 

literature.
When teaching is looked upon as labour, the teacher's job is simply to implement pre-set, 

prescribed routines, and the overall criterion of appraisal is adherence to these procedures. The 

appraisal system includes direct inspection of the teacher's work, such as monitoring lesson 
plans, classroom performance and performance results.

When teaching is conceived as a craft, it is seen as an activity that requires a repertoire of 

specialised techniques and knowledge, including knowledge of how to apply these skills. 
Appraisal is supposed to determine indirectly whether the teacher has the necessary skills.

Teaching as a profession requires not only the repertoire of skills but also the exercise of 

judgment about where the skills should be applied. Standards of performance are developed 

and determined by peers, based upon experience and empirical research.
In the conception of teaching as an art, the teaching situation is seen as unpredictable, so 

the techniques and procedures of teaching are personalised rather than standardised with the 

actual procedures depending on the personality and personal insight of the individual teacher. 

Appraisal involves self-assessment as well as peer assessment, relying more on holistic 

judgments rather than analytic qualities.
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It is clear from these descriptions that appraisers who consider teaching as primarily labour 

or craft will use different standards than would evaluators who base their judgments on 

professional or artistic assumptions.

3.2.3 Divergent theories concerning the determinants of teaching quality and teacher 

effectiveness

With the views on the fundamental conceptions of teaching being so divergent, it is hardly 

surprising that interpretations of teaching quality (and quality deficits), and views on what 

makes good (and poor) quality teaching have been the subjects of fierce professional debates 

with strong ideological, political and even economic (or rather business) overtones both in 

Britain and the United States in the past twenty-odd years.

In a critical survey of prevailing theories concerning the determinants of teaching quality 

which proved to be particularly influential in shaping official government policy on the 

improvement of teaching quality Hargreaves (1989) identifies three sets of assumptions on 

both sides of the Atlantic.

One of these theories is concerned with the sort of personal qualities that are suited to 

teaching, and is based on surveys whose findings suggested that personal qualities of teachers 

such as personality, character, commitment and their relationship with pupils were in many 

cases the decisive factors in their effectiveness. Referring to the assumed importance of these 

qualities, advocates of this theory called for improvement in the selection of students for initial 

teacher training and urged that only students with the "requisite qualities" should be awarded 

qualified-teacher status at the end of their studies. At the same time, however, Hargreaves 

adds, while proponents of this theory were firm in their insistence on the importance of these 

personal qualities as a determinant teaching quality, they were much less clear about what 

these particular qualities might be - sense of responsibility, awareness, sensitivity, enthusiasm 

and ease of communication being the only ones they specifically identified. In the main, 

however, exactly which personal qualities are likely to make a good teacher were not 

discussed; nor were there any discussion of whether those qualities might vary according to 

the age group being taught, the special requirements of a teacher's subject, or the ethos of the 

school, for instance. And no advice was forthcoming either on how these (largely unspecified) 

qualities might be identified through the selection process. This kind of guidance, according to
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Hargreaves, places excessive faith in professional intuition rather than anything else.

Another one of these theories claims that teaching quality results from the technical skills 

of classroom pedagogy or teaching method. Good teachers, proponents say, need to have the 

appropriate professional skills to teach their subjects. These pedagogical skills, such as the 

skills of selecting appropriate materials, varying teaching styles, handling written and oral 

work dealing with mixed ability classes etc., advocates of this theory say, should be acquired 

through initial training and in-service training. The recommendation following this assumption 

is that in order to provide teachers with greater and more effective assistance in the 

development of the necessary practical classroom skills more attention should be paid to 

developing these competencies by a greater involvement of teacher trainers and practising 

teachers who have recent and successful experience of teaching (see Cooper and Mclntyre 

1996, for example), and by the setting of minimum periods for teacher-training courses and 

the practical elements within them (such as school-based teaching experience, for example). 

Hargreaves claims, however, that this theory is not quite clear about the way these skills are 

really acquired, let alone how they are to be selected and adjusted according to context or how 

easily or not different kinds of school environment can accommodate them. He also adds that 

such acquisition of skills from existing practitioners, even if it were proved to be effective 

(which he seems to doubt), might be suitable for maintaining the present level of teaching 

quality, but it would certainly not be an effective strategy for raising those levels, for 

introducing new, improved and professionally challenging skills, techniques and approaches 

into the system.
The third theory considers teachers' subject expertise as a key determinant of teaching 

quality. Proponents maintain that there is a direct correlation between teachers' specialist 

subject qualifications and the quality of their teaching, and that insecurity in subject 

knowledge is inevitably reflected in a teacher's effectiveness. They attach high priority to 

improving the extent of subject match through the control of teacher education with regard to 

students spending more time on becoming more knowledgeable in their own subject 

specialisms, and they insist that teaching quality in the case of practising teachers with the 

responsibility of teaching a particular subject can best be enhanced by increasing their 

specialist subject expertise.
Hargreaves labels these approaches as "official" theories, suggesting that it was these
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explanations that informed the analyses and recommendations contained within the influential 

government reports which led to radical reform measures in the 80s and 90s in England and 

Wales. He is sharply, and, in my opinion at least, not always quite justifiably critical of these 

theories; he seems to have a tendency to reject the whole of a concept if he thinks that one or 

two elements are flawed or not well-enough supported by clear evidence. In a 'throwing out 

the baby with the bath-water' fashion, he questions both the grounds and the validity of these 

explanations, claiming that they are basically psychologistic in nature in that they appeal to the 

characteristics of individuals - to competence, skills and personal qualities - as determinants 

of teaching quality. In his view, there is a serious lack of clear research evidence concerning 

what these appropriate qualities might be, and an unfortunate tendency to abstract approved-of 

skills from consideration of the contextual circumstances in which they might need to be 

employed, and an inclination to present a one-sided interpretation of the implications of 

specialist subject expertise for teaching quality. In addition, he adds that these theories place 

the responsibility for the identification of such qualities and the development of such 

competencies on these individuals and those who train them. He points out that these 

explanations suggest a deficit model of teaching where poor quality results from deficiencies 

in personality, gaps in technical expertise and problems with their specialist subject 

competence.
Hargreaves claims that these theories succeeded in gaining ground in government circles 

because they have a certain political attractiveness as they offer a convenient solution to the 

problems by making training, selection and deployment the target of reform, "things can be 

done, can be seen to be done, and they can be done relatively cheaply too. Indeed, one 

wonders sometimes whether the apparent simplicity of such political remedies has, in some 

peculiar way, affected the diagnosis of the supposed 'sickness' in the first place (undesirable 

qualities, low levels of skill, weak subject expertise) to which those remedies were presumably 

a response." (Hargreaves, 1989, p. 75.)
By doing this, Hargreaves concludes, "the government put most of the blame for quality 

deficits onto teachers themselves or those who train them". His suggestion is to take up a more 

sociological approach to understanding the conditions of teaching quality, an alternative 

framework, which, instead of focusing on personality, skills and expertise as such, is 

concerned with the importance of examining the characteristics of the environment in which
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teachers operate and trying to understand and interpret the ways in which teachers make 

sense of, and adjust to, that environment. His argument is based on the premise that "although 
educational reform proposals designed to improve teaching quality often suggest otherwise, 

teachers are neither foolish nor dumb. (...) But what they say, think or do is seldom shaped by 

what, ideally, might be viewed as the best way (...) to teach. Their thoughts and deeds, rather, 

are nested in, moulded by and mediated through a particular work environment: the work 
context of teaching. When teachers fail to match up to ideal ways of teaching, (...) this is more 

usually due not to weakness of personality, skill and subject knowledge, but to the daily 

pressures, constrains and expectations of their work environment." (Hargreaves, 1989, p. 91.) 
His framework consequently suggests not a tightening up of selection procedures, an 

improvement of training, and an emphasis in training and staff deployment on the 

strengthening of subject expertise, but policies such as the re-examination of the control 

purposes of schooling, allocation of improved resources to the system, weakening of the 
public examinations and grading systems, weakening of teachers' attachment to particular 

subject specialisms, devising systems of staff development and collegial support and creating 

opportunities and providing conditions in which teachers can spend more time together.
Hargreaves himself admits, however, that the political attractiveness of reforms of this 

kind is not likely to be as great as that of the "official" policies he was so critical of, and, quite 

honestly, in the present climate of accountability-oriented educational policy they sound 
outright futuristic and utterly divorced from the stark practical realities of the world to me - at 

least in a Hungarian context. There is also a potential danger that unless all these "reforms" 

were introduced simultaneously, the whole education system might descend into chaos. The 

impracticability and "political unattractiveness" of these suggestions, however, do not 

necessarily mean that some of these ideas could not be considered, or that some of them 

should not even be seen as a plausible or exemplary.
Hargreaves and Fullan (1992) look upon the raising of educational standards as providing 

teachers with sufficient 'opportunities to teach', which they interpret as "finding opportunities 

to learn and acquire the knowledge and skills of effective teaching, having opportunities to 

develop the personal qualities, commitment and self-understanding essential to becoming a 

sensitive and flexible teacher, and creating a work environment which is supportive and not 

restrictive of professional learning, continuous improvement, and (where such things as class
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sizes and resources are concerned) the opportunity to teach, and teach well, rather than merely 
survive."

3.2.4 A conceptual framework for monitoring classroom performance

Whatever the model of appraisal, it is essential that both appraisers and appraisees should 

be given an opportunity to acquire the relevant methodological knowledge to conduct such 

work.

In terms of assessing and improving a teacher's classroom performance, which is arguably 

the most important aspect of the ordinary teacher's school activities, one of the key 

constituents of this knowledge is an increased awareness of classroom behaviour through 

which appraisers can form accurate judgements on a teacher's performance on the one hand, 

and teachers can respond more appropriately to pupils' needs on the other. As Good and 

Brophy (1984) - one of the most influential sources on the subject - put it, "to the extent 

teachers can become aware of what happens in the classroom and can monitor accurately their 

personal behaviour and that of their students, they can function as decision makers". In this 

sense the development of skills for observing and describing important classroom behaviours 

and having realistic ways of collecting information is a prerequisite for improving the quality 

of their teaching. In other words, to make valid suggestions about how to improve classroom 

behaviour, teachers and appraisers must be able to see and assess what is happening in 

classrooms. These classroom events are often not easy for most teachers and appraisers to 

perceive because classroom interaction proceeds at a rapid pace and they have not been trained 

to monitor and study teacher behaviour, and they are particularly difficult for teachers to 

perceive because they rarely receive systematic or useful feedback.

To help teachers and appraisers improve their awareness of what is happening in the 

classroom and thus becoming more skilled at classroom observation, Good and Brophy 

describe a conceptual framework that can be used in analysing classroom behaviour and also a 

variety of activities and tools that offer a method for observing, describing and understanding 

it, which they consider an important first step in developing a teaching style that is both 

effective and personally satisfying.
One aspect that they consider particularly important is ways of guarding against the 

observer's (be it the teacher herself or an appraiser) tendency to let personal biases distort or
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colour what is seen. Good and Brophy suggest that this can be achieved by concentrating on 

observing (and coding) behaviour that happens first without attempting to interpret what it 

means. Hypothesizing about the causes of behaviour should take place only after a sufficient 

amount of descriptive information has been collected. Another way of reducing personal bias 

may be to check our observation data against the observations of others.

Another major obstacle Good and Brophy suggest may seriously hinder observer 

perception in the classroom is the sheer physical complexity of the classroom, as no observer 

can monitor everything that takes place in the classroom. Their solution to this problem is to 

either focus the observation on the behaviour of a limited number of students (emphasising 

that it is always safer to concentrate on student responses than teacher behaviour) or simply to 

limit the number of behaviours to look for at one particular time, which means that what an 

observer looks at in a classroom will vary from situation to situation and from individual to 

individual.
As for what exactly to look for in classrooms, one of the important things the authors 

stress is the teacher's ability to form accurate and appropriate expectations about different 

students, and to monitor and evaluate their attitudes and behaviour towards individual 

students. Concrete issues here may include things such as the way a teacher introduces a 

lesson, the way she or he evaluates a lesson or activity, individual praise or criticism etc.

Another issue they consider to be a particularly important teaching tool is the teacher's 

suitability to serve as a model for students, i.e. planned modelling behaviour. General 

modelling effects occur in a classroom partly through simple imitation and partly by incidental 

(or inferential) learning. Teachers are responsible for living up to their own ideals, and they 

must remain aware of their roles as models in order to assure that most of what the students 

learn from observing them is positive and desirable. Concrete issues in this category may 

include things such as modelling respect for individuals, teacher credibility, personal 

relationship with students, failure and success explanations etc.
A third area is what they call the teacher's ability to prevent (discipline) problems. 

Strategies such as dealing with crowding problems, specifying desired behaviour in positive 

terms, monitoring students for compliance with expectations, praising them for meeting those 

expectations, gaining students' attention and being flexible if an activity does not seem to 

work.
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A related management area is the teacher's ability to cope with problems effectively, 

should they occur. Issues such as dealing with minor inattention and misbehaviour, dealing 
with prolonged or disruptive misbehaviour, coping with serious adjustment problems, and 
questions of conflict resolution and punishment are discussed here.

A further area Good and Brophy consider important is the issue of individualisation/ 
grouping. Questions such as the principle of ability grouping, independent work and peer 
tutoring are covered in this section.

The last area Good and Brophy consider extremely important is the process and planning 

of instruction. It is no surprise that they find this category the most difficult to grasp, as there 
is no simple definition of effective teaching or good teachers: educational research has not 

been able to unearth any 'best' models for teaching or any generic methods that are best for all 

types of students and institutions. The fact is that different learning objectives (such as 

mastering well-defined knowledge or skills as opposed to applying knowledge to problem 

solving or creativity) require different teaching methods, and also that teachers' personal 

attributes interact with their general competence and teaching style to determine outcomes. 

Research on teaching can inform teachers about the relationship between teacher behaviour 
and student outcomes, but teachers must decide for themselves what outcomes they wish to 
promote and in what order of priority. At the same time, however, while it may not be possible 

to specify how teachers should behave with complete detail, it is still possible to note certain 
things that should occur regularly, and it is possible to look for their presence or absence. 

Aspects that the authors stress here include the 'match' between the difficulty level and the 

interest value of the materials and assignments to the present skills and interests of the 

students, monitoring work involvement, clarity of presentations, enthusiasm, the variety of 

teaching methods used and questioning techniques.

3.3 The teacher development debate

There is some controversy in the literature over the definition of what exactly is meant by 

teacher development. Certain sources such as Head and Taylor (1997), for example, opt for a 

narrow definition, i.e. looking upon development as teacher learning which draws on the 
teacher's own inner resource for change. In this sense teacher development is motivated by
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teachers' own questioning of who they are and what they do, and is centred on personal 

awareness of the possibilities for change, based on a self-reflective process which builds 

predominantly on the past, because recognizing how past experiences have or have not been 

developmental might help identify opportunities for change in the present and future. Under 

this narrower definition, development is clearly distinguished from teacher training (which is 

seen as something imposed on the teacher) and is considered as complementary to it.

Other definitions (e.g. McNergney and Carrier, 1981; Hargreaves and Fullan, 1992; Fullan 

and Hargreaves, 1992) adopt a broader perspective: they look upon development as a process 

of supporting the personal and professional growth of individual teachers in multiple ways - 

which can either take the form of an external training agenda or a self-reflective process. In 

this review of the different approaches to development we will be using this broader 

definition.

The different views of what is involved in improving the quality of teaching or providing 

'opportunities to teach' embody different approaches to teacher development, which are, of 

course, the consequence of the disagreements on such basic issues as the fundamental 

conceptions of teaching, what constitutes effective teaching, and, in the last analysis, the 

specific interests of stakeholders. Hargreaves and Fullan (1992) identify three such 

approaches, namely teacher development as knowledge and skill development, teacher 

development as self-understanding, and teacher development as ecological change.

3.3.1 Teacher development as knowledge and skill development

Teacher development as knowledge and skill development is the overwhelmingly 

dominant approach to teacher development in modern school systems, so much so that in- 

service skills training for teacher development has become real big business. Its aim is to 

provide teachers with the knowledge and skills that will increase their ability to provide 

improved opportunities to learn for all their students, in other words, things such as deeper 

knowledge and greater confidence in teaching their subjects, developing better expertise in 

classroom management so that more time can be devoted to instruction, knowing how to teach 

mixed-ability classes, being aware of and becoming proficient in new teaching strategies and 

becoming able to respond to different learning styles. The underlying conviction about this 

approach is that we possess a well-founded knowledge base of what constitutes 'good
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teaching', and the rationale for it is that teachers who are more skilled and flexible in their 

teaching strategies and more knowledgeable about their subject matter are more able to 

improve the achievements of their students.

Hargreaves and Fullan (1992) find it very difficult to identify any advantages of 

knowledge and skill-based teacher development: they mention its practicality (i.e. it focuses 

on methods that are understandable to and usable by teachers in their own classrooms), that 

they are clearly focused, easily organized and relatively self-contained (i.e. it does not 

interfere with issues of the administration and leadership within the school). They, however, 

find it much easier to criticize this approach on the grounds that

• it is imposed on teachers on a top-down basis, by expert outside the school, where teachers 

are not viewed as people who can and should develop themselves;

• it is based on an excessive confidence in the findings and wisdom of experts and 

educational research;

• the skills in which teachers are trained are all too often implemented out of context;

• it overemphasises certain aspects of teacher development, such as skills development 

rather than personal growth, allocating available resources to trainers rather than to the 

recipients of training, and giving sharper focus on high-status "mainstream" school 

subjects than other curriculum areas.

All in all, Hargreaves and Fullan conclude, this approach consumes disproportionately 

much time, energy and resources within teacher development. While they admit that 

knowledge and skill-based teacher development might have an important role in certain 

contexts, they claim that at present it is predominantly used in a technocratic and bureaucratic 

control, in which the rhetoric suggests bottom-up development, but the reality reveals top- 

down implementation, which, in their opinion, creates more problems than possibilities.

3.3.2 Teacher development as self-understanding

The importance of the teacher as a person is receiving growing acceptance in the teacher 

development literature (e.g. Burgess, 1989; Louden, 1992; Clark, 1992; Thiessen, 1992; Oberg 

and Underwood, 1992). This humanistic approach is based on the premise that meaningful 

changes in teaching behaviour and self-understanding (in the form of reflection on one's 

personal and practical knowledge of teaching) go hand in hand, regardless of which one of the
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two we believe precedes the other. The point is that the importance of the process of personal 

development in teacher development should be acknowledged.

Personal development can be construed in three dimensions: as a teacher's development as 

a person progresses through different stages of maturity and experience; as a teacher's 

development as one goes through the different phases of the human life cycle, all of which 

have characteristically different orientations to change and improvement as well as different 

needs in terms of professional development; and as a teacher's development specific to the 

teaching career itself. These aspects of personal and professional development highlight the 

importance of personal factors in teaching and look upon teacher development as a process of 
self-understanding grounded in the teacher's life and work.

This humanistic approach to teacher development has been criticized on the grounds that it 

can be slow, time-consuming and costly, and their outcomes can be unpredictable. Some even 

say that it in fact is more likely to help our intellectual understanding of teaching than provide 

a model for professional practice, adding that it does not replace bureaucratic procedures of 

technical control in the teacher development process, but disguises them as therapy. The most 

stringent criticism, however, is that by focusing on the person and not the context in which the 

teacher works, this approach overemphasises personal responsibility for change and draws 

attention away from questions about the context in which teachers work, and the ways in 

which it enhances or inhibits personal and professional development.

3.3.3 Teacher development as ecological change

This approach to teacher development is based on the premise that the process and success 

of development is primarily determined by the nature of the context in which it takes place. 

The context here means the conditions teacher's working environment provides for teacher 

development on the one hand, and the study of the context of teaching itself on the other.
In the case of the appropriate conditions for teacher development, contextual factors such 

as the existence or absence of a supportive work context (e.g. appropriate timetabling, large 

class-sizes etc.), appropriate resourcing (e.g. allocating too much of the resources to "expert" 

training) and positive leadership (e.g. showing commitment to the initiative, personal 

participation in training sessions and related activities, freeing up time and resources to 

facilitate initiatives, involving staff in decision making processes and developing school
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cultures in which teachers work closely together etc.).

As for the context of teaching itself being the focus as well as a condition for teacher 

development, one of the most important factors for creating a context that supports 

improvement and change is the culture of teaching. Drawing on his own research and other 

work in the field, Hargreaves (Hargreaves, 1992; Hargreaves and Fullan, 1992; Fullan and 

Hargreaves, 1992) argues that the successful implementation of educational change, i.e. an 

improvement in practices of professional development and in pupil achievement, is more 

likely to happen in schools with a collaborative school culture, where teachers routinely 

support, learn from and work with each other, than in schools where teachers work in isolation 

(in a culture of individualism) or in separate, competing groups (in what he calls a balkanized 

teacher culture). He warns, however, that true collaborative cultures should not be mixed up 

and replaced with contrived collegiality, which he considers to be the bureaucratic equivalent 

of the former, which renders collaboration compulsory rather than voluntary, forced rather 

than facilitated, formal and scheduled rather than informal and evolutionary, predictable rather 

than unpredictable in their outcomes.

3.4 The appraisal debate

In the light of what has been said about the various interests of stakeholders, the widely 

differing views on teaching, the different interpretations of quality in education and teacher 

development, we must agree with Wragg, Wikeley, Wragg and Haynes (1996), who say that 

"...Teaching is not a single skill; teaching combines knowledge, numerous skills of 

management and communication, relationship, the manifestation of personal traits, values and 

attitudes, and intricate patterns of behaviour. Teaching is not a simple matter either to carry 

out or to appraise.
Teaching is not easy to appraise because of the disagreement over the underlying 

fundamental philosophical approaches to it on the one hand, and because of the extremely 

complex and elusive nature of teaching itself on the other.

3.4.1 Controversy over the purposes of teacher appraisal

Bollington, Hopkins and West (1990) point out that appraisal is a particularly sensitive
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initiative because it is concerned with extremely delicate matters like professional and career 

development on the one hand, and because it is often seen as a threat to traditional classroom 

isolation (teacher autonomy) on the other. The issue being so sensitive and the possible 

purposes being so varied, it is essential that we should be as clear as possible about the aims 

and objectives the appraisal is supposed to accomplish. The purposes need to be fully 

understood and agreed by all involved in the process, as disagreements over them add 

considerably to its controversy. Turner and Clift (1988) stress that the success of an appraisal 

scheme has to be judged in terms of how far it achieves the purpose or purposes for which it 

was established, consequently how teachers perceive these purposes will affect considerably 

how they respond to it.

The review of the literature makes it absolutely clear that the distinction between the two 

fundamental purposes of appraisal lies at the heart of the controversy over the vast majority of 

questions about appraisal.

The generic aims of appraisal

Broadly speaking, the purposes of appraisal fall into two basic conceptual categories 

(Turner and Clift, 1988):

(a) formative appraisal, concerned with professional development, the improvement of 

teaching practice by identifying strengths, weaknesses, needs and interests.

(b) summative appraisal, concerned with the selection, promotion, redeployment and dismissal 

of teachers.
Yet another common distinction, particularly in the American literature, is that made 

between schemes with either an improvement/development or an accountability purpose, 

where 'improvement' and/or 'development' broadly correspond to formative appraisal while 

'accountability' means more or less the same as summative appraisal. In addition, Weir and 

Roberts (1994) make a distinction between contractual accountability, where job descriptions 

and planned outcomes are clearly specified in formal contracts, and more general professional 

accountability, where there may be an expectation that staff should be answerable for their 

work as it affects others. This latter one is often less formally defined than contractual 

accountability, and the term may be interpreted differently by different interest groups.

Bennet (1999) uses the term developmental as opposed to control systems.
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Fundamental principles of appraisal in education

According to Winter (1989) there are practically two contradictory strategic interests 

competing here: one that he says is based on what he labels as the traditional bureaucratic 
principle, and another one he claims to be based on the professional principle.

The bureaucratic principle is rooted in the ancient function of bureaucracy which aims to 
render effective over a wide territory the demands of a central political power. The purpose is 

to be able to justify their administrative decisions, because they spend public money for which 
they are accountable. Consequently, its structure is inherently hierarchical, in which the 
ultimate responsibility for accountability is pushed as low in the hierarchy as possible, and 

information travels 'up' the system so that informed decisions can in turn travel 'down'.

The professional principle, on the other hand, is based on the conviction that professional 

workers — unlike bureaucratic workers who get their powers and duties from above (ultimately 

from the state) - draw their authority for their decisions from a professional licence to practise. 
As a result, their primary allegiance or commitment is not upwards but downwards (to their 

clients), and inwards (to their specialisms), which means that their decisions have to be based 
on interpretations of specialist knowledge in the individual instance rather than on the 

application of general rules given from above.
Smith (1989), in a series of continua produced to illustrate this differences in the values 

inherent in the two basic conceptual categories of appraisal (Figure 2), claims that systems that 

adopt an accountability-focused (bureaucratic) philosophical position on appraisal are 
primarily geared towards spotting incompetence, rest on rigidly hierarchical managerial, 

organisational and administrative structures, concentrate exclusively on looking at the past, 

rely on hearsay as their main source of information and as a basis for judgments, create an 
atmosphere of mutual suspicion between appraisers and appraisees, disregard appraiser 
involvement in the structure and the process, and deny access to information to appraisees. On 

the other hand, Smith continues, systems that take the position of professional development 
look for evidence of competence, operate on a basis of close partnership between appraiser 

and appraisee, focus on looking into the future, rely on information gained from shared 

experience, base their judgments on evidence, involve the appraisee in the process and give 

access to all data to appraisees.
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What is your philosophical position?

ACCOUNTABILITY PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

INCOMPETENCE COMPETENCE 

HIERARCHICAL PROFESSIONAL PARTNERSHIP 

LOOKING AT THE PAST LOOKING AT THE FUTURE 

HEARSAY SHARED EXPERIENCE 

SUSPICION TRUST

APPRAISEE INVOLVEMENT IN THE STRUCTURE AND PROCESS + 

APPRAISEE'S ACCESS TO INFORMATION +

Figure 2 

Smith's continua to illustrate the difference between the two basic dimensions of appraisal

(Smith, 1989, p. 164.)

Several sources in the literature point out that there is an apparent and seemingly 

irresolvable contradiction between the diversity of aims required by these two inherently 

conflicting principles of appraisal and the obvious practical problem that no single scheme can 

possibly do justice to both of them, even if we accept that both parties - bureaucrats and 

professional — may be sincerely seeking to improve the quality of education. As Winter (1989) 

puts it, the confusion comes from the conflicting roles of both bureaucrats - who are supposed 

to represent the interests of the state, but are haunted by ideals of professional practice and 

development - and teachers, who are professional educators operating in a bureaucracy, and 

are thus haunted by fears of bureaucratic regulations and accountability.

It is of crucial importance then to make it absolutely clear who should be served by 

appraisal, who defines quality and standards, and what the common and specific components 

of quality of teacher performance are as perceived/defined by the different customers that have 

a vested interest in education. This is one of the key dilemmas of appraisal, and these different 

perspectives might result in considerably differing attitudes to appraisal that reflect the 

potentially conflicting interests of the stakeholders.

The more specific aims of appraisal

As the argumentation above strongly suggests, the nature of any appraisal scheme is 

inevitably closely linked to the philosophical foundations it is based on and the contextual
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factors it is influenced by, therefore the consequential specific aims of appraisal will depend 

on the generic purposes and the broader and immediate contexts of the evaluation. This is 

clearly illustrated in Middlewood and Cardno's (2001) chart (Figure 5, page 72), which 

highlights the fact that appraisal will have a distinctive impact at the different levels: 

depending on the basic purposes of the process, different aspects and areas of performance and 

management will be targeted. In the case of judgemental systems, the outcome can be 

described with terms such as 'review', 'decisions' or 'responsibility, whereas in the case of 

developmental schemes the key word will be 'improvement' at all levels. Ideally, a system 

should achieve a balance between the different needs at the different levels, and, even more 

ideally, there should also be a balance between the judgemental and developmental aspects of 

the scheme. The question, of course, is whether there is room for all these aspects and both of 

these purposes within the framework of a single scheme.

Perhaps at this point it is best to summarise the main specific aims of appraisal that have 

emerged from the literature by reviewing the major trends in the recent history of American 

and British appraisal policies.

Summative purposes

Classic examples of the specific purposes of the archetypical summative appraisal model 

originate from the United States, where evaluation has developed predominantly along 

summative lines as a basis for initial certification of teachers and for renewal of contracts ever 

since the issue first came to the fore as the education reform movement gained momentum in 

the early 80s. Stake (1989), for example, identified the following four main purposes for the 

appraisal of the qualifications and performance of the individual teacher: to provide data for 

the reward of merit and the correction of shortcomings; to aid selection of the best qualified 

teachers in new positions and retention of the most needed in old; to assist in continuing the 

professional education for teachers; and to contribute to the understanding of the operation of 

the school as a whole.
A survey conducted by the American Research Service (cited in Wood and Pohland, 1983) 

at the time also confirmed that most school districts where appraisal existed devised their 

schemes to accomplish such purposes as to help management decide on renewed appointment 

of probationary teachers, to recommend probationary teachers for tenure or continuing 

contract status and to recommend dismissal of unsatisfactory tenured or continuing contract
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teachers. Later, in the 90s, critical attention on traditional summative schemes shifted towards 

more formative purposes and most policies were supplemented with developmental aims.

More recent research (Vier and Dagley, 2002), however, pointed out that criteria for 

evaluating teachers required by various states differed significantly, and - while most states 

had more developmental declared purposes for appraisal in the 90s -, the uses of teacher 

evaluation usually remained rather summative. This study also revealed that it was not only 

the given purposes and the uses that were inconsistent, but there were serious problems with 

the internal consistency concerning the aims of appraisal in the majority of the state statutes as 

well.

At first sight it seems logical that - as promotion in teaching is geared to perceptions of the 

professional worthiness of teachers - there should be some kind of a link between pay and 

appraisal. Similarly, it is only natural that, if in the opinion of the appraisers a teacher is 

incompetent, it is rather difficult to avoid this issue in that teacher's appraisal, and obviously it 

will not be in the interest of the school to promote this individual. Turner and Clift (1988) go 

even further than that: they suggest that if a teacher cannot be made aware of his or her 

weaknesses or will not leave the profession of his or her own accord as a result of the 

criticism, it may be that the dismissal of such teachers is in the best interests of the school.

Furthermore, it is not just a problem for (first and foremost the students and) the 

management if a member of staff is incompetent, Turner and Clift (1988) continue, it can also 

make life difficult for those staff who work closely with such a teacher. Yet, they say, 

colleagues will sometimes seek to protect the individual interests of the person concerned. 

This phenomenon might have to do with the fact that in the teaching profession it is not a 

straightforward matter at all to decide what is proper and improper. Decisions by the 

management as to what amounts to incompetence can be questionable, as it takes the 

individual judgment of the appraiser (who has power, more often than not just by virtue of 

seniority) to decide what is professionally appropriate.

Turner and Clift (1988) found that among the majority of the teachers in their sample (and 

teachers' unions, too) there were concerns that a direct link between appraisal and promotion 

would be to the detriment of good teaching and could lead to an unfair system of rewards.

West-Burnham (1993) says that the idea of performance related pay in education comes 

from other fields of economy, but warns that the experiences of the industrial and commercial
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sectors are not directly transferable, as most of those schemes are related to quantitative 

outcomes such as profitability and sales as opposed to the predominantly qualitative outcomes 

in education. The author claims that teacher appraisal would not generate the kind of data 

appropriate to costing in cash terms, so such a scheme would lead to enhancement for some 

but not for others, thus creating a two-tier system which would be professionally unacceptable, 

divisive and dysfunctional. West-Burnham can only imagine linking performance related 
payment to a rather limited number of areas, such as the recruitment of students above an 

agreed minimum expectation (quite irrelevant in the maintained sector in most cases); any 

saving made by implementation of economy measures such as in heating, lighting, etc, 
(irrelevant for teachers, again); any income generating activities (not very practical, either); 

and lastly, payment related to the acceptance of additional duties where there is a clear 

measure of expected work load (e.g. additional hours), which is relevant but unfortunately 
covers only a small portion of a teacher's responsibilities.

All in all, West-Burnham (1993) says, in the final analysis, performance related pay is 

being increasingly discredited in organisations run on 'total quality' lines for many of the 

reasons that have led to it being resisted in education, and he recommends that appraisal and 

performance related pay should be distinct management processes in schools as the potential 
effectiveness of both will be comprised if they are subsumed.

Studies have revealed that preoccupation with the quality of teachers' performance in 
schools and consequently interest in issues concerning the relationship between appraisal and 

pay, promotion and dismissal tends to grow when there are problems with the quantity of 

teachers, particularly when there is an excess supply of teachers on the labour market. (Nagy, 

1999, referring to an analysis by Urban, 1985.) That was exactly the case in 1998 in Hungary, 

when the Ministry of Education introduced a new incentive scheme which was meant to 

reward outstanding teacher performance. (See 2.2.4 for details.) This imprudent system of 

performance related pay was swiftly abandoned, but there is evidence that it has not quite 
come off the agenda. A good example of this is an interview with Reidelne Peter Etelka, 

director of the Pedagogical Servicing Institute of Pest County", who argues that it is of utmost 

importance that teachers should be reassured that evaluation is by no means meant to threaten 

or sanction them in any way, but in the same interview admits that sooner or later internal

* Pest Megyei Pedagogiai Szolgdltato Intezet
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appraisal will become a basis for 'pedagogical differentiation between teachers' as she puts it 

(Reidelne Peter Etelka, 1999). Furthermore, in a radio interview* in November 2001, Palinkas 

Jozsef, the second Secretary of Education of the then government announced that the 

government's new Teacher Career Scheme (a revolutionary new concept intended to introduce 

a three-level seniority-based promotion scheme for school teachers) would be at least partly 

based on the 'quality' of the teachers' work in schools. He, however, did not specify what was 

to be meant by quality.

Interestingly, until 1998 at least, in Britain the trend seemed to be quite the contrary. 

Although only two or three decades ago quite a number of sources still considered providing 

information regarding the promotion and dismissal of teachers as one of the main purposes of 

appraisal, the vast majority of the British sources from the 80s and the early 90s which I have 

reviewed are firmly against the idea of linking appraisal with performance related pay and 

promotion; what is more, most of them look upon this potential link as one of the greatest 

threats to the integrity of the process.

While the 1991 appraisal scheme clearly stressed the formative aspects of assessment, it is 

interesting to note that the Circular accompanying the Education (School Teacher Appraisal) 

Regulations 1991 certainly did not exclude other possible uses, by indicating that whereas 

there is no automatic link between pay and appraisal, the outcomes of appraisal may be used in 

the context of decisions about pay, dismissal or promotion:

• There is no direct or automatic link between appraisal and pay
• Relevant information from appraisal records may be taken into account by head 

teachers, CEOs, or designated officers, in advising those responsible for taking 
decisions on the promotion, dismissal or discipline of teachers, or on the use of any 
discretion in relation to pay.

(Circular No. 19/91, para. 68-70.)

Smith and West-Burnham (1993) point out, however, that in spite of these potentially 

negative components, the integrity of appraisal was safeguarded by being 'ring fenced' from 

other personnel procedures as they were mediated by a number factors such as the 

impossibility of establishing a quantifiable correlation on the basis of outcomes that cannot 

have a cash value placed on them, and the confidential nature of the appraisal process and its

* INFO Radio, Budapest, Hungary, 14 November, 2001
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findings.

As we have seen, there have actually been a number of efforts both in the US and in 

Britain to link appraisal to renewing and terminating contracts and performance-related pay. In 

some states in the US systems of 'merit pay' are still in effect, and in Britain, some eighty 

years after the fall of the 'payment by results' system (Adelman, 1989), in the mid-1980s, 

there were renewed efforts to use appraisal as a key instrument for managing the relationship 

between pay, responsibilities and teaching performance with career development and salary 

progression largely determined by reference to periodic assessment of performance (Sir Keith 

Joseph's White Paper on Teaching Quality, [1983], see details later). In fact, the 'Burnham 

negotiations' and the 1986 pay settlement almost led to the introduction of a scheme which 

would have linked appraisal to pay, promotion, discipline and dismissal. According to this 

scheme, - after a three-year probationary period - a teacher's further professional progress and 

salary increments would have been subject to satisfactory review. Responsibility for carrying 

out the review would have fallen on Head teachers, assisted by local inspectors (or 'advisers') 

as moderators. The scheme came in for fierce criticism, and was eventually abandoned. 

(Turner and Clift, 1988).
The vast majority of institutions in the 90s in Britain laid a particular emphasis on the 

developmental features of appraisal, and any direct link between promotion/dismissal and 

appraisal was off the agenda after the 1991 Regulations came into effect. However, there were 

some teachers, who - like their colleagues in Turner and Cliffs (1988) case studies (where the 

schemes used were introduced in such a way as to allay fears about appraisal being a punitive 

instrument, and the dismissal of teachers did not actually happen in any of the schools) -, still 

criticised their school's appraisal scheme for failing to grapple with the problem of staff who 

were either incompetent or whose performance at any rate left much to be desired. What is 

more, in 1998, after 12 years of silence about a direct link between pay and appraisal and only 

a few years after the introduction of mandatory appraisal, the Labour government's Green 

Paper entitled Teachers meeting the challenge of change (DfES, 1998) claimed that appraisal 

under the scheme introduced in 1991 was seen as marginal and was not taken seriously by 

either heads or teachers and had become largely discredited because in most schools it was 

seen as a pointless additional burden rather than an integral part of the school's performance 

management arrangements. The Green Paper made it clear that in the government's opinion it



62

was the artificial separation of pay and appraisal that was responsible for this situation, and 

suggested that appraisal should be made a key factor in determining an individual teacher's 

pay. A NASUWT (National Association of Schoolmasters Union of Women Teachers) poll 
taken at that time also indicated that 57% of teachers supported a link between pay and 

appraisal (DfES, 1999). The document proposed that a new, properly focused system of 

teacher appraisal which had clear objectives and outcomes should be introduced in schools, 
and that this rigorous new approach should inform decisions about teachers' pay as well as 
their professional development.

In two years' time, after parliamentary approval, the Education (School Teacher Appraisal) 
Regulations 1991 were replaced by the Education (School Teacher Appraisal (England) 
Regulations 2000 (and later 2001), and the previous appraisal system was replaced by a new 

system of performance management, introduced together with a modernised teachers' pay 

structure on 1 September 2000. The new Regulations make it clear that

Teachers in maintained and special schools will have an annual performance review by 
their line manager, which will involve the agreeing of individual objectives. The outcome 
of the review will set priorities for teachers' professional development as well as, along 
with other evidence, informing the governing body's decisions about discretionary pay 
awards.

(DfEE A to Z - Performance Management, 2001, p. 1.)

The new pay structure operates on broadly the same basis as the previous one for 

qualifications and experience. Progress is by annual increments subject to satisfactory 

performance; however, it is also possible for teachers below or above the new performance 
threshold to receive management allowances in recognition of team management or 

curriculum leadership. It is also possible for those who perform exceptionally well to receive a 

double salary step and thus reach the 'threshold' early. Teachers who cross the threshold 

receive a significant salary increase of up to £2,000 and have access to higher pay based on 

performance. The performance threshold assessment, however, is only open for qualified 

teachers who have nine years' teaching experience, and is separate from the annual 

performance assessment of all teachers.
At the time of writing, unfortunately, the period that has elapsed since the introduction of 

these new measures is too short to draw any valid conclusions.
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Developmental purposes

As for purely developmental appraisal, Medley, Coker and Soar's (1984) offer a definition 
which highlights the specific aims that correspond with this approach to evaluation: formative 
appraisal is supposed to provide opportunities for both the teacher and the appraiser to reflect 
on the educator's performance, to obtain feedback, and provide for the professional 

development of the appraisee and to provide both of them with on-going input and data 
regarding improvements towards targeted problem areas.

In Britain, in spite of the fact that the motives and the beginnings were quite similar to 

those in the U.S., for a number of historical and societal reasons the overwhelming majority of 

emerging schemes were geared primarily to professional development at first. 'Primarily', 
because the various schemes used in Britain in the past twenty-five years - as we will see - 

have not really been purely developmental, and 'at first' because they have also gradually 

involved more and more characteristically judgmental purposes. We will now briefly review 

the developments in Britain in the past twenty-odd years, because the details of the debate 

over the purposes of appraisal offer invaluable insight into the nature of the theoretical 

controversies of appraisal.
The first major changes started in the early 1980s, when increasing governmental 

intervention in the control and distribution of financial resources in schools placed teacher 

appraisal high on the agenda of educational debate. Sir Keith Joseph, the then Secretary of 

State for Education, issued a White Paper on Teaching Quality (1983), in which he blamed 

individual teachers for the poor quality of education, and proposed appraisal to rectify the 

problem. The White Paper made it clear that the appraisal should fulfil a management function 

and its major purposes should be focused on the training, deployment and dismissal of 

teachers.
In 1983 the Advisory, Conciliation and Arbitration Service (ACAS) Independent Panel 

negotiated an agreed set of principles for appraisal between the teachers' unions, the 

government and local authority employers. The ACAS report (1986), however, looked upon 

appraisal as serving training and professional development purposes, and outlined them in six 

'principles', which did not differ considerably from the purposes outlined in the White Paper, 

except that while the latter saw dismissal as a possible consequence following from appraisal, 

the ACAS document recommended that disciplinary procedures should remain quite separate
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from appraisal.

The first attempt to review existing international appraisal schemes so as to see how 

accountability could be strengthened was made by the Department of Education and Science- 

commissioned and -funded team of experts in the Suffolk Education Department. Their report 

Those Having Torches ... (Graham, 1985) focused mainly on studies of American schemes, 

from which the team derived recommendations for developing appraisal schemes in Britain. 

On the basis of their findings, they came to draw the conclusion that the main purpose of 

appraisal should be the professional development of teachers predominantly through the 

improvement of specific performance skills.

After long years of theoretical debate over the principles of appraisal and teachers' dispute 

with the government over conditions of service, in 1991 the then Secretary of State for 

Education, Kenneth Clarke, published Education (School Teacher Appraisal) Regulations and 

a circular {Circular 12/91), which required the Local Educational Authorities and - in the case 

of grant-maintained schools — the governing bodies to implement and carry out appraisal in 

schools. According to the document, the main purpose of appraisal was to improve the quality 

of education for pupils by:

• recognising the achievements of teachers and assisting them to realise their potentials 
and to carry out their duties more effectively,

• helping teachers with their professional development and career planning,
• helping to ensure that the in-service training matches the needs of teachers and schools,
• managing the deployment of teachers,
• supporting teachers through guidance and counselling,
• providing data for references.

(Dffi, 1991, Regulation 4.)

However, if we compare this list with Middlewood and Cardno's (2001) chart (Figure 5, page 

72), it is plain that there is a confusing mixture of clearly developmental (e.g. helping teachers 

with their professional development) and overtly judgemental purposes (e.g. managing the 

deployment of teachers) here.
First (1996), in a summary of the specific purposes of developmental teacher appraisal in 

private language schools, makes a clear-cut distinction between institutional and individual 

level purposes. He draws up a detailed list of specific aims, which - despite the significantly 

different contexts - bear a striking resemblance to the aims listed in the Regulations of 1991.
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The specific purposes in First's chart are categorized under three headings in both the 

institutional and the individual columns: Development, Improved communication and Quality 

control and assurance, which is revealing in itself. (Figure 3):

INSTITUTIONAL PURPOSES TEACHERS' PURPOSES
1. Institutional Development through:
• teacher development
• upward appraisal
• school appraisal

2. Improved communication through:
• improved Teacher/Manager 

relationship
• team-building
• increased motivation and 

commitment
• open culture
• bottom-up ideas
3. Quality Control & Assurance 
through:
• improved quality of teachers'

performance, managers' performance, 
performance of school as a whole

• improved manpower planning, e.g. 
recruitment, staff deployment, 
succession planning, identification of 
training needs __

1. Teacher development through:
• increased self awareness
• setting goals & targets
• identifying training needs
• long-term career planning
2. Improved communication through:
• improved Teacher/Manager relations
• increased support, less isolation
• mutual exchange of ideas

3. Quality Control & Assurance
through:
• increased awareness of performance 

as a teacher
• increased participation in overall 

management of school's performance

Improved quality of service to both internal and external clients

Figure 3 
The purposes of teacher appraisal in a language school

(First, 1996, cited in EAQUALS/The Bell Educational Trust, 1999.)

Again, the problem with this scheme seems to be its over-ambitious nature: it mixes 

judgemental and developmental purposes at both levels.
According to both Smith and West-Burnham (1993) and Jones and Mathias (1995), the 

Appraisal Regulations only provided a minimalist view of what must be done, and they were 

largely silent on how it should be done, which left LEAs and schools with significant areas of 

discretion, providing important opportunities for the development of an appraisal system
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which was primarily concerned with learning. The generic aim of appraisal drafted in the 

document - i.e. improving the quality of education through assisting teachers to realise their 

potential and carry out their duties more effectively - could therefore be translated into more 

specific aims, such as recognising achievement, improving skills and performance, managing 

deployment, supporting career development, providing guidance and training, informing 

reference writing, and improving the management of schools.

Smith & West-Burnham (1993) add that - while these aims were potentially compromised 

in the Regulations by an indication that the outcomes of appraisal could be used in the context 

of decisions about pay, promotion and discipline -, the integrity of appraisal was safeguarded 

by a number of factors (e.g. the appraisal process being confidential, the outcomes of the 

process were developmental targets etc.) from other personnel procedures, so it was possible 

to produce a definition of a professional model which had the following characteristics: it was 

developmental (i.e. concerned with learning and growth, not measurement), negotiated (i.e. it 

was a partnership based on mutual respect, not a control or power relationship), formative (the 

analysis led to action, not the imposition of judgments), and anticipatory (i.e. it emphasised 

the future rather than dwelling on the past).

However, in 1998, only a few years after the introduction of mandatory appraisal, the new 

(Labour) government claimed that appraisal was not effective because there was an 'artificial' 

separation of pay and appraisal, in other words, the scheme was too 'soft' and , as a result, it 

was not taken seriously enough either by schools or teachers. They suggested that the 

appraisal system should be replaced by a new system of performance management (Appraisal 

Regulations 2000/2001), whose outcomes should also inform decisions about teachers' pay as 

well as their professional development.

To sum up the developments of the past twenty-five years in Britain then: as a result of the 

activities of the teachers' unions and associations (which generally welcomed appraisal as a 

means of professional development, insisting that it should not be concerned with measuring 

teacher performance) and eventually the Regulations of 1991, the traditionally developmental 

attitude - although it never really was purely developmental - became stronger and stronger 

until recently. With the introduction of the new measures in the early years of the new century 

(Regulations 2000 and 2001), however, this consistent trend seems to have been reversed, and 

traditionally formative schemes in Britain have been supplemented with more summative
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specific purposes.

To all appearances, globalisation seems to be working towards evening out the differences 

between the two extreme ends of the appraisal continuum.

Differing views on the compatibility of aims

As we have seen, the literature on the possible aims and objectives of appraisal suggests 

that the most controversial issue about the purposes of appraisal is that they fall into two these 

clearly distinguishable categories, which usually coexist and more often than not interfere with 

each other. To put it in another way then, the question really is: who should be served by 

appraisal (the school management, the educational authorities or the teachers) and whether it 

is possible to serve all these parties at the same time.

In a report on pilot work on teacher appraisal by Local Educational Authorities (LEAs) in 

Britain back in the late 80s, the Department of Education and Science (DBS) said that there 

was a general agreement in the LEAs that the two principal aims of appraisal were to facilitate 

the professional growth of the individual teacher and to effect institutional improvement. They 

immediately added, however, that essentially appraisal was about the judgment of 

performance, consequently one aim of a national system of appraisal might be to use such 

judgments to measure the performance of individual teachers against what was expected of 

them, and to inform decisions about what action was appropriate to meet their needs. 

Inevitably, a spectrum of teacher performance would emerge from such activity and poor as 

well as exceptionally good performance would be identified (Moon, Isaac and Powney, et al., 

1990).

At the same time, however, in a survey of staff at different schools running some sort of an 

appraisal scheme throughout Britain, Turner and & Clift (1988) found that there was a fair 

measure of agreement among teachers about what the purposes of appraisal should not be: it 

should not provide information for purposes of contractual accountability (involving any kind 

of sanction) and it should not provide LEAs with information either.

On the other hand, though, most teachers in the study agreed that the main purpose of 

appraisal should be professional (or staff) development, although the terms were used in 

different ways: for some it meant career development and was thus seen in summative terms - 

even if unconnected with disciplinary measures and dismissal, while others considered it to
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relate to improving performance. Many teachers agreed that purposes such as the following 

were also important and realistic: institutional development (to aid the management to review 
and manage individual teachers), career development (appraisal as a vehicle for promotion), 
criticism and the passing of judgments (to have a frank opinion from a member of staff, in a 

positive sense, as a means of bringing about improvements), and feedback and communication 
(improving two-way communication between staff and management or setting up a channel 

for communication). The survey also revealed, however, that teachers at different levels in the 
school hierarchy were likely to see appraisal in different ways; whilst "ordinary" teachers 

were more interested in appraisal for career development, senior staff preferred to use 
appraisal in order to facilitate change or bring about change in the status quo.

Winter (1989) quotes two contradictory passages from the DES-commissioned Suffolk 
report to illustrate that the different forms of benefit (i.e. assisting teachers in their career 

development and helping them acquire the skills and experience to further their aspirations on 

the one hand, and identifying teachers whose performance falls below par on the other) which 

the DES expected to result from a teacher appraisal scheme are in conflict; he believes that 

these expectations show a 'profound ambivalence' of purposes which are built into the 
proposed appraisal scheme. Winter concludes that, as a result of this ambivalence, teachers 
will consider the appraisal process as a threat, and will respond to it with a mixture of anxiety, 

resentment, cynicism and anger, and with reason, because if the summative element is there, 
the threat will be potentially just as real as the opportunities to develop professional skills. In 

order to resolve the problem, Winter himself recommends that there should be separate 

policies worked out for targeting the judgemental and the developmental aspects of appraisal.

In reaction to the government's proposed scheme, the National Union of Teachers (NUT) 
suggested that the appraisal process should be separated into two distinct but connected 

processes with different functions; one of them would be aimed at the self-development of the 

teacher, and the other one at making management decisions. The second process would be 
based on extracts selected by the appraiser of the first process and the appraisee, thus giving 

the management only indirect access to data on actual practice (ACAS, 1986).
Also in Britain, Nuttall (1986) lists nine features of good appraisal schemes in a pre-pilot 

study. According to him, one of the key principles that have emerged from experience is that 

effective schemes cannot serve formative and summative purposes at the same time.
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Similarly, in a review of American appraisal literature Conley (1987) says that 

distinguishing between formative and summative dimensions is one of the crucial features of 
effective evaluation systems.

In 1995 in Hungary, after the analysis of the findings and aftermath of the first 

administration of a mixed formative-summative tutor appraisal scheme at CETT-ELTE, we 

came to the same conclusion: we found that the summative 'league-table' element in our 

scheme caused considerable distress, made the whole scheme far too 'sensitive' to issues of 

security, fairness, judgment and taste, and shifted the attention completely from development 

to judgment. As a consequence, we eventually eliminated the 'ranking' element of the scheme. 
(Kiraly, 1998)

Quite a number of sources in the literature, on the other hand, do not see this conflict as 

irresolvable. Medley, Coker and Soar (1984) for example, look upon the two dimensions of 

appraisal as two separate phases of the same process. During the formative phase of the 

evaluation cycle the teacher and the administrator (as they call the appraiser) determine the 

areas that need improvement, the necessary steps and standards of improvement, the desired 

outcomes, how improvement is to be measured, who is to monitor and document the 

improvement, and in what timeframe the improvement is to take place. In contrast, the 

summative phase of the cycle shows whether the data, the documentation and the observations 

demonstrate the improvements and changes sought. During this phase the administrators make 

decisions, based on the data, regarding the teacher's employment status. Medley, Coker and 

Soar make no secret of the fact, however, that the dominant statutory use of the evaluation in 

this model is for dismissal of unsatisfactory teachers.

Elliott (1989) also sees the conflict resolvable; stressing that in his opinion the real issue 

here is the fairness of the appraisal process and not its connection to disciplinary procedures. 

The individual can come to see the reasonableness of the sanctions brought against him or her, 

and appraisal can be an important means of demonstrating this, he claims.

Weir and Roberts (1994) come to a very similar conclusion, saying that the data collected 

for formative purposes (i.e. to influence change) can also contribute to meeting both 

professional and contractual accountability demands (i.e. to evaluate effectiveness against 

specified criteria). Tabone (2000) also claims that appraisal should be based upon 

accountability as well as development, and recommends the use of the term developmental
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accountability, arguing that teachers as professionals are accountable in a more significant 
way than, for example, production-line workers, as their development, or lack of it, has 
potentially serious effects on the welfare of others. He also adds that

Responsibility and responsiveness may be regarded as alternatives to accountability in 
conceptualising the relationship between educational institutions and external 
environments. Responsibility refers to those areas in which one has direct control over the 
delivery of a specified output. Responsiveness describes one's willingness to respond to 
outside impulses and new ideas. The accountability of schools and teachers can be 
captured within a framework of professional obligations embodying codes of practice and 
sets of values. Education professionals realise that the student is central in the 
accountability process.

(Tabone, 2002, pp. 15-16.)

Writing about the integration of internal school and LEA monitoring and evaluation 
systems, Hargreaves and Hopkins (1991) advocate a partnership between schools and LEA 
officers, and they even go as far as to recommend that the two different approaches should be 
integrated to create the maximum mutual benefit. To achieve this, they suggest, among other 
things, that any differences in purpose between internal self-monitoring/self-evaluation and 
monitoring/evaluation by officers should be clear and openly acknowledged, and that there 
should be a shared agreement that monitoring and evaluation is in part about accountability (to 
governors and/or the LEA) and in part about helping the school to improve itself.

Elliott (1989), however, quoting the report of the Task Group on Assessment and Testing, 
chaired by Black (1988), warns that assessment data can be used for both formative and 
summative purposes only if it is initially collected for primarily formative purposes.

Although research carried out to evaluate different kinds of schemes in operation has not 

proved to be particularly conclusive so far, as the findings of these studies have been more 
often than not far too contradictory to draw any valid conclusions (see 4.3.1 for details of the 
debate between Kyriacou and Barlett, for example), it will be very interesting to see the first 

surveys about the new British system of performance management (see 4.3.2 for more details), 
because it is only the findings of such studies that might eventually shed some light on this 

undecided question.
In any case, as Middlewood and Cardno (2001, p. 5) warn, "...in reconciling any tension 

between the need for accountability and for professional development, any system of 
performance and its appraisal ideally needs to address ways of managing this tension."
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3.4.2 The role of contextual factors in teacher appraisal

The literature makes it clear that valid appraisals of the performer cannot be separated 

from the appraisal of other potential influences on performance, thus teacher appraisal should 
be considered in the context of other kinds of evaluation; first and foremost in the context of 

the whole school where teacher appraisal takes place. (Stake, 1989; Middlewood and Cardno, 

2001; Demster, 2000 and many others.) As Stake puts it, teaching can be judged properly only 

in the context of factors such as institutional goals, classroom environments, administrative 

organisations, student achievement, and the impact of school programmes on the community.

At the same time, however, all sources emphasise that this close link between the 

individual's development and school's improvement is a dynamic reciprocal relationship. 
Bollington, Hopkins and West (1990), for example, quote Wise et al. (1985) to provide a table 

(Figure 4) which shows that appraisal — be it developmental or judgemental — can be seen as a 

procedure that has an impact at two levels: at the level of the individual teacher and the 

organisational (school) level.

Purposed 
Level*
Individual

Improvement

Organisational

Individual staff development

School improvement

Accountability

Individual personnel decisions e.g. job 
status
School status (e.g. accreditation)

Figure 4 
The impact of appraisal at the individual and the organisational levels

(Wise etal, 1985, quoted in Bollington, Hopkins and West, 1990. p. 4.)

Some authors such as Middlewood and Cardno (2001) and Rea-Dickins and Germaine 

(1992), however, go even further than Stake, Demster and Wise; they claim that there are 

other factors outside the teacher's and indeed the school's control that have to be taken into 

consideration. In their view, appraisal should be considered in an even wider context: besides 

internal organisational policies, local school cultures and educational management, the 

evaluation of the curriculum, materials and learner outcomes etc., factors such as the social 

environment, including the politics of the educational system should also be considered as 

contextual factors.
Middlewood and Cardno (2001) indicate this by adding an extra level - the level of the
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educational system as such - to their summary of the main features:

Multi-level purposes of appraisal systems
LEVELS PURPOSES
EDUCATION SYSTEM

ORGANISATION 
INDIVIDUAL

professional 
INDIVIDUAL

personal

Accountability
school review and audit 

Charter goals 
Management decisions

Professional responsibility

Development
improving quality of teaching 

School improvement 
Performance improvement

Self-reflection and improvement

Figure 5 

Middlewood & Cardno's multi-level purposes of appraisal systems

(Middlewood and Cardno, 2001. p.6.)

Rea-Dickins and Germaine (1992) illustrate the complex relationship between the various 
levels of a given teaching context as follows:

Figure 6 

A context for evaluation

(Rea-Dickins and Germaine, 1992. p. 19.)
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A teacher does not live and work in an isolated environment. The classroom is itself a 
context influenced by the individuals in it. Group interaction affects the climate of the 
classroom. A school has its own organisational culture. The school is situated within a 
regional setting which in turn is part of a larger social and political environment with its 
own outlook on education. Views on education range from seeing it as training manpower, 
transmission of culture, social control, or individual development. (...) For example, if a 
society tends to be authoritarian, it is likely to be reflected in the classroom environment.

(Rea-Dickins and Germaine, 1992. p. 19.)

If we accept that the socioeconomic and cultural context in which evaluation is to be 

carried out has a powerful effect on the nature and characteristics of emerging schemes, it is 

easy to realize that if no effort is made to study these aspects, the evaluation of teaching will 

probably be invalid. This is particularly easy to notice and understand when we compare 

schemes from different countries, but perhaps it is less obvious when we study the 

requirements of individual national schemes. As Middlewood and Cardno (2001, p. 3) put it 

"...even if a model based upon measurable outcomes is assumed for the purposes of 

appraising the effectiveness or otherwise of a teacher's performance, the issue of context 

remains a complicating factor." Obviously there will be huge difference in what it means to be 
an effective teacher, say in a working class area or a more affluent neighbourhood and success 

will have to be achieved in quite different ways. Middlewood and Cardno (2001, p. 6) warn 
that "the issue for assessing performance of teachers who work in a school in very different 

contexts and situations is that it reveals the inadequacy of any single narrow model of 

appraisal, especially one focused upon measurable outcomes. Any list of criteria of effective 

teaching will be perceived as unfair when it is linked to required outcomes which can be 

affected so significantly by factors outside the teacher's and indeed the school's control." The 

message is that it is very important to acquire a thorough knowledge of the specific factors that 

may significantly affect performance in (and thus may generate improvement for) schools in 

their particular contexts.
On the other hand, authors such as Rea-Dickins and Germaine warn, evaluation (appraisal) 

also has the capacity to affect the context, so it may become a double-edged sword. While 

most societies and institutions demonstrate dynamic conservatism i.e. they actively resist 

change, evaluation can be the instrument of necessary innovation, in turn creating 'new 

concepts'.
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Often more authoritarian systems see evaluation as a means of control. If an evaluation 
is undertaken in order to make people more accountable for their work, an underlying need 
to maintain power may be hidden. The situation becomes suspicious when, having initiated 
an evaluation (dressed up as appraisal), those representing the authoritarian system are 
unwilling to accept the consequences, especially when the outcomes imply serious change 
throughout [and particularly ifj they imply that management is not managing the resources 
[...] properly.

(Rea-Dickins and Germaine, 1992, pp. 21-22.)

The conclusion follows on from these statements that any valid appraisal policies need to 

be firmly grounded in careful analyses of the given wider and local contexts, and can at the 

same time be expected to exert an impact on these contexts.

Demster's words (2000, p. 1) aptly sum up the most important message emerging from this 

conclusion: "although schools agree on many issues associated with appraisal for 

developmental purposes, there are 'home-grown' features which reflect each school's context, 

culture and structure." Recognition of the importance of context has led him to the view that 

"there is no generic formative appraisal process applicable across all schools." Having said 

that, however, drawing on his experience of working in a number of schools in widely 

differing contexts, he adds that "it is possible to generalise a design process to help 

administrators and teachers tailor appraisal to their own circumstances." (Demster 2000, ibid.)

3.4.3 Controversy over methodology

We have seen that there is considerable controversy over such fundamental theoretical 

foundations of appraisal as the basic principles of improving quality in education, the 

definition of what constitutes good teaching, the various approaches to teacher development as 

well as the preferable purposes of appraisal. However, even if we could agree on a principle, 

definition, approach and main purpose which we think represents an appropriate interpretation 

of the improvement of teacher effectiveness in a particular context, we would still be faced 

with the problem of having to make judgments on an extremely complex activity which does 

not easily lend itself to evaluation at all. In order to have a have a deeper insight into the 

complexity of this inherent measurement problem, we need to discuss attempts to measure 

teacher effectiveness as well as the nature of teaching itself.
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The qualitative/quantitative tension

At the centre of the process of appraisal is methodology, which can be defined as the 
systematic and logical study of the general principles guiding the inquiry, because these basic 
principles will determine the methods of the enquiry: our research strategy (or procedure) 
which denotes the way in which one particular empirical study is designed and carried out on 
the one hand, and our research techniques which refer to the specific fact-finding 
manipulative operations used to yield data, on the other. (Burgess, 1989.)

As different appraisal methodologies - and, as a consequence, different procedures and 
techniques - are suited to different purposes (Winter, 1989), it is evident that our methodology 
will be primarily determined by the fundamental philosophical premises and standpoints 
underlying the appraisal process and thus the fundamental purpose we wish to achieve through 
it.

A key theoretical issue here is undoubtedly the tension between the traditional binary 
quantitative and qualitative methodological approaches, which represent different ways of 
thinking about and understanding the world around us in general and teaching in particular, so 
ultimately the distinction is primarily of a philosophical nature. Quantitative methodologies 
are described as obtrusive and controlled, objective, generalisable, outcome oriented, which 
assume the existence of 'facts' which are somehow external to and independent of the 
observer or appraiser, whereas qualitative methodologies are naturalistic, process-oriented 
enquiries which assume that all knowledge is relative, that there is a subjective element to all 
knowledge, and that holistic, ungeneralisable enquires are justifiable. (Nunan, 1992.) Many 
authors argue, though, that this distinction is simplistic, and stress that qualitative 
methodologies are able to provide proof, and that the point really is that evaluation based on 
this approach is often more concerned to generate hypotheses about complex social situations 

rather than test them.
If the raison d'etre of the enquiry is understanding (i.e. it has an unequivocal development 

purpose), the literature (for example Hopkins, 1989) recommends that a qualitative 
methodology should be adopted, claiming that it is especially suited to educational evaluation 
where 'the phenomena to be studied are complex human and organisational interactions and 
therefore not easily translatable into numbers' (Skrtic, 1985, cited in Hopkins, 1989). On the 
other hand, however, if the rationale for the investigation is to produce proof (i.e. the enquiry
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is accountability-oriented) the suitable methodology guiding the enquiry will be a quantitative 

one.

If we accept that appraisal can be a practical tool for teacher development, and if we are 

interested in an appraisal system which aims to foster excellence, the suitable methodology 

will be a qualitative one. Such a scheme must protect and develop reflexivity, so what is 

required is a genuine appraisal dialogue between the appraisee and appraisers about the 

qualitative requirements of the situation, and the extent to which they are manifested in 

performance. In this case, the findings of the appraisal and the judgements of appraisers will 

not be definitive, but a useful resource for enhancing the appraisee's capacities for self- 

awareness and self development. The point is that the final assessment, in any appraisal 

system which aims to develop a person's capacity to make responsible judgments and 

decisions in particular performance settings, must rest with the performer.

As for the possible qualitative procedures which could be instrumental in achieving the 

developmental aim of the appraisal process, the literature makes a distinction between two 

fundamentally different strategical approaches: the product model - which is based on the 

bureaucratic principle - and the process model, which is rooted in the professional principle. 

These two models rest on two different conceptions of achieving professional development: 

the former seeking to generate authoritive or accurate assessment of teacher performance so 

that learning experiences can be prescribed., subsequently, for the teacher, and the latter 

seeking to stimulate effective learning by the teacher.

Product models of appraisal

Winter (1989) identifies three conceptually distinguishable specific models which fall into 

the product model category: the target output model, the performance criteria model and the 

diagnostic model. The main value of the appraisal process lies in the value of the product 

which they will generate; namely accurate and up-to-date information on the teacher's 

performance. In these models, information is used to achieve the purpose of appraisal, namely 

to improve professional standards through recommendations as to promotion, remediation or

training.
In the target output model, which is clearly derived from commercial models of appraisal, 

the procedure is that a set of objectives is agreed with the appraisee, whose professional work
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is then compared with those objectives. The objectives may be derived from a job description 

or from attainment targets for learners, and the appraisal itself takes the form of measuring 
how far targets have been achieved.

In the performance criteria model, teaching is conceived as a skill-based performance, 
analysable into a list of constituent 'competencies' represented by observable indicators or 

criteria, which can then be used to make judgements as to what extent the appraisee can satisfy 
these criteria. The problem with this model lies in the fact that there is a long-standing 

scholarly controversy over what exactly can be considered as 'objective' criteria of adequate 

performance in education on the one hand, and that the criteria in any such checklist of 

performance indicators require a further level of criteria - an explanation or definition of what 

exactly should be meant by excellent, acceptable or unacceptable performance.

The diagnostic model is based on the assumption that diagnosis of need, potential and 

merit enables the appraisee and the appraisers to identify areas of strengths and weaknesses. 
The procedure is linked to classroom observation (so as to base judgements on evidence) 

carried out by a superior.

In addition to the intrinsic controversies over the quality and reliability of the information 
these three different models of appraisal procedures are likely to generate and their inevitable 
problematic side-effects, underlying the product model there is a very important common 

characteristic: in all these models the main value of the appraisal process lies in the value of 
the product which they will generate; namely accurate and up-to-date information on the 

teacher's performance. In these models, information is used to achieve the purpose of 

appraisal, namely to improve professional standards through recommendations as to 

promotion, remediation or training.
These three models of appraisal procedures are usually used in combination as part of a 

single set of procedures serving a wide range of purposes, such as measuring how well an 

appraisee can meet the requirements laid down in a job description, assessing standard of 
classroom performance, measuring student attainments or identifying areas of strengths and 

weaknesses for example. The biggest problem here, however, is that there is a readily 

available body of evidence and argument in the literature suggesting that a plurality of 

purposes renders appraisal schemes ineffective. (See 3.4.1 for details.)
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Process models of appraisal

A possible way of resolving the inherent antagonism between the fundamental theoretical 

principles guiding the appraisal and the conflict of interests concerning the different purposes 

of appraisal would be to set up separate policy initiatives for them, rather than try and 

incorporate them in a single scheme. With the demand for improved promotion procedures on 

the one hand, and improved procedures for 'weeding out' truly incompetent teachers being the 

two most important bureaucratic purposes that threaten the integrity of the appraisal process, 

the literature (for example Winter, 1989) suggests that separate policies should be worked out 

for handling these two issues. Winter himself recommends a sort of a 'pre-promotion' 

programme for those aspiring to a particular post, which involves discussions with 

experienced holders of that post, making arrangements for applicants to have opportunities to 

exercise the skills involved, and compiling a portfolio for documenting their possessions of 

these skills. As for procedures that are needed to respond to that minority of teachers whose 

performance falls below par and whose shortcomings cause frustration for the pupils and 

embarrassment for their colleagues, he has no specific recommendation.

For the general enhancement of professional commitment and satisfaction, skill and 

effectiveness, a number of authors (for example Winter, 1989) propose a process model of 

appraisal. This model looks upon teachers as professionals and its value lies in carrying out 

appraisal. The relevance for professional development of this model lies in the realization of 

the process of learning more about one's practice through the examination of that practice as it 

occurs. The outcomes here are unique to the individual practitioner and the specific context: it 

does not generate information about a teacher's work but insight for the teachers themselves as 

a preliminary agenda to stimulate open-ended critical discussion or to use in improving their 

work - as opposed to the product model where the value is in the product itself, and the 

resulting information is used for bureaucratic purposes. The process a number of sources in 

the literature (for example Winter, 1989) favour as a basis for developmental appraisal is 

educational action-research. These authors claim that action-research is a useful mode of 

professional development as it fosters learning rather than assessment, results in individualized 

in-service training rather than mere information, it serves development of practice rather than 

accountable decision making, thus it favours professionalism rather than bureaucracy.

Other sources (e.g. Burgess, 1989; Louden, 1992) recommend a sort of a research-based,
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non-hierarchical, non-judgmental collegial system where colleagues in a school might use 

qualitative strategies to examine their own practice.

A third approach advocated in the literature, self-directed professional development (Clark, 

1992; Thiessen, 1992; Oberg and Underwood, 1992) is based on the conviction that the 

responsibility for professional development must be given to teachers themselves. The 

underlying rationale for this approach is partly that adult development is voluntary in any case, 

and partly that each teacher is unique, thus it is impossible to create a single, centrally 

administered and planned programme of professional development that will meet everyone's 

needs and desires anyway. The process involves self-development, i.e. a process in which 

individual teachers accept responsibility for changing the personal core of attitudes and 

motivations manifested in their performances. It involves the development of powers of self- 

determinations, e.g. reflexive self-monitoring and self-control. The changes effected in this 

way result in new conceptions of teaching tasks and the skills required to perform them well.

3.4.4 Controversy over the criteria of appraisal

Irrespective of our fundamental methodological considerations, no appraisal can do 

without ample evidence about performance, most of which - given the complex nature of 

teaching - will have to be based on qualitative judgements. The vast majority of sources in the 

literature (e.g. Bollington, Hopkins and West, 1990; Rea-Dickins and Germaine, 1992; 

Mclntyre, 1989; Turner and Clift, 1988; Scriven, 1986; etc.) emphasise that when we make 

evaluative judgments, it becomes important to make explicit the criteria used in our 

judgments, and to be principled in our evaluations. As Rea-Dickins and Germaine (1992) put 

it, ill-prepared and ad hoc evaluations are likely to be unreliable, unfair and uninformative.

Experts such as Stake, (1989) and Mclntyre (1989) claim that criterion-referencing offers 

the only possibility of devising valid assessment systems. Mclntyre (1989), for example, 

claims that most efforts to develop reliable and valid ways of assessing teaching have been 

entirely fruitless, largely because they have been directed towards the highly ambitious - as he 

puts it, probably hopelessly ambitious - goal of perfecting valid norm-referenced assessment 

schemes (i.e. schemes that compare teachers with each other by ranking them) instead of 

focusing on the less ambitious goal of criterion-referenced assessment.

Most sources in the literature are in favour of basing schemes on predetermined, explicit
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criteria, because they believe that 'value-free' evaluation (i.e. appraisal which is conducted 
without a predetermined set of categories and, as a result, it is difficult to discover what 
criteria are being used) can be extremely unreliable and may be biased in how they interpret 
teacher action. Such appraisal, they point out, more often than not leads to unexplained and 

perhaps implicit judgments, particularly in the case of classroom observation, which is 

considered to be the most sensitive stage of the appraisal process. They claim that a lack of 
explicit criteria inevitably place the observer into the role of master and the observed into that 
of an apprentice, with the validity of the appraisal assumed to lie in the fact that the appraiser 

conducting the appraisal has sufficient experience to be able (intuitively?) to detect the 
characteristics of a good teacher. Unfortunately, research into different observation-based 

schemes (e.g. Scriven, 1986) has revealed that this is more than dubious: results reveal that 

such an approach is rather prone to bias and entails a high risk of projection (i.e. the observer 

seeing the lesson in terms of what s/he would do) and compensation (the observer being 
excessively harsh, when s/he sees the teacher guilty of one of his/her own deficiencies).

These sources suggest that teachers' performance should be assessed according to a 

criterion, or rather a process that is based on a detailed list of criteria, i.e. descriptive features 
that indicate something and draw forth a judgment of effectiveness, which has been subjected 
to many years' trial and development, together with the basis upon which judgments are made.

In addition to making sure that the basis of judgment is out in the open for all to see, the 

literature also points out that it is important that such criteria are understood by all concerned 

and shared, and that any judgments are made on that basis. Bollington, Hopkins and West 

(1990), for example, recommend that a discussion of criteria and agreement on which to use 
should occur between those who are observing and those who are being observed, so that they 

could clarify what counts as good practice in a particular context and decide what constitutes 

evidence of satisfactory accomplishment of that good practice.

The crucial issue here, however, remains the appropriateness of the criteria that are to be 

used in the appraisal process.

Sources and selection of criteria

Mclntyre (1989) proposes three types of inter-related justification for choosing criteria 

against which to evaluate teaching: the justification of the way in which teaching is construed
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(see 3.4.1 for details), the justification of the applicability of criteria to observed performance, 

and the justification of the accounting relationships involved in the assessment. He then takes 

the standpoint that school teaching should be seen as a skilled craft carried out in social 

contexts where there are powerful conventions about appropriate behaviour, and delineates 

three broad types of criteria by which he believes teaching should be assessed: a) minimal 

consensual performance criteria, applicable to all teachers in a given type of context, such as 

being present in the classroom, speaking in audible and comprehensive ways, showing 

enthusiasm for what one is teaching etc., b) criteria initiated by individual teachers in relation 

to their teaching which reflect their personal conceptions of the knowledge with which their 

teaching is concerned, of their purposes in teaching, of the social processes of teaching and of 

the extent and range of their professional responsibilities, and c) higher-order criteria in terms 

of which others to whom the teacher is accountable may justifiably evaluate the accounts 

offered to them, such as the adequacy of evidence that the teacher is meeting his or her 

criteria, the coherence and internal consistency of the conception of teaching from which the 

teacher's criteria are derived, the clarity with which the criteria are formulated etc. Mclntyre

(1989) warns, however, that there are no general theories of teaching competence which could 

provide a basis for summarising accounts of teaching (and he does not think it is plausible that 

any such theories will be developed either), so he sees only three ways in which summary 

accounts of teaching could be produced. One such way is selectivity, where an account is 

provided only in relation to a limited set of criteria. Another way could be the use of higher- 

order criteria, where the account is provided in terms of the abstracted higher-order qualities 

of the set criteria met in the teaching. The third way is the use of theoretical structure where 

the account is provided in terms of the teacher's personal theory for his teaching.

As to where exactly appraisal criteria could be derived from, Bollington, Hopkins & West

(1990) say that the criteria used in making judgments of good practice (mainly related to 

classroom performance) can be arrived at in four - not necessarily mutually exclusive - ways:

Criteria drawn from research on teaching

According to the literature, there has been considerable research (particularly in the US) 

which has sought to establish the parameters of teacher effectiveness, but this research has 

been subjected to considerable criticism particularly on grounds of validity. Turner & Clift
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(1988) in their review of the (mainly American) literature on research into teacher 

effectiveness refer to Flanders (1977) who has shown that there are many logical and technical 

problems in research and also to Borich and Madden (1977) who have identified several 

measurement problems in product-process research on teacher effectiveness. The literature 

also reveals that attempts to validate many rating schemes in the past were not successful, and 

research on expert opinions of good teaching has also raised doubts about the validity of 

teachers' own notions of what constitutes effective teaching. In addition, it was also found that 

the most effective pattern of teaching differed according to the subject matter and grade level. 

It is not surprising then that researchers even found a number of cases where expert opinions 

about good teaching correlated with decreased pupil achievement.

Bollington, Hopkins and West (1990) also warn that for our purposes there are limitations 

to the teacher effectiveness or 'models of teaching' research, as much of it comes from the US 

and reflects their educational culture, and anyway, most of the research has been undertaken in 

reading and maths classes for elementary grade pupils, and the 'product' is usually 

standardised test scores.
Despite the widespread criticism of teacher effectiveness research in general, however, 

some outstanding works such as Good and Brophy's (1984), Cooper and Mclntyre's (1998) or 

Brown and Mclntyre's books (see 3.2.4 for details) have had a powerful or even dominant 

influence on professional thinking about the criteria to be used in teacher appraisal, 

particularly with reference to the evaluation of classroom performance.

The overall judgment from most sources in the literature then is that although, taken as a 

whole, the effective teaching research has not yet produced an agreed and sufficiently 

comprehensive and generally accepted characterisation of teaching, it remains an extremely 

useful source of ideas. (See Appendix A/1 for an example of a set of criteria drawn from 

teacher effectiveness research.)

Criteria drawn from psychology

Another possible source of criteria for appraisal could be based on is the knowledge of 

psychology in general and of learning and motivation theories in particular. If the appraisal 

were based on criteria derived from psychology, appraisees would be appraised according to 

their application of 'proven psychological principles'. The approach has received criticism,
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however, for a number of features: for being far too 'scientific' (many of the so-called 'proven 

psychological principles' were demonstrated under clinical or laboratory conditions rather 

than in the classroom) and instrumental, for underplaying lesson content and for not allowing 

teachers sufficient control over their teaching. (Bollington, Hopkins and West, 1990.) (See 

Appendix A/2 for an example of a set of criteria drawn from psychology.)

Criteria drawn from experience

Criteria can be drawn from the views of experienced teachers. They can take the form of a 

list of teaching skills that have proved to be effective in an appraisee's own experience, or a 

list of skills and abilities identified by other experienced teachers as key factors in ensuring the 

high quality of a teacher's pedagogical activities. Falus' (1997. pp. 66-75) list, for example 

contains the following skills:

- the skills necessary for planning the various components of the teaching process

- motivational skills

- questioning skills

- communication skills

- general class management skills

- the skills necessary for organising work in different teaching modes such as individual 

work, pair-work and group-work

- observation and analytical skills

- assessment skills

- special pedagogical skills such as subject specific skills, skills for specific pedagogical

areas, and skills for specific teaching methods and techniques

If we accept that these skills are essential ingredients for success in the teaching 

profession, then this 'list of ingredients' can provide a useful starting point for laying down a 

sensible and objective set of criteria for teacher appraisal. (See Appendix A/3 for a set of 

criteria drawn from experience.)

Criteria based on goals, targets or objectives

Goals and objectives, which can be achieved both individually and collectively, can also
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form a basis for teacher appraisal. Once criteria as part of a whole-school review have been 

formulated, it is possible to discuss the balance between individual and collective action 
needed to achieve them.

The validity and reliability of criteria

Wherever the criteria may be drawn from, the literature warns, there is good reason to be 
quite cautious about using them.

According to Mclntyre (1989), the reliability of appraisal in relation to the criteria used in 
the process depends primarily on the appropriateness of the criteria to the nature of the things 
being assessed on the one hand and on the degree of relevance of available evidence to the 

criterion under consideration and on the number of independent bits of such evidence. Thus 

assessment of aspects of teaching about which direct evidence cannot be available (such as the 

teacher's fairness in awarding marks, for example) or which are relevant only to relatively rare 

events (e.g. dealing with unexpected situations) cannot be expected to be very reliable.
Many sources warn that there is no single set of criteria that adequately fits all teaching 

situations, and in any case the validity of any one set of criteria is always questionable. 

Burgess (1989) warns, for example, that the literature offers copious evidence that there is no 

agreement on a definition of the criteria that could be used to assess teacher performance or to 
establish competency, so we should consider critically those criteria that are currently used in 

discussions of teacher appraisal. To take another example, Stake (1989) quotes Land (1985) as 

saying that high marks on all criteria do not indicate the most valuable teacher for all 
situations, and an excess of any good quality can be too much of a good thing. Stake comes to 

the conclusion that appraisal should never be based on any single instrument:

There is no ideal teacher. (...) However standardised the pedagogical plan, different 
teachers teach different things. For example, a teacher who emphasises critical thinking 
seldom models mobilisation for action. The need for diverse talents is not because good 
teachers do not teach broadly, but because teachers are consistent in the kinds of learning 
situations they create. Dissimilar teachers are needed to create other situations. (...)

The ways to wrong are many. For something beyond a superficial indication of the 
quality of teaching we at least need information of diverse types, relating to diverse 
situations, and drawn from diverse sources. To evaluate on the basis of any single 
instrument, or to rely on only a single authority (...), is mindless.

(Stake, 1989, p. 15)
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Authors such as Scriven (1986), Stake (1989) and House and Lapan (1989) also warn of 

the dangers of using checklists featuring criteria such as knowledge of subject matter, 

effectiveness in disciplining and quality of lesson plans or eye contact and amount of teacher 

talk during the lesson, because such characteristics are often not highly correlated with 

effective teaching, but "they serve to announce what school patrons and others admire in 

teachers". One of the severest critics of current practices of classroom observation for 

appraisal (summative) purposes, Scriven (1986), for example, points out that the quality of 

content presented to the students and the amount of learning inspired by the teacher remains 

invisible during these occasional visits, so it is only a teacher's teaching style that can be 

observed at best. He also claims that classroom visits violate the tenets of sampling theory and 

the procedure is rife with potential bias. Scriven, in unison with House and Lapan (1989), 

recommends that criteria used for summative appraisal should have either a logical or legal 

connection to teaching performance, "they must be necessary for good teaching", as Scriven 

puts it. (See 3.4.5 for the four 'dimensions of merit' for summative teacher appraisal.) In 

addition, these authors say, most checklists in use today are deliberately context free, and this 

often leads to unwarranted generalisations.

Malderez and Bodoczky (1999) point out that because of this lack of agreement on criteria 

it would be better to focus on measuring teachers' capacity for and commitment to improving 

their teaching rather than their occasional performance on particular items of a checklist:

These check-lists and descriptors will often endeavour to capture the essence of the 
notion of 'good' teaching and professionalism for a particular context. Yet that, (...) is not 
only something which has not been fully described, but is an ever-elusive goal. (...) In our 
combined experience of more than half a century of teaching, we doubt we would 
consistently earn an 'excellent' on all the categories of the check-lists we have seen (or 
even 'satisfactory' on some). This may be because the item does not belong to our view of 
'good' teaching and professionalism, or because it is low on our list of priorities of things 
needing attention. We do believe, however, we have become increasingly better teachers 
for more people on more courses. What is needed, then, is a way of measuring [a 
teacher's] ability and commitment to improving their own management of courses as well 
as their role in the quality and effectiveness of the learning of the people on those courses, 
including themselves.

(Malderez and Bodoczky, 1999, pp. 121-122)

Weir and Roberts (1994) warn of the dangers of using exclusively high-inference, 

behavioural categories while forgetting about areas like the teaching context, the teacher's
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personality and intention:

In any evaluation, high-inference areas (for example, teaching quality, the 
comparability of professional qualifications, and the standard of academic management) 
will not necessarily be as easy to judge objectively as compared with criteria which 
demand less inferencing (such as the description of premises and resources). It is easier to 
make criterion-referenced judgments with low-inference criteria, as the evidence is 
concrete or quantifiable. (...) High-inference categories are subject to different personal 
expectations and theories, and may be difficult to apply equitably to the context and 
purposes of different institutions. (...) The evaluation of teaching is highly contentious. (...) 
There is general agreement that prescriptive, behavioural criteria alone are not appropriate, 
that judgments on teaching reflect wider value judgments, and that context and teacher 
personality and intention should all be taken into account.

(Weir and Roberts, 1994, p. 104)

Malderez and Bodoczky (1999) also point out the difference between checklists and global 

descriptors:

Standards are usually embodied in check-lists of teaching competencies and 
behaviours. (...) Often these check-lists will be accompanied by detailed descriptors for 
each point, so that assessors can judge whether [a teacher] is 'excellent', 'satisfactory' or 
'unsatisfactory', for example, in any given area. (...) However detailed, check-lists are 
nonetheless only crude lists of the main elements of a hugely complex process, and as 
such, in our view, cannot possibly represent all aspects of 'good' teaching and 
professionalism. In other words, a 'good' professional teacher is more than the sum of the 
ticks on any check-list we have ever come across. (...)

On the other hand, global descriptors (...), referring to such things as subject 
knowledge, professionalism both in the classroom and school and so on, or profiles of 
teaching competencies (...) can capture some of what is missing from check-lists, but run 
the danger of increasing the subjectivity of interpretation. They demand even more work 
on standardising interpretation (...)• However, used in conjunction with check-lists (as 
check-lists for observation, rather than points for evaluation), they are useful additions to 
the teacher-evaluator's tool-kit.

(Malderez and Bodoczky, 1999, p. 121.)

Despite the sharp criticism and the clear message that there is no such thing as a 'perfect' 

set of criteria for appraisal, the vast majority of sources in the literature - including the 

severest critics such as Scriven, House and Lapan, Stake and Malderez & Bodoczky - admit 

that statistically valid indicators of 'good teaching' - although not necessarily adequate for 

judgemental purposes - may be very useful in formative appraisal. Even these sources 

acknowledge that checklists can be useful if used with other evidence of merit, if not for other 

purpose than to remind us of criteria to pay attention to or to be used as a basis for generating
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discussion within an institution.

Checklists and lists of criteria

For recording the data, West-Burnham (1993) and Hopkins (1993) offers a taxonomy of 

alternative techniques, which includes items such as checklists, rating against criteria, 

commenting against criteria, keywords, descriptive narrative, time/activity log, active 

participation/write up later, sociometric measures, video/audio recording, critical incident 

recording etc. For practical reasons, however, it is only the first six items in the list that seem 

appropriate for appraisal purposes, and it is only the first three that are in common use in 

existing appraisal schemes today.

Assessment of classroom performance
Although the criterial lists I have come across in the literature (see Appendices A/5.2.1-14 

for the actual pro formas) do not by any means provide a representative sample of the many 

diverse checklists and pro formas used in appraisal schemes in different parts of the world, it 

is worth taking a closer look at the common and unique features in them. The mere fact that 

even this limited sample of lists represents wildly differing types clearly reflects the 

controversial nature of the issue.

Table 1: A summary of the criterial lists analysed

Pro forma

A/5.2.1
A/5.2.2

A/5.2.3

A/5.2.4

A/5.2.S

A/5.2.6

A/5.2.7/8

A/5.2.9

A/5.2.10

A/5.2.11

A/5.2.12
A/5.2.13

A/5.2.14

Where are criteria drawn from?

effectiveness 
research

X
X

X

X

X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X

X

experience

X

X

psychology

(*)

X

X

X

X(*)

X

Which model of appraisal is 
used?

performance 
criteria

X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X
X

diagnostic

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

Which theory of the determinants of 
teaching quality is it based on?

personal 
qualities

X

X(*)
X

X

X

X

XX
X

(x )

skills of 
classroom 
pedagogy

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X
X

X
X

X

X

subject 
knowl

X

X
X

X

(*)
X

X

XX

XX
(*)

Are there 
any

evaluation 
criteria

attached?

X

X

X

X
X

How
detailed is 

the list?

checklist

fairly

fairly

veiy

fairly

fairly

extremely

extremely

fairly

very

extremely

checklist

checklist

Use of 
criteria 
that are 

not highly 
correlated 

with 
effective 
teaching

X
XX

X

XXX

XXX

xxx
X

xxx
xxx
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Some of these pro formas only offer a list of criteria, a mere checklist, while others attach 

a more or less elaborate evaluation system to the criteria; some are rather general, merely 

offering a set of aspects to be considered in the evaluation and some are extremely detailed 

and specific. Some are based on specific guidelines from official documents (such as Jones 

and Mathias' [1993] four alternative schedules, which are based on the 1991 Regulations; see 

Appendices A/5.2.1, A/5.2.2, A/5.2.3 and A/5.2.4.) and others appear to be original and 

innovative (e.g. 5.3, 5.4.1 and 5.4.3).

All of these observation forms draw their criteria primarily from teacher effectiveness 

research, but there are examples of criteria drawn from experience and psychology, and it is 

typical to have a mixture of at least two of these sources. All the lists reviewed are based on a 

product model of appraisal, all of them using the performance criteria model (skill based 

performance competencies such as the preparation of materials [e.g. A/5.2.6], the clarity of 

instructions [e.g. A/5.2.13], questioning techniques [e.g. A/5.2.12] etc.) and the majority of 

them using a combination of two of the three main models: the majority of the criteria are 

drawn from and the diagnostic model (i.e. judgments made by superiors which are based on 

'evidence'). While the whole of the system in a number of cases (in the case of the CETT- 

ELTE scheme, A/5.2.13, for example) does use criteria drawn from the target output model of 

appraisal (i.e. basic requirements included in the job description) - except for a single question 

(punctuality, whatever it means in the given context) on one pro forma (a Hungarian one, 

A/5.2.10) - there is no sign of such attempts in the case of these classroom observation pro 

formas.
The vast majority of these lists reflect the use of combination of different theories 

concerning the determinants of teaching quality and teacher effectiveness. The majority of 

them include some criteria which are concerned with the sort of personal qualities that are 

suited to teaching (e.g. personality/presence/style [A/5.2.12] teacher displays enthusiasm for 

subject [A/5.2.8], patience, confidence [A/5.2.11], positive body language [A/5.2.8], voice, 

rapport [A/5.2.13] etc.), and some (also) include criteria which focus on the teacher's subject 

expertise (e.g. teacher has a thorough knowledge of the subject content covered in the lesson 

[A/5.2.4], language competence [A/5.2.9] etc. In all of these lists surveyed, however, most of 

the criteria are based on the theory that teaching quality results from the technical skills of
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classroom pedagogy: all of them include the use of some sort of criteria for obtaining 

information about planning and preparation, teaching skills, classroom organisation and 
management and achievement of aims and objectives.

The majority of these schemes are based on sound conceptual frameworks which can be 
used in observing and analysing classroom behaviour and contain criteria that are considered 
to be suitable for describing and understanding effective teaching by influential sources such 
as Good and Brophy (1984) or Brown and Mclntyre (1993). Most of them concentrate on 
behaviour without attempting to interpret what it means, most of them focus the observation 
on a limited number of behaviours, and they pay attention to key issues such as the process 
and planning of instruction, the teacher's relationship with students, her ability to prevent 
discipline problems etc. At the same time, however, the vast majority of them also contain 
criteria such as knowledge of subject matter, the use of visual aids, quality of lesson plans, 
amount of teacher talk, documentation of progress etc., which have been severely criticised by 
researchers (Scriven, 1986, House and Lapan, 1989 etc.) as not being highly correlated with 
effective teaching. It is, indeed, very difficult to see the relevance of criteria such as 
appropriate teacher style of dress (Knowsley College list [Appendix A/5.2.8]), the inclusion 
of which may very well cast doubt on the validity of the whole appraisal scheme. (See 3.4.4 
for details.) From this limited sample a clear tendency is discernable: the more detailed a 
particular list is, the more likely it is to fall into the trap of including criteria which are not 
closely correlated with efficient teaching.

In addition, even if we accept that most of these criteria are adequate determinants in 
teacher effectiveness, it is obvious that any such lists of performance indicators require a 
further level of criteria - some sort of a definition of what exactly should be meant by 
outstanding, acceptable or unacceptable performance. It is highly questionable that any pro 
formas without such detailed descriptors or explanations (in fact, the majority of these lists) 
can be used for anything else than mere (although otherwise useful) checklists for focusing the 
observation, as a lack of clear definitions of excellence renders them unsuitable for making 

valid judgments on performance.
The vast majority of observation checklists described in the literature were designed for 

one-off observation. In this sense the CETT-ELTE pro forma is an exception, as it sums up the 

findings of continuous observation during the two semesters of the one-year teaching
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experience at this university. This list of criteria has the comparative advantage of being able 
to eliminate the inevitable dangers of one-off observation. These criteria also offer an example 
of the possible use of detailed descriptors in observation. (Appendix A/5.3)

Lesson self-evaluation sheets (Appendices A/5.4.1 and A/5.4.2) might prove to be useful 

tools to give another angle to the observation and supplement the evaluator's perspective, and 
classroom observation feedback forms (Appendix A/5.4.3) may help to raise awareness of the 
observation process for both the appraiser and the appraisee.

There is no denying, however, that these teacher observation schedules are primarily based 

upon the teaching as craft perspective, where teachers are expected to carry out their duties 
without constant supervision and the evaluator's (as a rule the head or someone from the upper 

layers of school hierarchy, who is presumed to be able to judge whether the teacher has the 
necessary skills) role is to hold the teachers to these general performance standards by their 
occasional classroom observations. Critics of such lists claim that the biggest problem with 
schemes that treat teaching as labour or craft is that they are aimed at and concerned 
principally with minimum competence and eliminating incompetence rather than recognising 
excellent teaching, and that hardly any distinction is made between acceptable and outstanding 
performance. A good scheme, however, these sources claim, should also be concerned with 
teaching as profession or art, and thus it should provide for outstanding performance as well. 

This small sample shows that there is indeed good reason to be cautious with such lists, but, at 
the same time, they also demonstrate that it is not impossible to compile a pro forma which - 
besides evaluating teachers for minimum competence - is also aimed at discerning outstanding 

performance - on condition that the actual teaching context is taken into adequate 
consideration and that classroom observation is not the sole technique in arriving at 

judgements about teacher performance.

Assessment of wider school responsibilities
All teachers in a school perform tasks other than classroom teaching, which are also major 

areas of responsibility (often included in the job description) and thus should be included in 

the appraisal process.
The nature and scope of these responsibilities may vary depending on local traditions. 

Sources such as Jones and Mathias (1995) and West-Burnham (1993) mention the following 

areas as such responsibilities that are characteristic of British schools and teachers: pastoral
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responsibilities (most classroom teachers have a pastoral role as a form teacher/tutor), liaison 

and reporting responsibilities (e.g. with parents, governors and staff), chairing meetings 

(particularly in the case of senior staff), taking assemblies, writing policy/curriculum 

documents, administrative tasks (such as timetabling, for example), professional development, 

community involvement and managing resources.

Except for assembly taking, which does not exist in Hungarian school culture, all of these 

responsibilities are equally relevant in the Hungarian context; what is more, these lists could 

be supplemented by a number of task areas that are typical in Hungarian schools: organising 

form excursions, organising and monitoring school festivals, parties and celebrations, teaching 

extracurricular lessons, organising and leading school societies etc.

West-Burnham (1993) offers a detailed list of criteria against which non-teaching or wider 

school responsibilities such as pastoral responsibilities, liaison and reporting responsibilities, 

writing policy/curriculum documents, administrative tasks, professional development, 

community involvement etc. could be measured, but offers no particular technique for 

collecting the necessary data. (See Appendix A/8.) Bollington, Hopkins & West (1990) 

suggest that at present the most developed form of data gathering on such roles - and 

managerial roles in particular — is the use of further informed opinion as a complement to self- 

appraisal, classroom observation and the appraisal interview, while Jones & Mathias (1995) 

recommend task observation as one of the most important techniques of collecting data when 

considering wider responsibilities. They think that the issue is closely related to classroom 

observation and the issues outlined for it are also applicable in this context. They also provide 

a task observation checklist. (See Appendix A/9.)

Interestingly, however, it is only Bollington, Hopkins & West (1990) who mention the 

importance of self-appraisal here, although many of these task areas could actually be quite 

objectively reviewed within the framework of this technique.

In addition, much information on aspects of teacher performance which cannot be directly 

assessed within the framework of classroom observation already exists and is routinely 

available in schools which could be made use of in appraisal of teachers, such as samples of 

teacher-made curriculum materials, syllabuses, samples of pupils' work, mark books, the 

results of any surveys, information collected in the schools for other purposes, or the 

application of new technology to teaching. However, Turner and Clift (1988) warn that
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document analysis and any information from such sources has to be considered carefully, 
since the indications of performance quality might be doubtful.

The nature and appropriateness of aspects of the curriculum related to the whole school, 
and particular departments/sections fall beyond the scope of teacher appraisal, but it might be 
useful to study them so that the appraiser can review the individual elements of the curriculum 
during the appraisal process. A review of these individual aspects can also be useful in 
providing the appraiser with information prior to classroom observation, thus putting an 
individual lesson into a wider context. In their book, Jones and Mathias (1995) include three 
different pro formas (one for appraising the whole curriculum, one for appraising a department 
and another one for reviewing individual aspects) that provide a framework for reviewing 
these elements of the curriculum. (See this third pro forma in Appendix A/10.) The authors 
recommend that the review should be linked to classroom observation, and appraisers and 
appraisees should discuss curriculum issues prior to observation and interview.

3.4.5 Controversy over the procedures of appraisal

The process of teaching and teachers' responsibilities, roles and relationships being so 
complex, all sources stress that the assessment should be based on a wide range of qualitative 
and quantitative information from a range of sources (so that data collection should reflect the 
balance of the job description) if we are to make an objective view of an individual teacher's 
performance. In addition to the complexity of the teaching activity, however, the literature also 
mentions some other reasons for reflecting upon data from a range of sources and a number of 
perspectives. Jones and Mathias (1995), for example, point out that performance on a single 
occasion may not be representative of overall performance. Sources such as Jones and Mathias 
(1995), Hopkins (1989) and Alderson and Beretta at al. (1992) point out that the use of 
multiple sources of data is also important to check on the trustworthiness of the data and 
consequent hypotheses. They all recommend that the principle of triangulation should be 

applied as it allows for a cross-check of performance.

The notion of triangulation is particularly important in evaluation. Given that there is 
No One Best Method for evaluation, it makes good sense to gather data from a variety of 
sources and with a variety of methods, so that the evaluator can confirm findings across 
methods. But in evaluation, outcomes and effects are often contentious, and the perception 
of these may vary considerably depending upon the perspective, vested interest or even
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personality of the participants. In addition, the views of stakeholders as to the appropriacy 
of particular methods for evaluation typically also differ radically. In such settings, it does 
not seem sensible to rely on one method for purposes of data gathering, but rather to try to 
complement or neutralise one method with another. Thus, a generalisable recommendation 
for evaluations would be that they should wherever possible plan to triangulate in method.

(Alderson and Beretta at al, 1992. p. 285.)

However, as it is obvious that it would be impossible to collect information about all 
aspects of performance, the focus in a particular appraisal scheme has to be agreed upon so 
that it could determine the agenda for data collection.

Focusing the appraisal

West-Burnham (1993) recommends that the agenda for data collection should - at least 
partly — be linked to the basic tasks of teachers, which should be included in a. job description, 
which clarifies, defines and establishes a minimum definition of what a job consists of. He 
suggests that a job description should include the name of the teacher (to show that the job 
description is personal), the date (to show the currency of the job description), the title of the 
job, the purpose of the job (a sort of a personal 'mission statement'), who the teacher is 
accountable to and who and what he or she is accountable for, and the key tasks the job 
comprises (6-10 prioritised statements). The author recommends that the job description 
should be produced through a continuous process of job clarification. He believes that this 
document is essential in that it identifies, on a personal basis, what is to be appraised, and the 
performance of an individual teacher can only be reviewed against the clear statement of 
purpose, components and expected outcomes of their job included in the job description.

The Education (School Teacher Appraisal) Regulations (1991) and its guidance notes state 

that "The appraiser is entitled to appraise performance across the full range of professional 
duties undertaken, including temporary responsibilities. Appraisal should be undertaken on the 
basis of an established job description." (Circular No 12/91, Para. 19.)

House and Lapan (1989), who seem to view teacher appraisal from a narrower perspective 
which is limited to classroom performance, however, are harshly critical of emerging teacher 
appraisal schemes which are concerned primarily with minimum competency, i.e. hardly more 
than the requirements laid down in the job description, and the appraisal process consisting of 
a single visit by the head or of primitive teacher testing schemes. They suggest that the main
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rationale for this tendency may be that most of these schemes are for the purpose of 
accountability, often merely with the aim of identifying the few truly incompetent (or 
illiterate) teachers. These schemes treat teaching as labour or, at best, craft, without concern 
for teaching as profession or art, and are, of course, completely unsuitable to highlight good 
teaching. A high-quality modern teacher appraisal scheme, House and Lapan claim, should 
provide for excellent teaching as well as for eliminating incompetence. They suggest that 
appraisal should emphasise major dimensions such as those outlined by Scriven i.e. it should 
focus on criteria that are directly and necessarily related to teaching, and that appraisal 
approaches should consider teaching at its highest levels of quality (i.e. reflect the more 
comprehensive view of teaching as a profession and as art so that a clear distinction could be 
made between acceptable and outstanding performance). House and Lapan, in unison with 
authors such as Hargreaves (1992 & 1994), and many others (e.g. all the authors in Lapan and 
Hargreaves, 1992) recommend that appraisal should attempt to go beyond traditional sets of 
criteria, which, in their opinion, may be suitable to identify the most obvious symptoms of 
incompetence but are less suitable to obtain an insight into the 'tacit knowledge' they consider 
an even more important ingredient of 'professional know-how'. They claim that traditional 
techniques of appraising teachers, such as testing, interviewing, classroom observation do not 
directly 'tap' the true basis of teaching. Instead, they recommend that teachers' inference 
structures should be explored by either ascertaining whether a teacher is still experimenting 
with teaching or by investigating whether a teacher can explicate and justify the teaching 
moves she or he is making, or by checking a teacher's inferences against those of the teacher's 
peers.

Scriven (1986) suggests four 'dimensions of merit' for summative teacher appraisal: 
quality of content taught (which is not to be mixed up with content known), success in 
imparting/inspiring learning, mastery of professional skills, and ethics (such as avoidance of 

favourism etc.).
Describing an experiment to work out a scheme for appraising the performance of 

individual teachers, Pocze (1999), who sees appraisal in a wider perspective (which includes 
wider school responsibilities) than the sources mentioned before, stresses the importance of 
agreeing on an exact local definition (the 'locally valid contents', as he puts it) of quality. 
Based on this agreement, a set of formal and content quality indicators should be established
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for different levels of customer demands, which - together with the job descriptions and the 

school development plan - can provide the basis for appraising teacher performance. In a 

detailed set of model indicators, at Level 1 (Basic requirements), - among other things - the 

author recommends formal indicators such as being present in the school, starting and 

finishing lessons on time, performing administrative duties, etc, whereas the corresponding 

content indicators include items such as completing the syllabus, working out the syllabus on 

the basis of the local curriculum, evaluating the pupils' performance according to the school 

development plan etc. At Level 2 (Specifications and needs) he includes formal indicators 

such as participation in putting together the school development plan and the local 

curriculum, making it possible to evaluate and appraise own activity (open days, classroom 

observation) etc., and content indicators like specification of the syllabus and teaching 

methods according to the demands of individual groups and students, organising and teaching 

out-of-class differential classes, participation in the evaluation tasks of the quality assurance 

system etc. At Level 3 (Added value, customer satisfaction), formal indicators include 

constant availability, taking the initiative in the staff, representing the school elsewhere etc., 

while content indicators include items like publications, writing course books, presentations, 

curriculum development, being available for pupils beyond the traditional teacher role (if they 

need if) etc. (See full chart in Appendix A/17.)

In a more down-to-earth vein, Jones and Mathias (1995), who base their training ideas on 

the Education Regulations, identify six broad elements upon which they think an appraisal 

programme could be focused: classroom processes (stressing that if performance appraisal is 

about improving the quality of children's education by improving teacher effectiveness, then 

looking into at what is actually happening within the classroom is vital); the nature of the 

curriculum, as the National Curriculum can be interpreted in different ways; pupil outcomes, 

i.e. the actual achievements of pupils at internal and external examinations, in addition to 

coursework; wider school responsibilities; self-appraisal and career aspirations.

Based on the six key areas discussed above, Jones and Mathias (1995) recommend that the 

data to inform appraisers should be collected about the following areas:

• Information about performance in the classroom
• Data about the curriculum being developed within the school
• Data about pupil outcomes
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• External examination results
• Standardised test scores
• National Curriculum scores
• Internal tests
• Coursework
• Records of achievement
• 'Open day' exhibitions etc.
• Data about performance in wider school responsibilities
• Data from other sources

	(Jones and Mathias, 1995, p. 33.)

This is the most comprehensive list I have come across in the literature; other sources 

recommend lists that contain an individual selection of these areas, some excluding certain 

items on validity grounds (i.e. the different test scores) others specifying 'other sources' such 

as student or parent opinions.

3.4.6 Controversy over the techniques of data collection

The specific techniques (often also referred to as methods) of data collection depend 

primarily on the situation and the nature of the data to be collected.

Jones & Mathias (1995), basing their ideas on the Education [School Teacher] Appraisal 

Regulations of 1991, give the following list of possible techniques: classroom observation, 

task observation (non-teaching tasks), questionnaires (to staff/pupils/parents), analysis of 
assessment information, document analysis (curriculum statements/policies), discussions (the 

initial and review meetings, pre- and post-observation meetings and the appraisal interview) 

and self-appraisal.

Hopkins (1989) provides a list of data collection techniques that can help in linking 

appropriate data collection techniques to specific evaluation questions. (See Appendix A/4.) In 

addition to the techniques on Jones and Mathias' (1995) list, this broader taxonomy of 

classroom research techniques mentions methods like field notes, audio- and video-tape 

recordings, pupil diaries, sociometry, photography and case studies as possible techniques that 

could be used in appraisal. Most of these techniques, however, do not seem to be particularly 

practical in the case of teacher appraisal. (The taxonomy itself admits, for example, that video 

recording can be distracting, awkward and expensive; sociometry might threaten isolated 

students; photography might be superficial and difficult to obtain; case studies are time-
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consuming etc.) Hopkins (1989) warns that - in addition to using multiple sources of 
information wherever possible - there are two more very important issues about collecting 
data for evaluation that should always be taken into consideration. The first one is that the data 
collected should be systematically related not only to the questions identified in the evaluation 
design but also to subsequent implications for action and follow-up. Secondly, the data 
collection technique should be appropriate to the specific evaluation question being addressed.

It is very interesting, however, that, according to the international literature, relatively few 
of the techniques described above are actually in use in existing appraisal schemes. It is clear 
from my review of both existing schemes and the theoretical literature on the subject that the 
techniques that have most often been used in teacher appraisal are observation of teacher 
performance, assessment of pupil performance, assessment of teacher (subject) knowledge 
(the latter two particularly popular in the US, but seldom, if ever, used in Europe) and 
appraisal interview (particularly widespread in Britain, where it had been the single most 
important method before the Regulations were published in 1991). Needless to say, particular 
schemes might well employ more than one technique.

In Hungary, a survey conducted among school teachers (Nagy, 1999) reveals a deep- 

rooted distrust of any techniques that come from outside of the school. (Figure 7.)

classroom observation 

internal assessment of pupil performance

student competitions 

tutorials given

external assessment of pupil performance

document analysis

professional exams taken

participation in inservice training

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Figure?
Hungarian teachers' views on the appropriacy of the use of various techniques in teacher appraisal 

(Percentage of teachers in the sample who would accept a particular technique as a valid indicator of the
quality of their work)

(Nagy, 1999, p. 516.)
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Their views as to the appropriacy of a particular technique seem to reflect a certain degree 

of conservatism (after all it is classroom observation that has a tradition in Hungarian 

education) on the one hand, and a defensive attitude on the other.

Few as the techniques that are actually used in teacher appraisal may be, each of them is 

rather controversial when it comes to the details. In order to have a better understanding of the 

limitations and pros and cons of the most important techniques, I will now present a brief 

review of the literature on the subject.

Assessment of pupil performance

Partly due to the increasing use of international quality assurance systems (which are in 

favour of 'hard', quantitative evidence), and partly because it is a fairly simple indicator of 

performance, pupils' results on national tests are becoming a favourite means of evaluating the 

performance of a particular school for educational authorities all over the world. (See 4.2 for 

some details on the French, Dutch and Austrian systems.)

At the same time, however, the Hungarian survey quoted above (Nagy, 1999) revealed that 

fewer than 28% of school teachers would accept the external assessment of their pupils' 

performance as a valid indicator of the quality of their work; the same figure for internal 

assessment of pupil performance is over 60%, but it is significantly lower - 48% - in the case 

of the 20 to 30 year age bracket. Clearly, the tendency is towards an increasingly 

accountability-oriented approach, and national tests (like the new Matura Exam to be 

introduced in 2005) will soon be applied to the performance of pupils thus facilitating 

comparative public judgment of the performance of schools and teachers.

Appraisal schemes that rely on student performance as a measure of teacher effectiveness, 

and by implication, teacher competence and performance, are particularly widespread in the 

US, where it is perhaps the most common method of staff appraisal even today. Many 

different such systems have been adopted in the USA - some comparing student test scores to 

a national norm, some comparing test score gains with those of a comparable class, others by 

measuring net gains over time - but most of them have received a great deal of serious 

criticism, mainly on the grounds that their validity and reliability were more than questionable.

In their review of American literature on the subject, Turner and Clift (1988) quote several
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sources and studies to illustrate that the reliability of student test scores as a measure of 

teaching effectiveness is rather low: certain studies have found that there is a tendency for 

pupils who have performed well at one particular time to perform less well on the next 

occasion and vice versa; others observed the behaviour patterns of teachers known to be 

effective in terms of pupil performance and found that there was a relationship between 

teacher behaviours and pupil outcomes in some schools but not in others; still others divided 

teachers into two groups - more effective and less effective - using pupil gains in tests as the 

basis, but found that no single method was used by either group. Many studies found that the 

same teacher produced markedly different results in different situations. No wonder the use of 

such pupil performance scores as an indicator of teacher competence have been often called to 

question.

In England and Wales the first and last time the efficiency of teachers in schools was 

measured by pupil's results in annual tests was under the Revised Code of 1862. The 'payment 

by results' system provoked fierce criticism (e.g. schools in impoverished areas received fewer 

rewards and found it quite impossible to improve their results), and among the consequences 

were teaching to the test, (thus inhibiting innovation in teaching methods), narrow curriculum 

and ignoring or counteracting the effects of teacher behaviours on other desirable outcomes 

(Adelman, 1989). The short-lived system had such a strong influence on British professional 

thinking that the idea of payment by students' results was off the agenda for more almost 100 

years, only to creep back in a cautious and indirect way hidden in the new pay and 

performance management system of 2000. The new Regulations claimed that a clear 

connection should be established between pupil progress and teachers' objectives, which is 

only a very short step from re-introducing 'payment by results' as an integral feature of 

teacher appraisal in Britain.
Despite discernible international tendencies such as these, which reflect emerging 

accountability-oriented national education policies that want to use pupils' results as easily 

manageable indicators of performance in order to exercise more control over the relationship 

between pay and performance, most academic sources in the literature unequivocally reject the 

idea of using student achievements on the grounds that they cannot possibly be valid and 

reliable partly because schools are complex social systems where contextual factors should not 

be ignored, and partly because the most valuable outcomes of education are multi-
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dimensional, complex and long-term. They all warn of the limitations of this type of data, 

particularly when collected in schools with dissimilar intakes, or even when comparing groups 

within an institution. Mathias and Jones (1995) say that a skilled appraiser will not ignore such 

data in his/her work, and emphasise that these issues should be considered within the 
framework of data collection from a range of sources.

Turner and Clift (1988), in their analysis of their case studies of appraisal systems, 

mention a large number of problematic aspects of measuring the success of a teacher's 

performance through examination results. One of the problems, they point out, is how one 

interprets these results and to what extent they directly reflect a teacher's performance: for 

example, one could say that examination results are a measure of a long term process and 

therefore should be viewed with caution in the appraisal of an individual teacher.

Another major objection to the use of pupil outcomes as a basis for appraising the work of 

teachers, according to the authors, is that it is always difficult to say whether particular pupils 

could have done better with a different teacher. There might be cases when despite poor 

results the teaching has been good or where a good result might be achieved by pupils despite 

the teacher concerned.
Turner and Clift (1988) also mention the problem of singling out the effect of a particular 

teacher on the performance of pupils. The difficulty is that teachers operate as a team and 

secondary schools pupils are taught concurrently by a number of teachers. This raises the issue 

of the context in which teachers operate: they warn that performance can vary considerably in 

different contexts.
Neither, they warn, should we assume that all examinations necessarily represent objective 

evidence of performance. Internal examinations in particular might be marked to different 

standards. This might make it seem that one teacher is more successful than another, 

especially in subjects where it is easier to be imprecise.
According to Turner and Clift (1988), one of the most difficult things to provide evidence 

for is how successful a teacher has been with low ability pupils, underachieving pupils and 

pupils with 'behavioural problems', as such pupils often perform rather badly in examinations. 

In these cases, the authors say, results from exams might distort the picture about teachers' 

performance, so it would be better to search for aspects of progress other than in academic 

terms.
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All things considered, they conclude, appraisal systems which are based purely on 

performance testing can be criticised for taking a 'black box' view of teaching: they examine 

the product but ignore the process.

Turner and Clift (1988) think that it is unlikely that assessment of student achievement will 

re-emerge as an appraisal method in Britain, except perhaps covertly in terms of appraisal of 

teachers according to the performance of their pupils in public examinations. Bollington, 

Hopkins and West (1990) are not so sure that this possibility is completely out of question, but 

they hope that the fact that test scores as a measure of teacher competence have rather low 

reliability will be borne in mind if consideration is given to the use of these results as part of 

teacher appraisal.

Although it is clear that schemes which are narrowly focused on measurable outcomes in 

general and student achievement in particular inevitably have an inherent tendency to de- 

emphasise the significance of contextual factors and thus might produce misleading results, 

recent developments in the world today seem to suggest that it would definitely be too early to 

consider the issue to be off the agenda for good.

Classroom observation

Although there is no universal agreement about the criteria of effective teaching in the 

literature, and it is also clear that the criteria used to make judgments about performance 

depend on views and assumptions about teaching and the teaching context, classroom 

observation occupies a prominent position in most teacher appraisal schemes. On the 

assumption that the classroom is the most important place where teaching and learning takes 

place, and that consequently classroom observation will offer the most practical procedure to 

collect information about a teacher's performance, its use is widespread all around the world - 

including Britain, but only since 1991, when it became a mandatory aspect of the Education 

(School Teacher) Appraisal Regulations (1991), which required schools to arrange for all 

teachers to complete the first year of the appraisal cycle during the school year 1994/95.

In Hungary, surveys conducted among school teachers also show that 68% of teachers 

consider classroom observation as a valid technique of appraisal - which makes it by far the 

most widely accepted technique (compared, for example, to internal assessment of pupil 

performance: 61%; pupil competitions: 46%; external assessment of pupil performance: 28%;
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or document analysis: 15%(Nagy, 1999).

Nevertheless, as we have seen, observation is only one method of data gathering within the 

appraisal process, and should be seen in context, as a useful but by no means exclusive source 

of information about a teacher's performance. It is enough to mention here that teaching is just 

one - although usually perhaps the most important - aspect of a teacher's work and the 

relative importance of classroom observation will vary over time as well as between teachers 

depending on the balance between the teaching load and other responsibilities.

Bollington, Hopkins and West (1990) list a number of different purposes classroom 

observation can be used to serve; they mention that

It can be seen as an opportunity (...) for coaching and feedback. It can also be used for 
monitoring, gathering data and evaluation. It can therefore be more or less developmental 
or evidential in purpose. It can be geared to individual development or be a vehicle for 
monitoring the achievement of school aims an objectives. It can be for the good of the 
observer or the observed, can promote self-reflection or mutual learning. It can monitor 
minimum competence or push for excellence. It can also serve one or several of these 
purposes at once.

(Bollington, Hopkins and West, 1990, p. 37.)

Reviewing the different approaches towards classroom observation, Bollington, Hopkins 

and West (1990) come to the conclusion that, although the variety of methods is even greater 

in classroom observation than for other parts of the appraisal process, there is no evidence for 

one best way of carrying it out. They think that the main dangers are subjectivity, arbitrary 

judgments, bias, use of poorly validated instruments and failure to provide feedback or prepare 

for observation.
Bollington, Hopkins and West (1990) suggest that the clinical supervision technique 

provides the best format for classroom observation and appraisal. This technique consists of 

three essential phases: a planning conference, classroom observation and a feedback 

conference. The planning conference provides an opportunity to discuss the proposed lesson, 

and to agree on the focus of the observation. During the classroom observation phase, the 

observer collects objective data on that aspect of teaching they agreed upon earlier, and in the 

feedback conference the observer and teacher share and discuss the information gathered 

during the observation and reflect on the lesson. The authors also stress the importance of 

some key principles in clinical supervision, such as the significance of a non-threatening, 

helping climate, the use of improving instruction and reinforcing successful patterns rather
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than criticism of unsuccessful ones, the use of objective data rather than unsupported value 

judgments, encouraging the teachers to make inferences about their teaching from the data, 

looking upon each cycle of the supervision as an ongoing process, and that the appraisal 
process can lead to improvement for both appraisee and appraiser.

In addition to the debate over the arguably most controversial issue of applying suitable 

criteria in appraisal (see 3.4.4 for details), based on their interviews with their case-study 

teachers, Turner and Clift (1988) also point out a number of practical, procedural concerns 

about classroom observation which raise questions about the validity of the appraisal, and 

which, in my experience, often crop up in informal conversations with teachers, but rarely, if 

ever feature in the professional literature.

One of the issues they raise is how much observation is necessary to form an adequate 

picture of a teacher's performance. In their sample there were observers who just visited a 

short part of one or two lessons, while others actually spent a few days with the observed, 

virtually 'shadowing' them. On the basis of their interviews, the authors cannot identify any 

ideal duration, but it is obvious that the appropriate time will be the time that is necessary to 

collect enough information about the focus of the observation, and this will depend on the 

range of activities that the appraiser has a chance to observe.

Another interesting issue the authors raise is the question of prior notice. While some 

teachers think it is fairer to give teachers adequate notice of when the observer would be 

visiting classes, others believe that this practice allows teachers to take special care to prepare 

a 'good' lesson, thus raising the question about how valid such observation would be, since if 

the observer were not to give advance notice, there would be a greater possibility of seeing 

normal practice.
Another point they make is that whether or not advance notice is given, the situation in 

classroom changes immediately the observer enters the room, what is more, not only does the 

presence of an observer affect the teacher's behaviour, but the pupils too might behave 

differently.
They also found that formal observation could be a rather threatening prospect, 

particularly for teachers who were unused to being observed. These teachers fear they would 

seriously underachieve as a result of being nervous about being watched by a stranger in the 

room. They quote one of the teachers from one of their case-study schools as saying "I find
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that if I've got someone else in the classroom, my approach is very stilted. I am conscious that 

someone is there all the time." (Turner and Clift, 1988, p. 107.)

The case study interviews reflect that while some teachers can 'rise to the occasion' when 

being observed, the opposite was considered to occur in other cases; that as a consequence of 
being observed some teachers 'went to pieces'.

A further issue the authors raise relates to observer role or behaviour during the 

observation: is the non-participant observer better than the participant one? (West-Burnham 

[1993] mentions three more such roles: becoming a student, shadowing a student and team 

teaching as possible appraiser behaviour). Turner and Clift do not take sides about this issue, 

but we will see that most of the literature recommends the role of non-participant observer.

Turner and Clift (1988) also mention the question of observer bias. Some teachers were 

worried that even if what is observed is a reasonably accurate reflection of a teacher's usual 

performance in the classroom, its interpretation may be coloured by prejudice either in favour 

of or against the teacher concerned.

Preparing for observation

In Britain, classroom observation is identified within the guidance notes for the Education 

(School Teacher Appraisal) Regulations 1991 as an essential element of the appraisal process.

Jones and Mathias (1995), in their book, which is based on the Regulations, recommend a 

number of issues that they think should be considered before observation takes place. They 

point out the importance of clarifying the purpose of classroom observation, and the careful 

selection of observers. They also stress the significance of clarifying such issues as the 

frequency, the selection of the teaching group to be observed, the method, criteria, focus, 

recording method and methods of analysing the data. Similarly, they recommend that 

management issues like training for observation, the pre-observation meeting, the post- 

observation meeting, the resource implications of observation and ways of reporting the 

findings should also be considered before the observation.

All of these issues are rather complex in themselves and raise a number of questions. The 

selection of observers raises the question of (lack of) observer credibility in the eyes of the 

observed (should the observer be a subject expert, for example?), which is a real danger when 

a strict line management model is used in the allocation of appraisers and observers. The
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frequency of observation raises the question of what can be regarded as a sufficient number of 

visits. The selection of the teaching group to be observed raises such issues as the difference 

between better and worse groups, choosing between the subjects a particular teacher teaches, 

and the timing of the observation. The method of observation raises the issue of the role of the 

observer; the focus of the observation raises the question of focusing the observation upon 

general or specific aspects of teaching performance. The issue of recording methods raises the 

question of criteria in general and the pro formas and checklists that are used in observation. 

Reporting findings includes the question of ownership/access to information, and the question 

whether the findings will form part of the formal document, or merely be used to generate 

discussion at the appraisal interview.

The authors recommend that these issues should be negotiated and agreed at the pre- 

observation meeting, so that both the observer and the appraisee understand the basis upon 

which the observation will take place. There should be an agreement on the lesson(s) to be 

observed, the date and timing of the observation(s), the role of the observer, the criteria to be 

used, the focus of the observation, the date and timing of the post-observation meeting, and the 

nature of documentation which needs to be given to the observer in order to put the observed 

lesson in context. Jones and Mathias (1993) included these issues in a Classroom Observation 

Checklist chart. (See Appendix A/5.1.)

West-Burnham (1993) offers a similar agenda for the 'preparatory meeting' as he calls it. 

In the meeting, the observer and the appraisee should confirm the specific focus of the 

observation (if any), negotiate the lessons or activities to be observed, agree on the behaviour 

of the observer, agree how information will be collected and recorded, discuss the aims of the 

lesson, the context of the topic and the background of the class and agree on the criteria to be 

used.

Conducting observation

As for the observation itself, the literature offers some practical advice to observers. Jones 

and Mathias (1993) suggest that it is generally better to observe a complete lesson, adding that 

if this is not possible, the observer should ensure that arriving at/leaving the lesson is 

undertaken with minimum disruption. They stress that it is important that the impact of the 

presence of the observer should be considered, and that the observer should stick to the
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agreement on the role of the observer and should resist the temptation to take over the lesson. 

They also recommend that some form of pro forma or checklist should be used to help in the 

observation process. West-Burnham (1993) also sets out certain strategies for the observation: 

he recommends that the appraiser should focus on the specifics agreed, should collect 

appropriate data, record the data in the agreed format, and stresses the importance of providing 

immediate feedback at the end of the lesson.

Following up the observation

Jones and Mathias (1993) say that the post-observation meeting should take place as soon 

as possible after the classroom observation, so that the appraisee can obtain immediate 

feedback about performance. According to them, the most important purposes of the meeting 

include generating professional dialogue about teaching performance, considering the 

observee's self-appraisal of the lesson, highlighting strengths and areas for development, 

planning future lesson observation - in particular, to agree specific areas of focus for future 

lessons to be observed, agreeing the ways in which the findings will be used within the 

appraisal interview, highlighting potential targets related to classroom observation, and 

identifying potential training needs,
West-Burnham (1993) makes a distinction between immediate feedback after the lesson 

and the follow-up discussion, which should take place within 48 hours of the observation 

According to him, the purpose of the session is to stress the positive aspects of the observed 

session, to share reflections on the lesson/task, to explore areas of differing interpretation, to 

agree points to be explored in the appraisal interview, and plan the second observation (if 

appropriate).

Appraisal interviews

The vast majority of the British appraisal literature looks upon the appraisal interview as 

central to the whole of the appraisal process. Sometimes called annual reviews or staff 

development review interviews, they are common to virtually every scheme in use in Britain 

today; however, their nature might differ considerably. It is not surprising then that it is this 

element of the appraisal process that has received the strongest criticism.
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The limitations of appraisal interviews

Weir and Roberts (1994) - while admitting that perceptions of appraisees, however 

subjective, are a crucial means to understand the teaching context - warn of the limitations of 

self-report data, which, by definition, are 'indirect' in nature, as they either consist of a 

description of events through the eyes of an intermediary, or represent the views and 

perceptions of an individual, which cannot be directly accessed. They particularly warn of the 

dangers of the interviewer effect i.e. the tendency of an interaction between informants and 

interviewers to bias responses:

In an interview there can be very powerful interactions between interviewee and 
interviewer which bias responses, so making the data inaccurate. Interview data are not 
objective facts: an interview is a discourse constructed by two individuals contributing 
their assumptions, interests, and concerns. It is self-evident that great care must be taken 
over the wording of questions (...). However, bias can also arise from the interviewer's 
responses to answers: for example, by giving selective attention to things he/she wants to 
hear which cue the interviewee to elaborate on them. (...) this effect is strengthened by the 
tendency of interviewees to wish to satisfy the interviewer. Bias can also arise from 
personal or role interactions that stem from race, gender, class, or status, or just personality 
(...). These may lead to an interviewee's 'closing up' or taking a line hostile to the 
interviewer or simply 'yea saying' in order to get rid of him. Alternatively, the interviewee 
may be too ready to defer to the interviewer's interests.

(Weir and Roberts, 1994, p. 143)

Reviewing the literature on appraisal interviews, Bollington, Hopkins and West (1990) 

identify a number of problematic areas, for example the danger that both appraiser and 

appraisee might avoid issues in the interest of avoiding unpleasantness or creating ill feelings; 

the questionable value of appraisal schemes that rest on a single annual interview, the need for 

appraisers to listen carefully to appraisees and to involve them fully in discussing future plans; 

the need to avoid unsubstantiated discussions, destructive criticism and unrealistic plans; the 

importance of communication skills, such as questioning, listening, clarifying and 

summarising skills, and the ability to react to and interpret non-verbal communication - 'body

language'.
Turner and Clift (1988), based on their findings from the case studies, also list a number of 

problematic factors that can have implications for appraisal interviews; they mention the 

significance of the physical settings in which the interview takes place: an interview held in 

the Head teacher's office will be different from one held elsewhere, they say, adding that even
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the way in which a room is set out physically can be important in shaping the type of 

interaction which occurs.

It is also Turner and Clift (1988) who mention the dilemma of imposing an agenda for 

appraisal interviews or allowing participants to come up with their own. The crucial problem 

here, they point out, is that of flexibility versus consistency, i.e. that if the appraisal scheme is 

to cope with a range of circumstances, it needs to be flexible. On the other hand, however, if 

there is no attempt at standardisation, there is a danger that the appraisal interview could 

"amount to almost anything" (Turner and Clift, 1988. p. 78).

The benefits of appraisal interviews

The effect of these criticisms, however, is not to destroy the case for appraisal interviews 

but to present a series of problems which have to be tackled to ensure the success and 

credibility of the interviews. Virtually all the critical literature I have reviewed acknowledges 

the role and significance of appraisal interviews in the appraisal process, and some even go as 

far as to claim that an appraisal which fails to consider the appraisee's views would simply be 

an invalid one.

Speaking of the interview as a research method, Hopkins (1989), for example, says that - 

although they are rather time-consuming - interviews allow for more 'in-depth' data to be 

generated, and provide a chance to discover and explore subjective meanings. Elliott (1989) 

adds that the appraisal interview is the opportunity for teachers to "...articulate their 

experience of constraining factors in the contexts of their performance..."

Jones and Mathias (1995) emphasise that the appraisal interview offers an opportunity for 

two professional colleagues to discuss some of the central issues embodied in the process of 

educating young people, and the dialogue is aimed at providing opportunities for discussing 

performance in key areas of responsibility, identifying successes and areas for further 

development, discussing career aspirations and professional development, identifying training 

or development needs, and agreeing targets for action. They are convinced that there are many 

benefits appraisees can gain from the appraisal interview, such as a clearer understanding of 

the job, an idea of how well the job is being done, reassurance that their talents are being 

recognised, reassurance that weaknesses have been identified and help has been offered, 

consideration of future goals and career aspirations, reassurance that everything discussed will
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be treated in complete confidence, and reassurance that written reports will be 'owned' by 

them.

West-Burnham (1993) also considers the appraisal interview a crucial element of the 

appraisal process:

It is difficult to exaggerate the importance of the interview to the appraisal process. In 
many ways it represents the pivotal point of the review cycle and the skills with which it is 
managed will determine the credibility of the whole scheme. It should be a positive and 
creative experience which leads to significant outcomes and enhances and develops the 
personal and professional relationship between appraiser and appraisee. The interview 
requires a balance of management, intellectual and interpersonal skills from both appraiser 
and appraisee. It is a two-way process, a dialogue which must lead to genuine and practical 
outcomes.

(West-Burnham, 1993, p. 55.)

According to West-Burnham, the interview has the following purposes: to agree the 

accuracy of the job description, to recognise and reinforce success, to identify areas for 

development and reach joint conclusions, to set targets for action and agree training priorities 

and eventually to produce the appraisal statement.

Planning and organising appraisal interviews

To ensure that all the outcomes described above can be achieved careful planning and 

organisation is required, West-Burnham (1993) identifies a number of key of criteria that 

should be met to make sure the interview will be successful. Among other things, he suggests 

that there should be adequate notice and careful preparation, the interview should be held at an 

appropriate time of the day, there should be at least one hour reserved for the interview, the 

venue should be private, quiet and comfortable, and, above all that there should be no 

surprises. He also recommends the application of the '20/80 rule' (i.e. the right balance of the 

interview: 80% of the time is taken by the appraisee, 80% of the issues discussed concern the 

future rather than the past, and 80% of the solutions are generated by the appraisee).

Jones and Mathias (1995) emphasise that the interview is part of a process and not merely 

an event, and effective interviewing does not rely solely upon the actual occasion when 

appraiser and appraisee come together, but also on what goes on before (and after) the 

interview, i.e. the degree and quality of preparation. They recommend that the preparation for 

the appraiser should include reviewing all records and previous history of appraisee, gathering
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all the relevant facts about the appraisee's role, function and past performance, while the 

appraisee should complete all the necessary pro formas and be clear about the time and venue 

of the meeting with his/her appraiser. Both appraiser and appraisee should do their best to 

understand how the system operates and they should give thought to what they want to 

achieve and how this might be done.

Taking these considerations into account, Jones and Mathias recommend a checklist of the 

issues which they think the appraiser will need to consider prior to the interview. The list 

includes items such as the purpose, timing, venue, format (the structure of the interview needs 

to be agreed; opening stage, main stage, final stage), questioning (open-ended questions that 

allow the appraisee to contribute fully to the discussion), supporting data (a copy of the job 

description, evidence of pupils' work, pro formas etc.), conclusions (summarising the main 

points for action and targets discussed - to be put in writing later), duration, recording, and 

follow-up.

In the appraisal documents of the School of International Education, College of St Mark 

and St John, Bolitho (1996) offers a unique Appraiser's Interview Preparation Checklist pro 

forma, which contains a list of the key issues to be considered in the form of a checklist. The 

form focuses on practical considerations concerning the interview from the appraiser's point 

of view, and includes very sensitive questions, such as "Put yourself in the appraisee's place. 

What matter will be uppermost in her/his mind?" or "Possible areas of concern/conflict." and 

"Possible response to the areas of concern/conflict" etc. (see Appendix A/6.1).

Jones and Mathias (1995) also offer a comprehensive appraisal interview checklist which 

summarises the most important issues associated with the interview. They distinguish between 

three main elements of the appraisal interview (Figure 8):

Pre-interview 
phase

Interview 
phase

Arrange time and venue for interview 
Identify objectives of the interview 
Issue instruments for data collection 
Issue interview summary form

Review job description and any performance targets already set
Use data collected prior to the interview as a basis for discussion
Discuss career aspirations
Agree changes in job description
Identify performance targets
Identify and agree staff development needs____________
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Post-interview 
phase Produce summary of findings signed by both parties 

Check on achievement of targets___________

Figure 8 
An appraisal interview checklist

(Jones and Mathias, 1995, p. 104.)

Both Bollington, Hopkins and West (1990) and Jones and Mathias (1995) emphasise that 
the precise purpose and the main objectives of the interview should be stated in an agreement, 
preferably in written form:

Clarity on the purposes of an appraisal interview is needed. Such clarity is partly 
achieved through setting an appropriate agenda. [...] Appraisal interviews appear to be 
most effective if an agenda is agreed in advance. An agenda setting meeting a day before 
the interview helps to focus attention on what is to happen and serves as a spur to 
reflection and preparation by both appraiser and appraisee prior to the interview. It helps to 
ensure both come to the interview familiar with materials and data to be considered. An 
agenda also helps to make the interview feel purposeful, systematic and productive.

(Bollington, Hopkins and West, 1990, p. 57.)

As for the question of timing, West-Burnham (1993) remarks that the appraisal interview, 
being a highly demanding activity, requires sustained concentration, detailed analysis and 
sophisticated interpersonal skills; consequently:

4.15 p.m. on a Thursday afternoon is not a good time. Equally, the appraisal process 
should not be operated at the expense of other activities, notably working with children. 
The appraisal interview needs to be timetabled like any other meeting for management 
purposes. Indeed, the potential of appraisal to enhance teaching and managing mean that 
the time it takes has to be regarded as an investment. The potential improvements far
outweigh the time involved.

(West-Burnham, 1993, p. 57.)

West-Burnham recommends reviewing existing contacts to formalise them into appraisal, 
using elements of training days, reviewing the effectiveness of meetings and having fewer, 
and incorporating appraisal into the timetable as possible practical strategies for finding 

quality time for the interview. (West-Burnham, 1993, p. 57)
Speaking of the suitable venue for the interview, Turner and Clift (1998) say that ideally 

the venue for a relaxed and informal interview will be a place other than the Head teacher's
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office, where there is no (telephone or other) interruption during the session.

Jones and Mathias (1995) emphasise the importance of establishing the right climate for 

the interview: choosing a quiet, comfortable room, offering a cup of tea or coffee, indulging in 

pleasantries, e.g. asking about sport, the family, accompanying the teacher to the interview 

room rather than either person waiting for the other, and again, ensuring there is no 

interruption during the session.

It is clear from the literature that there is no single 'best structure' for appraisal interviews, 

and usually authors refrain from giving concrete recipes. Jones and Mathias (1995) are one 

exception here, who recommend that the appraisal discussion should have three main stages: 

opening and climate setting, exploration and review; and setting targets and closure. The main 

purpose of the first stage is to put the appraisee at ease and to establish a climate which is 

relaxed, receptive and confidential. During the second stage the appraiser's task is to 

encourage the appraisee to reflect upon past experiences, present situation and feelings and 

future potential and needs in an attempt to understand more about his or her feelings, and to 

consider options and examine alternatives. The third phase of the appraisal interview focuses 

on areas that are worthy of further development or review - in other words the main aim here 

is to formulate targets as a basis for a plan of action.

Turner and Clift (1988) emphasise the importance of a right balance between retrospective 

review and forward planning:

By its very nature appraisal is a retrospective activity, but of itself, reviewing past 
performance changes nothing. Yet it is a necessary component in forward planning for the 
simple reason that in order to plan ahead it is necessary to take stock of the existing 
situation. (...), the balance between retrospective review and forward planning has to be 
decided by the parties concerned.

(Turner and Clift, 1988, p. 170.)

3.4.7 Controversy over involvement in the appraisal process

With appraisal being such a sensitive issue, it is not surprising that the question of 

appraiser credibility is of crucial importance. Turner and Clift (1988), for example, say about 

their sample that acceptance by staff might have more to do with the nature of the scheme and 

the credibility of appraisers than the actual mechanics of its operation.

As we have seen, the nature of an appraisal scheme is closely linked to its purpose;
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inevitably, the choice of persons who manage and implement personnel evaluation systems 

will also be closely linked to the nature and thus the general purpose of the scheme. There 

seems to be a clear tendency for systems of a predominantly summative nature to entail 

procedures where assessment involves outsiders; whereas systems of a formative nature tend 
to delegate the task to senior management personnel within schools.

External appraisers

Before 1994, when mandatory appraisal in schools was introduced in Britain, external 

appraisal was carried out by a team of experts from outside the institution: in general 

education, by LEA advisers and central teams, including teachers or heads seconded by LEAs, 

usually with considerable experience in teaching, using agreed instruments of appraisal such 

as observation schedules and checklists. The situation was somewhat similar in Hungary until 

the mid-80s (except that external inspection was combined with insider senior management 

inspection), and external evaluation is common practice in many countries even today - 

particularly in Eastern Europe and the Mediterranean world (see 4.2 for details).

Many sources in the international literature, however, consider outsider involvement a 

rather controversial issue. Turner and Clift (1988), for example, found that in their sample 

many staff wished to avoid the threat of being 'inspected' by someone from the LEA partly 

because of the possibility that such outsider involvement would have tended to stress 

accountability as an aspect of appraisal, and also because of a probable lack of knowledge on 

the part of the person doing the appraising. Some teachers were concerned that an outsider 

might not know them very well and what they might observe briefly could be untypical. The 

authors add that teachers who were in close contact with particular LEA advisers were, 

however, in favour of certain advisers being involved, because they could present a valuable 

perspective as fellow professionals and experts in particular subjects.

Weir and Roberts (1994) - talking about programme evaluation in ELT - identify a 

number of good reasons for bringing in outsiders: they might provide a more objective and 

thus credible evaluation report than insiders, as they have no vested interest in the process; 

they are less likely to be biased towards particular interpretations of events, as they have no 

personal investment in the successful achievement of project or programme outcomes, and 

perhaps most important of all, they can address aspects of a programme or project which are



114

affected by insiders' 'blind spots' or by insiders' often tacit agreement not to bring 
uncomfortable or controversial issues into the open. Nevertheless, Weir and Roberts warn, 
outsiders inevitably come to a project or programme with their own previous experiences, 
perspectives, and views of the world, too.

Looking at the pros and cons, after careful consideration, Weir & Roberts come to the 
conclusion that outsiders cannot possibly evaluate effectively without the co-operation and 
indeed collaboration of insider staff. They think it is doubtful whether short-stay visitors can 
understand the full complexity of the teaching context and question whether outsiders would 
be able to gather the evidence that would be required in order to do this.

In Hungary, a survey conducted among school teachers revealed that teachers did not trust 
external appraisers: only one third of those questioned would have chosen pedagogical 
advisors or inspectors as suitable persons to conduct the appraisal, and fewer than 5% would 
have accepted an independent agency or the officials of the local government (more or less the 
Hungarian equivalent of the LEA) as their appraisers (Nagy, 1999).

If, for whatever reason, appraisal is to be carried out (partly or exclusively) by external 
evaluators, Weir and Roberts (1994) - talking about evaluation in language schools, namely 
the ARELS-FELCO inspection - recommend that the following practical guidelines for 
selecting and appointing external evaluators should be applied:

[External evaluators should be] appointed on the basis of suitable qualifications and 
their wide experience in the field of ELT. They have to be demonstrably impartial and be 
able to make evaluations with full professional independence. They must not have had any 
previous connection with the institution being evaluated and the institution has the right to 
veto the choice of up to two inspectors without explanation. The panel of inspectors is 
chosen so that individuals can be selected from it whose experience is relevant to the 
activities of the organisation they are to assess. There are regular briefing and 
standardisation sessions for inspectors and newly appointed inspectors have to undergo a 
period of induction alongside experienced inspectors.

(Weir and Roberts, 1994, p. 102.)

Internal appraisers drawn from senior positions in the school hierarchy

According to Weir and Roberts (1994) internal appraisers have the following comparative 
advantages over outsiders: they have far greater experience of the situation and are aware of 
the history behind developments. Collectively and sometimes individually, they have
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considerably more insight into the workings of a programme or project then any outsider can 

possibly be expected to possess. In particular, they stress, insiders will understand the human 

predispositions and relationships that affect implementation.

In the case of in-house appraisal systems, the most controversial issue seems to be the 

question of who, from what level of the school hierarchy, is the best person to conduct the 

appraisal.

In Hungary, the survey mentioned in 3.4.6 revealed that nearly 80% of those questioned 

considered the Head to be the best person to conduct the appraisal, and only 62% thought that 

other members of staff should be involved in appraising their performance. It is interesting, 

though, that the younger the teachers in the sample are, the smaller the percentage of those 

choosing the Head as the appraiser becomes; in the case of the 20 to 30 years age bracket it is 

only 66% (Nagy, 1999).

In Britain, the document Quality in Schools (1985) makes it clear that - as the educational 

authorities look upon appraisal as a process which involves qualitative judgments about 

performance - they want appraisal to be an essentially 'top down' process .

(...) although [appraisal] may start as self-appraisal by the teacher, it will normally 
involve judgments by other persons responsible for that teacher's work - a head of 
department or year, the head teacher, or a member of the senior management team or an 
officer of the LEA.

(HMSO, 1985, p. 7.)

Also in Britain, Turner and Cliff (1988) found that in schools where staff could choose 

their appraisers, in the majority of cases they chose the Head teacher, arguing that the best 

appraiser is a more distanced and objective member of staff, a sort of a 'grandfather' in the 

hierarchy, and also because they considered the Head as the key figure in their professional 

careers. However, staff who did not choose the Head teacher argued that the appraiser should 

be someone in close contact with the persons they appraise, with knowledge of their everyday 

activities and performance.
All things considered, these opinions seem to reflect a general attitude that appraisal is 

usually seen by teachers as an essentially 'top down' process, which coincides with, rather 

than challenges, current modes of management, and acknowledges the responsibility that 

senior, better-paid staff have for their junior colleagues, reinforcing existing lines of 

accountability and professional care.
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At the same time, however, certain sources, such as Burgess (1989), warn that there may 

be very serious dangers in drawing the appraisers from senior and middle management in 

schools. They point out that the exclusive involvement of these people will strengthen the 

hierarchy already in existence at schools. Furthermore, they stress, if appraisers are drawn 

from these groups, questions of power and authority are clearly involved together with the 

value perspective used and the ways in which material collected in teacher appraisal may be 

reported and disseminated. Burgess refers to evidence available on teacher job interviews and 

shortlisting meetings, where similar sets of evidence are used by members of senior 

management in schools and LEAs, and concludes that this evidence would lead us to have 

relatively little confidence in the same personnel being involved in appraisal based on 

hierarchical relationships, as it appears they are far from skilled when using 'evidence' to 

evaluate teachers. He warns that there is also a problem with the perspective that is used, for if 

appraisal needs to be considered in relation to the conditions that influence teachers' work, it 

would seem unlikely that head teachers will view a teacher's performance taking into account 

their own inadequate management. In a similar way it seems improbable that an LEA would 

establish criteria which take into account its own under-resourcing of individual schools.

Furthermore, as both Burgess (1988) and Turner and Clift (1988) point out, many of the 

difficulties stem from importing the male-dominated hierarchical power structure that is 

currently in existence in schools into the system of teacher appraisal.

(...) the issue of gender is [also] important in this respect because in the case of their 
study schools virtually all the appraisers were male. In that appraisers tend to be Head 
teachers or senior staff and that there is a disproportionate number of males in senior 
positions within the Education Service, it is likely that in most schools teachers will be 
appraised by a male member of staff.

(Turner and Clift, 1988, p. 126.)

This is reinforced by some interesting statistical data Burgess (1988) quotes:

If we turn to statistical evidence on senior and middle management in primary and 
secondary schools, we can begin to see the problem (DBS, 1983). In 1983, 77% of primary 
teachers were women but only 7.3% were heads. Indeed men hold a greater proportion of 
middle and senior management posts from scale 3 upwards relative to their numbers. 
Similarly in the secondary schools in 1983, men were more likely to hold senior posts. 
Although women constituted 45% of the work force, only 0.7% of women teachers were 
heads. Automatically this raises questions gender and gender relations in the context of 
teacher appraisal. It appears that if senior and middle management are to conduct appraisal
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this will reproduce the male-dominated perspective that currently exists in schools. 
Furthermore, the concepts and categories that are used might well reflect the male world of 
the appraiser.

(Burgess, 1989, p. 29.)

It should be noted, however, that - due to the extremely low prestige of the teaching 

profession (mainly because of the low salaries) in general and school management positions 

(mainly because of the predominantly administrative nature of the position and the lack of 

financial resources to effectively influence processes) in particular - these statistical figures 

are much better in Hungarian education in the maintained sector - two thirds of teachers 

(Sugar, 1997), and 55.7% of head teachers (Balazs, 2002) are female. We must not forget, 

though, that these figures are far worse in secondary schools than in the numerically greater 

primary schools.

Burgess (1989) and Turner and Clift (1988) come to very similar conclusions about the 

issue of selection; both sources recommend having 'panels' of appraisers (a sort of a collegial 

system).

Since no one person can be both in close contact with a member of staff and at the 
same time distanced, the solution could be to have more than one appraiser. The idea of 
being appraised by a 'panel' is something which many teachers would see as even more 
threatening than having one appraiser, yet it is interesting that in the schools which 
allowed free choice of appraisers, many staff did in fact choose more than one appraiser 
and there was an increasing tendency for this to happen.

(Turner and Clift, 1988, p. 128.)

An alternative model for conducting appraisal might therefore be a collegial system 
where colleagues in an institution (but often from different status positions) might begin to 
examine their own practice. (...) A further development involves collaboration between 
groups of teachers and individuals who are external to an institution (...).

(Burgess, 1989, p. 31.)

Turner and Clift (1988) add that having more than one appraiser has further advantages, 

such as allowing the person appraised to receive more varied feedback and a variety of 

perspectives, which reduces bias, and enabling more evidence to be brought to bear so that the 

appraisal is not limited by the information any one particular appraiser has about the teacher 

concerned. The authors admit, however, that a panel like this may be difficult to set up, and 

rather costly in terms of time.
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Mixing outsider and insider involvement

Despite the obvious tension between appraisal for improvement which commonly 

characterises insider-driven formative evaluations, and the differing priorities of evaluation for 

accountability, most often conducted by outsiders for reasons of quality control, there are 

some authors like Weir and Roberts (1994), who advocate a synthesis of the two approaches in 

a comprehensive, utilisation-focused evaluation, although they talk about the evaluation of 

ELT programmes i.e. language schools rather than schools in the maintained sector of 

education. What they propose is 'an acceptable mix' of outsider and insider perspectives and 

contributions, with an early agreement during the evaluation process on the formative and 

summative data that are to be collected by insiders and the role the outside appraiser will be 

called on to play.

A more comprehensive approach to (...) [appraisal] would imply a judicious blend of 
insider and outsider evaluation, involving a commitment on both sides to formative and 
summative dimensions. Such an approach (...) should generate appropriate, credible data 
for the intended users through a balanced, practical, situationally responsive design 
planned and carried out through collaboration and consultation between insiders and 
outsiders.

(Weir and Roberts, 1994, p. 108.)

Involving colleagues

Peer review in its pure form, when a teacher or a group of teachers evaluates another 

colleague's teaching, is comparatively rare in formal appraisal. Turner and Clift (1988), for 

example, say that in their sample, even where peer appraisal occurred, it was additional to 

appraisal by superiors.
At the same time, however, Bollington, Hopkins and West (1990) claim that it has a great 

deal of potential not only for formative evaluation but also for developing a climate of 

professional development within a school. They quote Darling-Hammond et al. (1983) to 

support their opinion, pointing out that peer evaluation covers a broader spectrum of 

performance, encompassing not only performance in the classroom, but also other teaching 

behaviour as exhibited by assignment and grading practices. The assumption underlying this 

approach is that peers are in the best position to assess competence, thus it suggests a 

professional conception of teaching work. Also, they add, peers who are familiar with the
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classroom experience, subject matter, and demands on a teacher are in a better position to 
render specific and practical suggestions for improvement.

Darling-Hammond at al. (1983) admit, however that in practice peer evaluation has 
received mixed reviews: although a 3-year experiment including peer review was 

enthusiastically supported by the teaching staff in one district, another school district found 

that teachers lacked respect for evaluations by their peers and that the evaluations resulted in 

staff tension.

Bollington, Hopkins and West (1990) point out that using a particular teacher's peers as 

sources of further informed opinion as a complement to self-appraisal, classroom observation 

and the appraisal interview can be a useful means of collecting information about areas of 

teacher performance that are otherwise difficult to observe, such as wider school 

responsibilities. The technique involves the appraiser's approaching certain named individuals 

for their views about aspects of a teacher's work. The authors admit, however, that the use of 

further informed opinion is a more generally recognised and integral part of head teacher 

appraisal, but not yet of teacher appraisal. They say that in their pilot study many teachers 

were daunted by the prospect of appraisers soliciting their colleagues' views on their 

performance, and this technique was hardly ever used in the pilot for appraisees other than 

head teachers.

Turner and Clift (1988) also warn that consulting third parties about a particular teacher's 

performance - although it might provide an additional view to that of the appraiser and 

appraisee, particularly where the appraiser does not work closely with the appraisee and does 

not see them at work - is a strategy which is open to bias. The third party may or may not be 

favourably disposed towards the appraisee, and the appraiser might not be aware of the 

relationships that exist and may colour the views of persons consulted. It is also doubtful 

whether 'gossip' picked up from various sources like the staff-room can be viewed as reliable 

and objective. Besides, they add, such is human nature that people tend to comment on the 

negative aspects rather than the good things about a colleague.

Involving the appraisee

The British teacher appraisal literature began to recognise the importance of self- 

assessment in the early 1990s, obviously because Circular 12/91 included the possible use of
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self-appraisal in the appraisal process.

As part of their preparation for appraisal, school teachers should be encouraged to 
recognise the value of self appraisal and carry it out. Self-appraisal is not compulsory. 
Where it is carried out it should inform all other aspects of the process, in particular the 
appraisal interview.

(Circular 12/91 para. 34.)

Bollington, Hopkins and West (1990) found that in their pilot study self-appraisal was the 

most significant part for some teachers, who felt that the systematic approach (the structured, 

supportive documentation for teacher appraisal) advocated in the pilot enhanced the depth and 

quality of professional reflection. They also said there was evidence to suggest that teachers 

found it easier to be self-critical than to be positive about their strengths.

Corroborative evidence from existing models of appraisal also confirms that it has become 

a standard technique, mainly because it is felt to democratise the process by giving 

participants a sense of involvement, and also by enhancing communication between appraisers 

and appraisees.

However, the literature reveals that approaches to self-evaluation vary considerably. 

Certain quantitative-type approaches require appraisees to analyse their teaching by using a set 

of performance criteria, and produce a descriptive profile of perceived practices. Other 

approaches use questionnaires to inquire about the appraisee's attitude to teaching, students, 

colleagues, management, and how they see their own position in the institution. There are also 

approaches that are far more general in nature and emphasise the concept of reflection, and 

regard it as a means of enhancing understanding between appraisee as reflective practitioner 

and appraiser, thus making the process a real two-way professional dialogue.

West-Burnham (1993) looks upon self-appraisal as an opportunity for the appraisee to 

develop a view of her/his performance so as to better inform the review stage of the appraisal 

interview. (See samples of forms for such purposes in Appendices A/5.4.1-3.) He determines 

the place of self-appraisal in the whole of the appraisal process as represented in the following 

chart (Figure 9):
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INITIAL MEETING

CLASSROOM
OBSERVATION&

DATA COLLECTION

APPRAISAL INTERVIEW

Figure 9 

The place of self-appraisal in the appraisal process

(West-Burnham, 1993, p. 45.)

West-Burnham (1993) also recommends a large number of different techniques for self 
appraisal, such as free writing (a free-flowing narrative about the appraisee's perceptions with 
regard to the appraisal focus), diary (keeping a diary of specific incidents which are relevant to 
the focus), responding to criteria (responding in writing to each aspect of agreed criteria 
relevant to the focus), measuring against criteria (responding to agreed criteria according to 
agreed categories), benchmarking (identifying good practice and then observing/interviewing 
the practitioner in order to understand own practice), subordinate appraisal (asking 
subordinates to provide feedback on one's performance), counselling/peer assisted learning 
(identifying a trusted colleague and asking them to act as a critical friend - which could be 
reciprocal), audio/video recording (recording a lesson and reviewing it subsequently - usually

in private).
The CETT-ELTE Self Appraisal Sheets (Malderez and Kiraly, 1995) are an example of the 

responding to criteria technique. Self-Appraisal Sheet One is about the tutor's departmental 
role (see Appendix A/6.5). Questions on this sheet form the basis for discussion of any staff 
member's perceived departmental role and previous year's job plan, and allow the member of 
staff concerned to voice concerns, requests etc. Information from this and the following form 
allow the teaching function to be seen against the context of other functions in any 
individual's job profile. Self-Appraisal Sheet Two focuses on factual data (see Appendix 
A/6.6). Questions on this sheet allow the gathering of factual data relating to qualifications,
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and to academic and managerial contributions to departmental work.

The INTED Appraisal system of the College of St Mark and St John (Bolitho, 1996) relies 

heavily on self-appraisal, and the appraisal documents contain a number of similar self- 

appraisal sheets for different phases of the appraisal process. The sheet in Appendix A/6.7, for 

example, focuses on the appraisee's performance in the previous year.

It is also worth mentioning that, unlike peer review, self-appraisal is a fairly frequently 

used technique in existing schemes. These models of appraisal suggest that one of the primary 

reasons for including self-appraisal is that it is felt to democratise an otherwise threatening 

process by giving participants a sense of involvement on the one hand, and opening up 

channels of communication between appraisers and appraisees on the other.

Involving students

The use of student feedback on teachers' performance as a source of data (in fact another 

form of classroom observation but this time from the students' perspective and not a one-off 

event) is an even more controversial issue. At the same time, however, as Middlewood and 

Cardno (2001, p. 4) point out, it can be hardly denied that students are in a unique position "to 

acknowledge not only efficiency (e.g. in preparing them for examinations) but fairness, ability 

to motivate, and similar qualities."

Turner and Clift (1988) say that when they raised the notion of eliciting pupils' views for 

use in conjunction with the appraisal of their teachers, the response in their case study schools 

was generally one of emphatic opposition. Bollington, Hopkins and West (1990) also admit 

that teachers and heads tend to have reservations, but they claim that evidence from research 

suggests that student data, when restricted to single descriptions of teaching practice, are quite 

valid. They quote Darling-Hammond (1983) to demonstrate that student ratings (although 

usually applied and researched at the college/university level) can be fairly reliable 

particularly in the case of more mature students and when restricted to single descriptions of 

teaching practice:

This method is inexpensive with a high degree of reliability, usually ranging from 0.8 
to 0.9 and above with some studies finding a modest degree of correlation between student 
ratings of teachers and student achievement.

(Darling-Hammond, 1983, cited in Bollington, Hopkins and West 1990, p. 34.)
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Fey (1991), a practising school teacher in Romania, is of the same opinion as Darling- 

Hammond, claiming that in fact it is only the students who are in a position to get a 

comprehensive picture about the performance of a teacher in the classroom. The crucial 

question really is how valid and reliable this feedback is, Fey adds, and - arguing that one 

student can be subjective but a whole year cannot - he takes the side of those who think that, 

contrary to common belief, student feedback is fairly reliable.

A number of sources, however, point out that the younger the pupils, the less capable they 

are of articulating a view as to the effectiveness of their teachers. (Turner and Clift, 1988; 

Bollington, Hopkins and West, 1990.)

Although the use of such data is quite widespread both in in-house and external appraisal 

schemes at language schools and in internal university appraisal schemes (Malderez and 

Kiraly, 1995), there is very little in the literature about this technique, most probably because 

there seem to be no existing 'official' formal appraisal schemes in the maintained sector that 

make use of feedback from students. In fact, I have not been able to find any guidelines, let 

alone instruments, in the literature I have reviewed. At the same time, however, I have 

obtained a number of such feedback sheets from a number of different sources, namely from 

language schools and university departments that use them. Reviewing these forms (see, for 

example, the CETT-ELTE student feedback sheet in Appendix A/7.1) it is clear that they - 

obviously from the particular point of view of their subject areas — focus on student opinions 

about four clearly distinguishable aspects of teacher performance:

a) the teacher's subject knowledge (in the case of English teaching and English teacher 

training, for example, it includes questions about the teacher's command of English etc. as 

perceived by the student);
b) the teacher's attitude to teaching and students (including questions about enthusiasm, 

classroom atmosphere, rapport with students, attitude to student views and opinions etc.)

c) the teacher's actual teaching skills (including questions about the pace and level of 

teaching, the setting of assignments, requirements, assessment etc.)

d) aspects of work discipline (including questions about punctuality, preparedness, 

marking tests etc.).
Most forms list characteristics of excellence in teaching, and ask the students to evaluate 

the teachers against these statements by putting a cross in the box (e.g. fully
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agree/consistently/very true; mostly agree/fairly often/true on the whole; mostly 

disagree/sometimes/not really true; strongly disagree/rarely/not at all true) they find 

appropriate (a Likert scale).

The question of how 'qualified' students are to perceive the regular presence of some of 

the features is a valid one, and though it is obvious that the more mature the students are, the 

more reliable their feedback will be, it is not quite clear at what age can we consider pupils to 

be mature enough to provide valid feedback. The wording of the questionnaire should also be 

appropriate to the age of the students.

Yet, whatever teachers believe has been achieved, if, for example, students do not feel a 

sense of achievement, the learning will be less effective than it might otherwise have been 

('success breeds success'). Comparison of any differences in perceptions between students and 

teachers could lead to useful discussions and insights.

Student answers can easily be computer-scanned and translated into scores, which should 

be based on the idea that outstanding work should receive credit, and that poor work is 

unacceptable and should be 'penalised', so it might be necessary to give special weighting to 

certain fundamental criteria.

Summary averages for each criterion & course, as well as the summary average for all 

courses, should be communicated to the staff member concerned for consideration before the 

appraisal interview. (See Appendix A/7.2 for an example of such a 'results' document.)

Involving parents

As for involving lay sources, such as parents, the literature says practically nothing. Some 

writers, such as Jones and Mathias (1995) and Turner and Clift (1988), do mention the 

possibility, but the former offer nothing more about the issue, and the latter just quote a head 

teacher, who wished to avoid even suggesting it as a possibility, as saying that getting "parents 

involved in staff appraisal is a minefield at the moment and for the foreseeable future (...)" 

(p. 128).

Sallis (1988), however, while acknowledging that it is a very controversial issue, is in 

favour of including parents (and students) in the evaluation procedure in some way:

What of parents? (...). (...) 1 don't think we are yet ready too see teachers' records 
open as well as those of pupils! The question of parent and pupil input to teacher appraisal
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is bound to generate heat, but parents and older pupils do have very clear impressions of 
teacher effectiveness, and I would hope we could give some thought to how we might 
incorporate them as a part of the total process once it has become routine to have appraisal 
at all.

(Sallis, 1988, p. 135.)

Jones and Mathias (1995) also warn that the use of pupil and parent feedback can be very 

threatening to appraisees if not handled sensitively.

3.5 Conclusion: lessons to be learnt from the literature

It is clear from the review that no easy answers to matters of legitimate concern are on 

offer when it comes to teacher appraisal-related issues. In this concluding section of my 

literature review I will evaluate how much the literature has more or less clarified and how 

much it has left open both in terms of the ongoing international discussions and debates about 

these questions and in terms of the special requirements of the present day Hungarian context 

for teacher appraisal.

3.5.1 Basic concepts

The literature makes it clear that any valid definition of quality must take customer 

requirements into account. At the same time, however, depending on their particular interests 

and professional convictions, various customers will have different views on the basic 

principles of improving quality in education and different approaches to teacher development, 

which will inevitably determine their requirements concerning the desirable purposes of 

appraisal, which, in turn, will affect the methodology, procedures and techniques used. As 

there are a large number of 'customers' with different wants and needs, one of the most crucial 

questions is to decide who should be primarily served by appraisal. As all of these customers 

are legitimate stakeholders, it is obvious that this decision is basically either a matter of 

professional convictions and judgments or simply interests, and the ultimate responsibility for 

it lies with the designer of the scheme, or rather the party which orders the scheme.

Another important aspect is the relationship between the nature of appraisal and the given 

immediate and wider contextual factors (ranging from local institutional goals to the whole 

political environment). The literature explicitly acknowledges that contextual factors play an
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important role in the designing of appraisal schemes partly because they inevitably exert a 

strong influence on both the appraisees' (and appraisers') attitude to appraisal and their actual 

performance and partly because schemes could become invalid if they assume that a focus on 

a particular performance implies appraisal of the performance alone (and nothing of the 

context itself). Furthermore, it also suggests that appraisal can have the capacity to affect the 

context and it can even become the instrument of necessary innovation.

In spite of all this, however, there is practically no sign of any real academic effort to offer 

some theoretical or practical guidance on how the tailoring of the specific features of 

appraisal schemes to particular contexts (individual countries, regions and schools) and to the 

norms and expectations of stakeholders in these environments should actually be carried out. 

Obviously, the literature (and particularly the American and British literature I have 

consulted) - by taking their own societal and cultural backgrounds and their educational 

environments for granted - lacks a very important dimension in this respect.

3.5.2 The purposes of appraisal

The literature gives helpful guidance on a number of issues (such as keeping the different 

dimensions of appraisal as far apart as possible, the distinction between contractual and 

professional accountability, the direct relationship between the nature of a scheme and how 

teachers respond to it etc.), but - by pointing out that the appropriacy and validity of the aims 

of appraisal depend heavily on the actual context - it also leaves several important questions 

open, which have to be further investigated in the forthcoming phases of my research.

Evidently, the dilemma between the summative and formative dimensions of appraisal lies 

at the heart of the choices facing the designer of a scheme, as the decision about the principal 

purpose of appraisal will determine its essential nature. First and foremost, as we have seen, it 

is an issue that raises the question of who should really be served by appraisal, but, in addition 

to this fundamental policy decision, there is also the perennial problem of how, if at all, these 

two different aims could be reconciled within the framework of a particular scheme.

The majority of the sources suggest that the conflict is irresolvable, saying that the 

summative aspects inevitably destroy the formative potential as they generate anxiety and 

aversion, however a few others claim that it is not impossible, supposing that the data are 

collected primarily for developmental purposes and that fairness is guaranteed. Some sources
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even go as far as to recommend the inclusions of certain overtly judgmental features which 

can ensure that appraisal is taken seriously enough.

Similarly, there is a certain ambivalence about the way the more specific purposes of 

appraisal are judged depending on the basic nature of the scheme and also the way they are 

seen by people occupying different levels in the school hierarchy.

Thus, further research is necessary to clarify the following issues with particular reference 

to the Hungarian context:

• How do Hungarian stakeholders see the conflict between the two fundamental purposes of 

appraisal? Is there a way to reconcile these conflicting aims within the framework of one 
scheme in a Hungarian context?

• How do Hungarian stakeholders see the more specific purposes of appraisal? What kind of 

purposes would they like to see achieved in their specific teaching contexts? How likely is 

it that an ideal scheme would make it possible to achieve these aims? 

I take a closer look at these issues through the surveys of the opinions of key stakeholders

described in Chapter 5.

3.5.3 Data collection: criteria and methods

The literature provides satisfactory theoretical guidance on the key requirements 

concerning the construct and face validity of possible appraisal schemes. It is clear, for 

example, that fundamental views of teaching determine the way participants see the desirable 

techniques and criteria of appraisal, so it is important that a good scheme should aim at going 

beyond the typical conception of teaching as a craft and should also be concerned with 

teaching as an art, thus providing for outstanding performance as well.

There is no question either that appraisal should be criterion-referenced and that it should 

be based on explicit criteria which are preferably derived from a combination of different 

areas such as research, psychology, experience and individual or collective targets. A 

negotiated list of the key abilities and skills or a set of locally defined formal and content 

quality indicators derived from these areas seem to provide a suitable starting point for 

identifying the key areas of data collection and establishing appropriate criteria for appraisal.

It is also clear that the complex nature of teaching on the one hand and the principles of 

fair and reliable information collection on the other require that appraisal should be based on
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quantitative and qualitative information coming from a wide range of sources and with a 

variety of methods. The choice of the most appropriate methods depends primarily on the 

nature of the data to be collected, but, as each of the techniques is rather controversial, in the 

final choice of the techniques used in a particular scheme a number of other factors, such as 

the actual teaching context, local traditions etc. are also to be taken into consideration. The 

literature seems to agree that the most sensible approach will involve the use of a combination 

of techniques, among which assessment of student performance, observation of classroom 

performance, appraisal interviews, self-appraisal, student feedback, assessment of wider 

school responsibilities and document analysis appear to be the most widely accepted and most 

practical techniques. Any scheme should correctly observe the twin requirements of 

triangulation (a minimum requirement) and practicability (so that the scheme is not too 

demanding on participants).

Despite this helpful guidance on the general principles of data collection and analysis, 

however, - as the criteria judging the content validity of an appraisal are fundamentally a 

matter of personal opinion, the direct association of the key features of data collection and 

analysis with appraisees' conceptions of what methods and specific criteria should be used in a 

particular context is an issue of crucial importance - it is essential that further research should 

be carried out in order to find out more about Hungarian stakeholders' opinions on certain 

specific questions which the literature does not offer enough information about:

• What would key Hungarian stakeholders' consider the key areas and methods of data 

collection in appraisal?

• What are Hungarian secondary school teachers' preferences concerning the alternatives of 

central/custom-designed, general/subject-based schemes?

• What specific criteria would Hungarian secondary school teachers find desirable and 

acceptable in Classroom Observation?

• What specific criteria would key Hungarian stakeholders find desirable and acceptable in

Student Feedback?
Further research will be necessary to clarify some questions after the proposed scheme has 

been piloted:
• What do teachers taking part in the pilot think of the overall structure of the proposed 

scheme and the specific methods recommended?
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• What do teachers taking part in the pilot think of the proposed individual areas of data 
collection and the specific criteria of the individual areas?

3.5.4 Involvement in the appraisal process

The literature - in this particular case even the Hungarian literature - provides the designer 

of a scheme with precise guidance on several important aspects of the complex issue of 
involvement in the appraisal process. It is clear, for example, that - while both internal and 
external appraisers have their pros and cons - the choice of appraisers is closely linked to the 
fundamental nature of the scheme: outsider involvement is usually associated with summative 
assessment, whereas in-house senior management seems to be more suitable and acceptable 
for appraisal schemes with a primarily formative purpose. It is also evident that the co 

operation of insider staff is considered essential even in the case of systems that are based on 
external evaluators.

There seems to be no doubt either that, despite warnings from some experts, appraisal is 
still seen by most teachers as an essentially 'top-down' process, which means that the 

involvement of peers, students and particularly lay sources such as parents or the use of self- 
appraisal are considered to be less acceptable. At the same time, however, there are certain 
signs of a change in attitude in this respect, as the younger generation of Hungarian teachers is 
significantly less in favour of appraisal conducted by exclusively by the head and the deputies 

than their more experienced colleagues.
It is also obvious from the literature that - regardless of the appraisers' position or even 

prestige and professional credibility among the staff- it is essential that those responsible for 
appraisal should be equipped with the necessary skills to conduct it in a tactful and sensitive 
way, as the acceptance (and thus the usefulness) of a scheme depends heavily upon the 

appraisees' perceptions of the appraiser's attitude.
In addition to these useful general guidelines, however, further research is needed to find 

out more about certain more specific aspects of involvement in appraisal with direct reference 
to the Hungarian context and the particular features of the proposed scheme. Some of these 

issues are dealt with within the framework of the survey of the opinions of key stakeholders, 
i.e. before the preliminary proposal for the scheme is drawn up (Chapter 5), while others can 

only be addressed in the analysis of the feedback on the pilot (Chapter 7).
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What specific roles (e.g. conducting classroom observation, giving information through

questionnaires, conducting interviews etc.) would key Hungarian stakeholders assign to

the potential data collectors (such as outside experts, the school management, the heads of

departments, colleagues from the same and other departments, students, parents and

themselves) in the process of appraisal?

Do they think their potential appraisers possess the necessary skills to carry out those

elements of appraisal that require subjective judgment?

Who would teachers taking part in the pilot of the proposed scheme like to see in the key

positions of the appraisal process?

Do the teachers taking part in the pilot of the proposed scheme find their actual appraisers

(the head, the deputies, the head of the department and students) credible? Do they accept

judgments from their appraisers?

What do the teachers taking part in the pilot of the proposed scheme think of self-appraisal

as an appraisal technique?

Do the appraisers taking part in the pilot of the proposed scheme think they possess the

necessary skills to perform their job?
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4 Review of selected models of appraisal

4.1 Introduction

In this review I survey the relevant literature and other available sources (mainly material 

obtained through personal communication) in order to find guidance on the practical aspects 

of appraisal. I examine a selection of earlier and existing teacher appraisal schemes so as to 

study different methods, procedures and instruments in operation with the intention of 

identifying ideas and techniques that could prove to be adaptable to Hungarian secondary 

schools, or, on the other hand, deficiencies and pitfalls that should be avoided in a scheme 

designed for this context.

The literature offers only a surprisingly small number of detailed descriptions of school- 

and college-based teacher appraisal schemes. The fundamental reasons for this may very well 

be that

a) there are hardly any countries in the world where there is a mandatory system of 

teacher appraisal in the maintained sector which goes beyond the rudiments of appraisal: in 

most cases these schemes consist of a mixed internal (conducted by the head and/or the 

deputies) and external (carried out by full-time educational authority inspectors) supervisory 

programme which is almost exclusively based on periodical classroom observations and 

reports written by these appraisers. In most cases neither the observations nor the reports are 

based on explicit criteria of any sort. As a rule, these schemes focus on minimum competency 

and their major purpose is linked to accountability rather than the recognition of good teaching 

or the improvement of teaching;
b) individual institutions where an internal appraisal scheme exists tend to look upon it as 

their intellectual property which helps them to create their own public image. They have the 

copyright on their schemes and will not publish details of their systems.

Small as the number of schemes I came across in the literature or obtained through 

personal contact may be, they do vary considerably in their nature and salient characteristics. 

The reason for this variety is partly that the contexts or factors in the different institutions 

which influence the possible nature of processes of appraisal differ considerably, too. One
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such factor is the size of the institution; obviously, a large school has a very different 

management structure and ethos from a small one and this strongly influences appraisal 

processes. Another important factor is the phase of education: different models may be 

necessary in a primary and a secondary, let alone a college or university context. (Incidentally, 

this is one of the reasons why this thesis focuses mainly on appraisal schemes for secondary 
school teachers.)

Other reasons for the differences between schemes include a number of philosophical or 

theoretical differences, such as the different approaches to the purposes of appraisal 

(developmental or judgmental) or the use of different components or methods of appraisal, 

such as peer appraisal, self-appraisal, or student feedback.

This review is focused on the practice of appraisal: after a brief survey of the broad 

international scene, I examine a selection of different school and college-based teacher 

appraisal schemes in order to study different approaches, methods, procedures and tools and 

identify elements that could be applied in a Hungarian secondary school context. In the focus 

of my attention are the British Education (School Teacher Appraisal) Regulations of 1991 and 

2001, which, because of the broadly similar societal contexts and characteristics - at least 

compared to those of the U.S. - could be used as suitable conceptual models in many respects 

for a prospective Hungarian teacher appraisal scheme. I also study 8 other school teacher 

appraisal schemes from the Britain of the 80s and the only two documented Hungarian 

secondary school schemes, in addition to three college-based systems which are constructed 

along similar general conceptual lines as I imagine a scheme in a Hungarian context would 

require. In addition to these systems, I describe the appraisal scheme worked out, introduced 

and used at ELTE CETT, Budapest, Hungary, in the implementation of which I was 

personally involved.

4.2 The international scene

4.2.1 Europe

Vier and Dagley (2002) note that since the beginning of the (American) educational reform 

movement in the 1980s, the dominant theme of nearly every professional journal and research 

report on school reform has been the topic of accountability in education. It is somewhat
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surprising then that despite this ever-growing preoccupation with the quality of education all 

over the world, only very few educational governments in Europe have paid any particular 

attention to the appraisal of individual teacher performance so far. In countries such as Poland, 

Russia and - until 1985 - Hungary, where initiatives for performance appraisal in education 

originated from governments, ministries and departments, and evaluation has traditionally had 

a significant role in quality assurance; it has developed predominantly along summative lines 

as a basis for control, selection and dismissal of teachers. On the other hand, in countries like 

France, the Netherlands and Austria, which have very elaborate general quality 

assurance/assessment policies (usually based on the twin instruments of inspection and 

national examinations), there is hardly any direct focus on teacher appraisal proper. (Majzikne, 

1999*).

The most significant exception in this respect is, of course, Britain, where the models of 

appraisal adopted owe more to schemes in use in industry and commerce (where appraisal is 

traditionally seen as something positive and developmental) and much less to inspections or 

training systems than those in Central and Eastern Europe and particularly in the USA. 

Appraisal in Britain has emerged as a management tool, as a tool to promote curriculum 

review, institutional self-evaluation, professional development, and the most widely accepted 

view was that the most crucial purpose of appraisal in any organisation was a formative one.

In the early and mid-80s appraisal was seen as a part of a general move towards greater 

accountability within the education service and the process was either carried out by the 

inspectors of the Local Education Authorities, where the purpose of appraisal was usually to 

assess probationary teachers, to advise on appointments and promotions and to look into cases 

of conspicuously poor performance, or, as a development in the late 80s, by senior 

management personnel within schools for development purposes, through mainly appraisal 

interviews. Appraisal through observation of lessons - particularly mutual teacher observation 

- became more and more widespread also at that time.

The move to make appraisal a compulsory part of teachers' professional duties in the 

summer of 1991 (Education (School Teacher Appraisal) Regulations 1991} made it clear that

"This is a selection of edited translations of excerpts from Geissler, H.D.G (ed.), 1997. Schulautonimie in Europa. 
Gesellschaft und Bildung, Band 14. Deutsches Institut fur Internationale Padagogische Forshung, Baden-Baden: 
Nomos-Verlagsgesellschaft.
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while appraisal should attempt to balance the demands of professional development and public 
accountability, the formative aspects should be stressed.

A significant change came with the publication of the new Labour government's Green 

Paper Teachers meeting the challenge of change (1998) by the Secretary of State for 
Education and Employment David Blunkett and the introduction in 2000 of the new 

Performance Management System and modernised Pay Structure followed by the subsequent 

parliamentary approval of the new Education (School Teacher Appraisal) Regulations (2000 

and 2001), which shifted the balance between development and accountability towards the 

latter for the first time since the end of the 19th century by openly linking increased rewards to 

good performance and by establishing a clear connection between pupil progress and teachers' 

objectives. Under these new regulations, schools have to put in place a new performance 

management system which includes agreeing annual objectives for each teacher (including 

objectives relating to pupil progress and ways of developing and improving teachers' 

professional practice), classroom observation of teachers and an end of year review meeting, 
which involves an assessment of teachers' overall performance, taking account of achievement 

against objectives and agreeing objectives for the coming year. The primary aim - in addition 

to the traditional purpose of setting priorities for teachers' professional development - was to 

use the review to inform the governing body's decisions about discretionary pay awards.

4.2.2 The United States

In contrast, according to Bollington, Hopkins and West (1990), in the USA - where 

concern over the competence of teachers to carry out their jobs successfully led some teacher 

training institutions to develop competency-based teacher training programmes which have 

spread well beyond initial training to the appraisal of practising teachers throughout the 

country - teacher appraisal has been a well-established educational practice for decades. 

Sources such as Vier and Dagley (2002) mention the importance of a 1983 document^ Nation 

at Risk: the Imperative for Educational Reform from the National Commission on Excellence 
in Education here, saying that it was this report's information that led state level policymakers 

to initiate reforms to improve teacher evaluation in the U.S. (From 1983 to 1985, there were 

only twenty states with legislation directly addressing teacher evaluation, by 1992, however, 

thirty-eight states had enacted sixty-seven changes in legislation prescribing requirements for
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evaluation.) According to Vier and Dagley initially the theme of early teacher evaluation 

reforms was to change the way personnel were evaluated, encouraged, recognised and 

rewarded, and teacher appraisal was seen as one of the most important means of improving 

educational instruction, enhancing educational service and justifying the removal of 

substandard teachers. The desire to reward effective teaching even led a few States to adopt 

systems for awarding bonuses (or 'merit pay') to those teachers considered to be achieving 
standards of excellence.

In the 90s in the USA trends reflected a gradual move away from linking appraisal largely 

with questions of qualifications and tenure and there seemed to be an increasing concern for 

professional development and growth, which manifested itself in a tendency to supplement 

traditional summative schemes with more developmental ones. However, in the first years of 

the new millennium trends have changed again and - while some of the developmental 

elements of schemes have been kept - according to Vier and Dougley (2002), the call for 

greater levels of accountability is stronger than ever. Assessment is carried out by a team of 

experts, usually experienced teachers, using agreed instruments such as observation schedules 

and knowledge tests. On the basis of assessments made, contracts are renewed or terminated.
It seems that recent developments in evaluation policies in the United States and Britain 

indicate a trend towards a gradual approximation or merger between the different approaches 

to teacher appraisal.

4.3 The Education (Appraisal) Regulations model

Ever since the introduction in 1991 of Education (Appraisal) Regulations appraisal has 

been a compulsory part of teachers' and head teachers' professional duties in all LEA and 

grant-maintained schools in Britain. Until 2000 and 2001 - the introduction of the new 

Performance Management System - it was seen as a way of ensuring the professional 

development, career planning and personal fulfilment of teachers and emphatically not as a 

means of measuring teacher performance. The new Education (Appraisal) Regulations of 2000 

and 2001 underpinning the new performance management system considerably changed the 

focus of appraisal by incorporating the novel aim of using the findings to inform pay decisions 

and performance-related promotion into appraisal.
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4.3.1 Education (Appraisal) Regulations 1991

The Education Regulations and Circular 19 of 1991 specified four mandatory components 

of the appraisal process: an initial meeting to set the agenda, classroom observation and data- 

collection, the appraisal interview and a review meeting. The Circular also endorsed the 

concept of self appraisal but stressed that it was not obligatory. The process was to occur 

within a two-year cycle with the first three elements in the first year and the review meeting in 

the second year.

The initial meeting

The outcome of this first component was to agree the agenda for the appraisal cycle, which 

also involved clarification of the main purposes and nature of appraisal and the respective 

roles of appraiser and appraisee. Further purposes included considering the job description, 

identifying focus areas, confirming arrangements for self-appraisal, observation, gathering 

data, and agreeing timetable.

Data collection

This element involved activities such as the study of publicly available data, classroom 

observation (carried out, on at least two occasions, for a total of at least one hour), and task 

observation. Though the Regulations implied a rather inspectorial/assessment approach here - 

which had led to the greatest apprehension on the part of teachers about being appraised - 

Smith & West-Burnham (1993) say it was still possible to work within the Regulations and be 

consistent with a developmental model on condition that certain fundamental criteria were 

met: a clearly focused agenda was agreed, the appraisee had control over what was observed 

and when, the 'behaviour' of the appraiser was agreed in advance, the methods of data- 

collection and recording were agreed, and there was immediate feedback.

Self appraisal

This optional component was meant to play an important role in ensuring that appraisal 

was a two-way process, with a potential to encourage dialogue and help ongoing reflection. 

Despite its optional status, Smith & West-Burnham (1993) considered this element at least as
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important as observation, arguing that few adults would be committed to learning and change 

unless they owned the analysis and had a personal investment in the strategies for 
improvement.

The appraisal interview

This component was supposed to review appraisee's work and identify successes and areas 

for further development as well as training or development needs, culminating in agreeing 

targets for action. All sources in the literature point out, however, that the potential of the 

appraisal interview, - which probably caused the greatest anxiety for appraisers and appraisees 

after class observation - depended crucially on an additional factor: the way it was managed. 

Smith & West-Burnham point out the importance of something they consider to be one of the 

'golden rules' of appraisal in this respect: there should be no surprises, i.e. the appraisee had 

equal ownership of the agenda and outcomes. They stress that positive reinforcement and 

celebration of success are as valid outcomes of appraisal as the identification of development 

needs. In the second stage of the interview the primary function of the appraiser was to help 

the appraisee draw conclusions about his/her performance by supporting the appraisee's 

reflective process with appropriate feedback and questioning (rather than with statements and 

subjective interpretation). The same principle applies to the generation of targets.

All things considered, however, in Smith and West-Burnham's (1993) opinion it was the 

review meeting component that was the most artificial and bureaucratically inappropriate 

aspect of the Regulations:

The notion of a single meeting twelve months after the interview is a triumph of 
administrative expediency over notions of effective management relationships and 
professional development. (...) There is a fundamental contradiction in the notion of a 
review every two years when most of the targets set will have a life-span of 6-9 months. 
The timetable for appraisal in the Regulations imposes a hiatus on development and 
militates against the integration of appraisal into a model of effective professional learning.

(Smith and West-Burnham, 1993. p. 103.)

The appraisal statement

The main points made in the discussion and the conclusions reached are written up in an 

appraisal statement, which also includes the agreed targets. The last component, follow up, is 

meant to ensure that appraiser and appraisee meet in the second year of cycle to review the
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statement and progress in achieving agreed targets.

Support and criticism

The introduction of the scheme brought the matter of evaluation to the fore and sparked off 

heated debates about appraisal both in staff rooms and academic circles. Fidler and Cooper 

(1995), for example, carried out studies on how well the schemes adopted in different schools 

had been accepted. The studies paid attention to procedural and logistical issues involved in 

operating schemes, and also to whether those who were appraised felt it was of value. 

Generally speaking, the studies indicated that teacher appraisal had been successfully 

implemented and the vast majority of those appraised felt they had benefited from the process. 

The main concerns expressed included whether the benefits which accrued justified the 

immense time, effort and cost involved in operating the scheme. Kyriacou (1997) conducted a 

series of interviews with appraisers from the middle management position which explored 

their views and experiences regarding appraisal, and was generally positive in his findings. 

Appraisers generally felt that appraisal had been of value to both the appraisee and the 

appraiser, although a number of critical comments were also made, particularly regarding the 

time-consuming nature of the appraisal process and the need for appraisers to develop more 

expertise in the conduct of classroom observations. Barlett (1998), in a response to Kyriacou, 

however, questioned the validity of these findings, suggesting that the introduction of 

appraisal varied greatly from school to school depending upon circumstances. He pointed out 

that the tensions between a process which encouraged professional development whilst at the 

same time increasing accountability to management were apparently not properly considered, 

so there were many conflicting perspectives even within a particular school to be taken into 

consideration to draw valid conclusions from the introduction of appraisal.

Smith and West-Burnham were also rather critical in their overall judgment about the 

scheme the Regulations implied, and made it clear that they did not have a very high opinion 

of this model:

This model militates against the notion of appraisal for continuing development. The 
two-year cycle is totally divorced from the reality of school life where virtually every other 
management process is based on an annual cycle, e.g. curriculum deployment, INSET 
planning, the budget etc. The statutory 'events' could create an artificial view that once the 
formal meetings have been completed then the responsibility for development is
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discharged.
(Smith and West-Burnham, 1993. p. 99.)

4.3.2 Education (Appraisal) Regulations 2000 and 2001

The 1991 model came under even fiercer criticism by the new Labour government for the 

'artificial separation of pay and appraisal' in 1998. The Green Paper entitled Teachers meeting 

the challenge of change (DIES, 1998), while admitting that professional development was a 

major aim, suggested that appraisal should also be made a key factor in determining an 

individual teacher's pay. The document proposed that a new, 'properly focused' system of 

teacher appraisal with clear objectives and outcomes should be introduced in schools.

The Education (School Teacher Appraisal) Regulations of 1991 were replaced by the 

Education (School Teacher Appraisal (England) Regulations of 2000 (and 2001), and the 

previous appraisal system was replaced by a new system of performance management.

In this new model the performance management cycle is described as an ongoing process 

taking place under the direction of a 'team-leader' (normally a curriculum team-leader or the 

head/deputy) over one year, which involves three stages (Figure 10):

Stage 3 Teacher Stage 1
Review: Team Leader Planning:
End of Year Agree Objectives
Review of and complete an
progress Individual Plan

Stage 2 
Monitoring:
Teaching in 
progress in year

Figure 10
The performance management cycle as described in the Education (School Teacher Appraisal (England)

Regulations of 2000
(DffiE, 2000, p. 6.)

According to a DfEE guidance document (DfEE, 2000), in fact, very little alteration is 

needed to existing documents in order to write up a new performance management policy, as 

schools can draw on arrangements already in place for setting targets, monitoring and 

appraisal, which reveals that the real difference between the old and new systems is in their 

aims rather than the procedures they use.
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Stage 1: Planning

At the planning stage the teacher and team leader agree what should be the focus of the 

teacher's work during the year. The starting point can be the job description followed by a 

discussion of the teacher's priorities and the progress of pupils in its widest sense. The aim is 

to agree on 3-5 clear and challenging objectives that cover pupil progress as well as ways of 

developing and improving teachers' professional practice. The 'final product' is the teacher's 

Individual Plan, agreed with the team leader, which records the teacher's responsibilities and 

objectives as a basis for the performance review.

Stage 2: Monitoring

Monitoring progress means paying continuous attention to progress during the year: the 

appraiser uses techniques such as short informal discussions and, most important of all, 

classroom observation (at least one full lesson) to monitor progress. The observer uses a 

standard pro-forma to record data on the areas agreed beforehand.

Stage 3: Reviewing Performance

A performance review is an opportunity for teacher and team leader to reflect on the 

teacher's performance in a structured way, to recognise achievements and to discuss areas for 

improvement and professional development. The focus of the review is on how to raise 

performance and improve effectiveness. There is a brief, written statement recording the 

outcome of the review meeting to be signed by both parties, and the outcomes of performance 

review will be used to inform pay decisions. If a teacher is dissatisfied with aspects of his or 

her review, the issue can be raised with the head. Where the head is the team leader, the 

teacher can raise the issue with the Chair of Governors.

At the time of writing (i.e. within the first year of the new scheme) there is no feedback 

available to pass any judgment on the suitability or otherwise of the modified system.*

* I have read about a new book which was supposed to have come out earlier this year (Wragg, B.C., Haynes, 
G.S., Wragg, C.M. & Chamberlain Performance Pay to Teachers. Routledge Palmer.) but I have not been able to 
acquire it so far. This publication will be the result of monitoring the whole process of introducing the new 
scheme through observations and a survey of a large sample of participants.
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4.4 Other models

4.4.1 Schemes used in primary and secondary schools

Impey and Underfill's model

Impey and Underbill (1994) recommend the use of a simple appraisal scheme consisting of 

a single interview which is based on the information provided by a self-assessment form 

completed by the staff member and an assessment form filled in by the interviewer. The 

process they recommend for this form of appraisal would look like this (Figure 11):

Clarify aims and process of appraisal with staff

z
Set appraisal dates, times and duration with staff

Ensure self-assessment
form is completed by

staff member and copy
returned to interviewer

Ensure the assessment
form is completed by

interviewer with
respect to the staff

member

Hold appraisal interview and complete record of appraisal

Monitor performance of agreed action plan

Hold review interviews as agreed

Modify action plan as necessary

Hold next appraisal scheduled

Figure 11 
Impey & Underbill's recommended process of appraisal

(Impey and Underbill, 1994, p 70.)
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The teacher self-assessment form is in fact a simple questionnaire which asks questions 

about the appraisee's in- and out-of class strengths and weaknesses, and areas of work they 

enjoy or dislike doing, in addition to questions inquiring about the aims the appraisee would 

like to achieve in the future. The assessment form is supposed to be completed on evidence 

which derives from - as they put it - 'informal' sources including classroom observation, peer 

assessment (!), discussions with director of studies (!) etc. The conclusion of the appraisal is a 

form of 'contract' between the head teacher and the appraisee consisting of a written teacher 

appraisal record, the action to be taken and the review process. The appraisal in this scheme is 

conceptualized as an on-going process conducted by the head teacher.

The School Teacher Appraisal Pilot Study model

Bollington, Hopkins and West were members of the team evaluating the School Teacher 

Appraisal Pilot Study of 1987/9. In the pilot study schools a developmental model of appraisal 

was used, which can be considered as the immediate predecessor of the Regulations 1991 

model. The process was divided into four stages:

1) The preparation phase, consisting of an initial review meeting between appraiser and 

appraisee to set up the process and a range of approaches to gathering data on the teacher's 

performance.
2) Classroom/task observation, collection of other data, and appraisee self-appraisal.

3) Central to the process was the appraisal interview. Typically, it included a review of the 

appraisee's job description, a review of successes, areas for development and constraints and 

led to target setting related to the present job as well as to general professional career 

development. It resulted in an agreed written statement.

4) In the follow-up stage targets were worked on, supported and monitored. It was 

recommended the appraisal process should be a two-year programme of activity, with the 

preparation stage taking about half a term. In essence, therefore much of the two years was 

spent on follow-up work. (Bollington, Hopkins and West, 1990.)

The National Steering Group model

The summary of School Teacher Appraisal: A National Framework Report of the National 

Steering Group on the School Teacher Appraisal Pilot Study (HMSO, 1989) makes the
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following suggestion for the structure of the two-year cycle of activities they recommend for 

use in Britain (Figure 12). This scheme already includes practically all the fundamental 

elements of the Regulations 1991 scheme:

INITIAL MEETING BETWEEN 
APPRAISER(S) AND APPRAISEE

APPRRAISEE SELF-APPRAISAL 
CLASSROOM/TASK OBSERVATION(S) 

COLLECTION OF 'OTHER' DATA

APPRAISAL INTERVIEW 
TARGET SETTING 

APPRAISAL STATEMENT PRODUCED

FOLLOW-UP DISCUSSIONS/MEETINGS BETWEEN APPRAISER(S) AND APPRAISEE 
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

FORMAL REVIEW MEETING 
ADDITIONS TO APPRAISAL STATEMENT 

FOLLOW-UP SUPPORT AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Y 
E 
A 
R

2

Y
E 
A 
R

1

Figure 12

The structure of the two-year cycle of teacher appraisal activities proposed by the National Steering Group
Appraisal Pilot Study

(NGO, 1989, p. 9.)

The models in Turner & Cliffs case studies

In their case studies, Turner and Clift (1988) provide detailed descriptions of the nature of 

eight different schemes which are summarised below. These fall into four basic types: a) 

appraisal interview with senior management; b) observation and interview by senior 

management; c) departmental review; d) appraisal devolved to middle management.

Unfortunately, the authors do not examine the varied perceptions of appraisal of the
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teachers in their case studies on a school by school basis. However, they do offer a general 

summary of these perceptions from all their schools, which, although not quite as instructive 

as it would be if it referred to particular schemes, might prove to be invaluable for my 

purposes, so I give a brief account of these perceptions after my review of the eight models.

A primary school with an appraisal interview-based scheme

The scheme is operated in a large primary school. It has no fewer than twelve different 

purposes, including review of past work, planning ahead, staff development, improving 

performance. The compulsory annual programme of appraisal interviews, which has the 

approval of the teacher unions representing the staff, are all conducted by the Head teacher in 

the spring term, either at lunchtime or after school. Prior to appraisal interviews, the staff fill 

in a brief form containing several broad headings: Classroom Organisation and Management, 

Curriculum Development, Professional Responsibilities, Career Development, INSET and 

Conclusions. There is no formal observation of lessons by the head, but he makes routine 

visits to classrooms throughout the school year. The form allows staff to decide what specific 

points to make under those broad headings. The head also fills in the form and notes down 

what he considers to be important. In the one-hour interview the points listed by both parties 

are discussed in detail, and the outcome is that a third form is completed by the appraisee 

which records what has been agreed. This is later signed by both parties and is kept as a 

record. The other two forms are destroyed, and the record is confidential to the Head and the 

person appraised. (Turner and Clift, 1988.)

A primary school with an observation- and interview-based scheme

This voluntary scheme is operated in a medium sized primary school, and its main purpose 

is staff development. Prior to the appraisal interview - which can occur at any time during the 

school year - the Head observes lessons (there are no set number of visits, and peer appraisal 

is also encouraged). No observation schedules are used. After the observation the Head then 

issues the teachers with a list often fairly broad questions, which allow the appraisee and the 

Head to set specific topics for discussion and act as the agenda for the appraisal interview. The 

questions ask the teacher to reflect upon their job role, their general feeling, and their own 

performance as they perceive it. These questions are dealt with at great length and the 

interviews tend to last for about two hours, being conducted after school. After the interview
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the head writes up a brief report which is agreed and signed by both parties. (Turner and Clift, 

1988.)

A comprehensive school with an appraisal interview by Senior Management Team

This scheme features an annual appraisal interview conducted by either the Head (or one 

of the deputies) or the Heads of Departments. Its purpose is professional development - the 

identification of problems and in-service training needs, and to improve communication and 

keep staff records up to date. The word 'appraisal' is not used, 'staff development review 

interviews' being the preferred terminology. The scheme features a brief set of guidelines and 

an interview preparation sheet which is completed by the person appraised and handed to the 

appraiser one week in advance. This seeks information on subjects taught, in-service training 

courses attended and brief details of in-service activities. After this, teachers are asked to list 

what they consider to be the main responsibilities in their work that year. Then there are five 

questions to be addressed concerning the teacher's perceptions of areas of success and 

difficulties, aspirations, interests and needs for assistance. The completed form sets the agenda 

for the 40 to 80-minute interview (they are planning to institute a second, follow-up 

interview), at the end of which a summary sheet is filled in by the appraiser, stating what 

follow-up action is proposed, and personal aims for the next year and any other comments 

arising from the review. (Turner and Clift, 1988.)

A comprehensive school with appraisal delegated to Heads of Faculties

Because of its size, this huge school has adopted a delegated scheme of appraisal. It is a 

compulsory scheme conducted by Heads of faculties and Heads of departments, and recently 

they also set up peer appraisal. The purpose of the scheme is staff development. The 

interviews are conducted according to a detailed set of guidelines, including an interview pro 

forma which lists eleven items for discussion ranging from questions focusing on self- 

reflection on roles and performance to questions about job satisfaction and future plans. This 

form is not to be filled in, but rather is to help staff to think about aspects of their work prior to 

the interview:
After the interview, the appraiser is supposed to produce some kind of written report, 

either a fact sheet or a summary of the interview, which is to be signed and agreed by both 

parties and is confidential to the Head of faculty and the appraisee. (Turner and Clift, 1988.)
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A comprehensive school with a departmental review scheme

This voluntary departmental appraisal system includes appraisal interviews, observation of 

lessons, an examination of pupils' work and even interviews with pupils about their 

perceptions. It is conducted by a senior management team, which produces a report on the 

whole department rather than on individual teachers. (Turner and Clift, 1988.)

A comprehensive school with freedom of choice of appraisers

This is in many respects a very interesting and unusual scheme, which is voluntary and 
allows participating staff to choose their appraisers (even more than one and subordinate 

appraisal is encouraged) and set their own agenda for the interview. The main aim is staff 

development, no lesson observation is conducted and an agreed report is kept, which is 

confidential to the parties concerned. There is a staff committee who produce a set of topic 

areas and questions to help guide appraisers and staff are encouraged to select particular issues 

which they themselves wish to pursue. They have also produced a guide to the scheme and a 

handbook for appraisers to help them develop the necessary skills. (Turner and Clift, 1988.)

An upper school with appraisal delegated to Heads of Faculties

This compulsory scheme operates in a partly delegated form, where the head only 

appraises senior teachers and the rest of the staff are appraised by their heads of faculty. The 

main emphasis of the scheme is on review and target setting, featuring an appraisal interview 

based on a broad framework of areas ranging from a review of the past year, to issues such as 

the evaluation of successes in achieving objectives and deciding on objectives for next year. 

The interview agenda is split roughly in half with review of past work and selection of long- 

and short-term future objectives. They are also planning to institute lesson observation as a 

formal part of the process, which would operate in two ways, hierarchically with Heads of 

faculty observing their staff, then with peers observing each other. (Turner and Clift, 1988.)

A school with appraisal delegated to Heads of Faculties

The aim of this voluntary scheme (called annual review) is staff development and it is 

based on an interview between Heads of faculties and teaching staff in their department. 

Heads of faculties circulate a notice to all staff inviting them to take part in the review. Those
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who are willing to take part fill in two confidential forms: in the first review they fill in a form 

stating the qualifications, experience and aspirations of the person appraised and they 

complete another form in the next review which gives details of the individual's professional 

advancement in the period since the last review. The record of the interview is written up by 

the Head of the faculty, but it has to be agreed and signed by the person concerned. (Turner 

andClift, 1988.)

A summary of teachers' perceptions of appraisal in Turner and Clift '$ pilot schools

Turner and Clift broadly classify teachers' perceptions into positive and negative views, 

adding that teachers do not necessarily have just one view of appraisal or a well-worked-out 

attitude which they can readily articulate. However, they say, it is evident that staffs are 

divided on the issue of appraisal: some are receptive to the idea whilst others are hostile.

Of those teachers who adopted a (highly enthusiastic or merely lukewarm) positive view 

of appraisal, many claimed that there were numerous advantages in having an explicit system 

of appraisal, such as improvements in communication between staff at different levels in their 

hierarchy, and the importance of an appraisal scheme in helping teachers to appraise their own 

performance was also noted. It is conspicuous, however, that even some of these teachers were 

in favour of having an appraisal scheme providing it met certain conditions: for example that it 

be geared to helping them improve rather than as a disciplinary measure, and that it operate as 

a two-way process with an open system of record keeping.

Those teachers who expressed a negative view of appraisal, on the other hand, pointed out 

that they did not believe that the introduction of a formal scheme would bring any advantages 

and it might even constrain appraisal within a narrow and inflexible framework. The most 

prevalent perception in these cases was one of appraisal as a threat to teachers - as an 

instrument of accountability which could be used to check up on them, to find fault or 

criticize. Many teachers from schools which had a delegated system of appraisal with other 

staff members than the head teacher having a role as an appraiser complained that their 

appraisers were too close to their everyday work situation to be able to offer an objective 

enough viewpoint, and anyway they also lacked the necessary skills to conduct the appraisal in

a useful way.
Turner and Clift remark that some teachers took a very cynical view, seeing appraisal as a
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way of manipulating staff, whilst others saw it as a 'bandwagon' - the latest fashion to be 

followed. According to the authors, underlying such criticism is the belief that appraisal would 

become simply a formality or a very superficial exercise, which seems to be reinforced by 

their observation that the manner in which appraisals were undertaken seems to have been 

deliberately non-threatening in the first instance, beginning as a 'cosy chat' but later becoming 

more formal. Many teachers also expressed concerns about how fair and objective an appraisal 

scheme could be, some suggesting that that an appraisal scheme needs to include certain 

safeguards to ensure 'fair play'.

The authors add a very important observation to their conclusions: they noted that many 

teachers' perceptions of appraisal had changed as a consequence of experiencing appraisal: 

many of them seem to have come to adopt a more positive attitude, some seeing appraisal as 

less threatening than they had anticipated and others having been convinced that there were 

benefits in having a formal scheme and now perceiving it to be a valuable exercise. This 

observation seems to strongly reinforce Rea-Dickens and Germaine's (1992) views that 

appraisal can exert a strong influence on both the appraisees' and appraisers' attitude to 

appraisal (see 3.4.2, 3.5.1 for the literature on this issue and 8.1.2 for my own conclusions).

The Kossuth Lajos Gimndzium, Mosonmagyarovdr, Hungary scheme (the KGL model)

This chapter presents a somewhat more detailed description of the only well-documented 

secondary school teacher appraisal scheme in the Hungarian literature, which has actually 

been in use in this school since 1995. It is part of a complex quality-management policy, 

which - in its entirety - has been in effect in this school for the past six years.

The scheme - a system based on self-appraisal and an appraisal interview conducted by a 

Senior Management team - was initiated by Dr Toth Tiborne, the headmistress of the school, 

who has published a number of studies on the issue of quality management in education, and 

seems to be the only expert in Hungary who has specifically dealt with area of teacher 

assessment in a systematic and scholarly manner.
The compulsory biannual appraisal scheme has a set of painstakingly detailed purposes: 

twenty-five in all, sixteen of which are labelled as individual-level purposes (including giving 

feedback about one's performance, review of past work, motivation, improving self-reflection 

etc) and nine as institutional-level ones (including improving performance, evaluation,
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creating an objective basis for reward and punishment, staff development etc.). There is no 

order of priority established among the aims, but it is obvious from the list that the main aims 

are a combination of improving performance and formal evaluation i.e. it is meant to be a 

mixed developmental/judgmental scheme.

The scheme is based on a set of criteria which is the result of a consensus among the 

school management, the teaching staff and the representatives of the parents. Prior to the 

interview, the appraisee fills in a form containing a large number of questions (unfortunately 

not detailed in the literature) under eight headings or categories: Teaching, Pastoral 

responsibilities, Effectiveness, Work discipline, "Extras", Human relations & communication, 

Dedication to the institution, Leadership.

The appraisee is supposed to assess her or his own performance in each individual 

criterion by marking each of them O (outstanding), W (weak), or leaving it unmarked, which 

means that the appraisee thinks s/he is at the average staff level in that particular respect.

Each criterion is then discussed in detail at the Appraisal Interview, which is conducted by 

a team of appraisers consisting of the headmistress, (one of) the deputies and the head(s) of 

department(s). By the end of the Interview they agree on the appropriate rating for each 

criterion, which are then converted into a single rating for each category or heading (A, B, C 

or D). The ratings are then associated with scores (4 for A, 3 for B, 2 for C, and 1 for D; 32 

points in all), which is then tallied for each teacher by the headmistress. The individual results 

are then communicated to the appraisees, and to the corresponding heads of department, who 

sign the Appraisal Statement. From this point on the data are only available to the 

headmistress, who is responsible for the analysis of all-staff data.

The analysis covers the following areas: the comparative analysis of the results achieved in 

the eight categories, the distribution of individual performances (a league-table), staff means 

and how they have changed since the previous appraisal period, the proportion of outstanding 

and under par performances within the staff, strengths and weaknesses in the staff, areas to be 

improved and dangerous signs, and last, conclusions for the revision of the School 

Development Plan.
These findings are later communicated to the broader school management, the staff, the 

school board and the parents. The head uses the findings of the appraisal for staff 

development, for rewarding outstanding work (it happens in the form of a private discussion
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between the head and the individual teacher, which means that the exact sums awarded to each 

individual teacher are not public), and for marketing purposes.

The scheme has been in use for eight years now. According to feedback on the 1999 

Appraisal Cycle 64% of the teaching staff was satisfied with the Interview and its results, 25% 

said they accepted the situation and only 11 % said they had negative experiences. The 

headmistress points out in her report that the availability of financial resources to award 

outstanding performance proved to be an indispensable prerequisite to the success of the 

scheme.

The school now has two additional schemes for head teacher appraisal (but, interestingly, 

only the deputies and not the headmistress herself), and the technical staff. (Toth, Tiborne dr., 

2000.)

While the whole of the quality-management policy - a complex TQM-based quality 

assurance system - won the Shiba Award of the International Institute for Applied System 

Analysis (IIASA) in 2001*, according to the author, unfortunately it has not been quite as 

successful with the Hungarian educational government. In a rather bitter article, Dr Toth 

openly expresses her disappointment or even anger over the attitudes of the authorities, 

claiming that they have not exhibited the slightest sign of wanting to make use of any of 

findings of her research projects, and they have not shown any inclination to adopt the KLG- 

model either.

Interestingly, though, in her immediate environment things seem to look much more 

promising: while at the beginning she encountered considerable resistance to her proposals 

both from her own staff and the local council (the maintainer of the school) - supported only 

by 60% of the staff, which seriously threatened her position as head-mistress of the school -, 

after four years of experimenting with her system, recent surveys show a fundamental change 

in the climate: she seems to have considerably broadened her (and her scheme's) support, 

which is over 90% at the moment. (Toth, Tiborne dr, 2002.)

The Illyes Gyula Gimndzium es Kozgazdasdgi Szakkozepiskola, Budaors scheme

In one of her publications Dr Toth Tiborne makes a brief reference to the quality assurance

* This award was founded by Professor Shoji Shiba from Tsukuba University, Japan, and is considered to be one 
of the most prestigious international awards in the field of quality management.
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system of the Illyes Gyula Gimnazium es Kozgazdasagi Szakkozepiskola, Budaors (Toth Bela 

head teacher), which includes a teacher appraisal component. Although I have not been able to 

find anything published about this scheme, the description of the system - or rather a rough 

outline of it (?) - is available on the school's homepage.

According to this document, the declared general objective of the appraisal is to improve 

the quality of education by providing information on the performance of teachers, which can 

be used for (i) informing staff members, students, parents, the local council (the maintainer) 

and the general public about quality of education in the school, and for (ii) monitoring the 

proper fulfilment of the aims included in the school development plan.

The main principles underlying the scheme include the requirement that the system should 

be objective, motivating, personal, public (?), continuous, and predictable and it should 

enhance self-reliance. The appraisal process in this scheme is delegated to the middle- 

management: partly to the heads of departments, who are responsible for subject-related 

aspects and partly to specifically assigned internal "pedagogical supervisors", who monitor 

and assess all the other areas. It is the head-teacher's job to synthesise the findings of the 

appraisal at the whole-staff level twice during the academic year, at the end of each term. 

However, the document does not state how long a cycle is in the case of a particular appraisee.

The appraisal is focused on the following areas:

- the students' academic performance;

- the teacher's requirements and how they harmonise with the school development plan;

- the teacher's practice of the evaluation of students' performance;

- the teacher's classroom performance;

- "other areas" such as wider school responsibilities; collegiality (?); strengths and areas to 

be improved; ability to co-operate with colleagues, students and parents; ability to 

discipline students; general demeanour; ability to pass on valid values and norms (there is 

no definition provided of what exactly qualifies as 'valid' here) etc.

It is not clear from the document what phases the appraisal process actually consists of, but 

by logical deduction it can be established that the appraisal concludes with an interview where 

the participants (unfortunately, it is not stated who the participants are) review the original 

aims of appraisal, discuss the teacher's self-appraisal on the basis of a set of criteria, in 

addition to other information such as the findings of document analysis (e.g. students' exercise
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books, tests, curricula, lesson plans etc.), the findings of a survey of students' and colleagues' 

opinions and an overview of the teacher's non-teaching school activities. The outcome of the 

interview is an 'action plan', which is based on an agreement between the participants.

The document does not indicate how and by whom all this information is gathered, and the 

description of the scheme only specifies two appraisal methods: the judgments on the 

students' performance are based on the results of achievement test (from one class of the 

teacher's students), and the teacher's classroom performance is assessed - at least to some 

extent, though it is not quite clear how much - on the basis of structured lesson observations. 

Unfortunately, the document does not provide details about the way information is collected 

from sources such as colleagues and students and about sensitive issues like collegiality, 

ability to co-operate with colleagues, students and parents, general demeanour, or the ability to 

pass on valid values and norms. (Illyes Gyula Gimnazium es Kozgazdasagi Szakkozepiskola, 

2004.)

4.4.2 Schemes used in higher education

Although there is obviously a considerable difference in the educational contexts in 

secondary schools and colleges or universities, there is hardly any doubt that certain processes 

and instruments applied in the models surveyed in this part of the review bear direct relevance 

to school teacher appraisal.

The School of International Education, College ofSt Mark and St John scheme

An example of a college staff appraisal scheme is the elaborate scheme used by the 

International Education (INTED), College of St Mark and St John, which consists of three 

stages: Stage I - Pre-appraisal Activities (activities designed to prepare tutors for Stages II & 

III); Stage II - Colleague-to-Colleague Appraisal (peer review and appraisal: a one-to-one 

appraisal meeting with a colleague conducted on the basis of questions and issues raised in 

Stage I, or on the Formal Appraisal documentation); and Stage III - Formal Appraisal 

(interview).
The basic purpose of appraisal is to match individual development goals with those of the 

School as a whole. Each staff member has the right to be appraised annually, and the basic 

mechanism is the appraisal interview which lasts up to about an hour, with the Director or
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Deputy Director of INTED as appraiser. Records are kept on file on forms designed for that 

purpose which are dated and signed by both appraiser and appraisee and form the basis of the 

following year's appraisal. Confidentiality of records is guaranteed, as is the fact that they will 

not be used as a basis for promotion, or decisions about renewal of contracts and that they will 

not be passed on to future employers. (Rod Bolitho, School of International Education, 

College of St Mark and St John, 1994, and also through personal communication) (See some 

of the documents of this scheme in Appendices A/6.1, A/6.4 and A/6.7.)

The Knowsley Community College - Teacher Training Unit scheme

The Knowsley Community College - Teacher Training Unit (Knowsley & Stenton, UK) 

has an extremely complex appraisal scheme that consists of self-appraisal, teaching 

observation and lesson evaluation, using detailed checklists, evaluation forms and 

questionnaires. The purpose of the scheme is to identify training and development 

requirements that assist tutors. There is a strong emphasis on line manager lesson observation, 

but there is no appraisal interview. (Arthur Green, Knowsley Community College, - Teacher 

Training Unit, 1994) (See some of the documents of this scheme in Appendices A/5.2.4, 

A/5.2.5, A/5.2.7, A/5.2.8 and A/5.4.2.)

The University of Central England scheme

The University of Central England in Birmingham, UK has worked out a detailed process 

for teacher appraisal which involves four main facets of evaluation. These include self- 

appraisal; student feedback, peer evaluation and line-manager assessment (interview). The 

approach is one of development and increasing expertise through continual feedback. They 

say the scheme seems to work well, particularly peer assessment, which promotes discussion 

among colleagues on innovative approaches to teaching and assessment. (Christopher Bond, 

University of Central England, Birmingham, 1995.)

The Henley Management College Appraisal scheme

Henley Management College consider their appraisal scheme as a supportive process for 

their employees to realise their full potential. The system is run on an annual basis and its 

main method is a discussion between employees and management, which focuses on three
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main areas: a review of the past year, goals and development for the coming year and 'other 

issues' consisting of a review of job descriptions and CVs. Their policy statement also 
mentions- the apparently optional - lesson observation as an exceptional procedure. Henley 
College is one of the few institutions that publicise their schemes. (Henley College, 2004.)

The CETTELTE, Budapest scheme

I will conclude this section with an account of the scheme designed for CETT ELTE, 

Budapest, Hungary describing it in some detail because, having been involved in its planning 
and operation, I am in an unusually good position to discuss the way in which the scheme was 
modified in practice.

The scheme was born in the wake of the so-called Bokros Package of 1995, which brought 

massive cuts in the educational budget of the country, as a result of which the department was 

forced to make some members of the staff redundant. Its original main purpose was to 
establish some kind of a league table that would allow departmental 'ranking' of staff, which 

could help management make their decisions in the event of having to make further reduction 

of staff posts. Despite this unpleasant departure point, we also hoped that such a scheme 
would, paradoxically, offer relative security to the majority of the staff, it would help improve 

communication between management and staff, and it would help us improve our general 

standards. The first thing we did (after discussions with the staff) was write up the key 
principles of an appraisal programme, and then, based on these negotiated principles, we came 
up with a system that we thought met our requirements. The scheme consisted of three 

questionnaires:
• A Tutor Appraisal Form (student feedback sheet) to be filled in by the students. (See 

questionnaire in Appendix A/7.1.)

• Self Appraisal Sheet 1 containing factual information about the tutor relating to 

qualifications, academic and managerial contributions to departmental work. (See the form 

in Appendix A/6.5.)

• Self Appraisal Sheet 2 asking tutors to reflect upon their own job roles and perceived
departmental roles. (See form in Appendix A/6.6.)

On the basis of the scores from these three questionnaires the tutor's annual summary 
score was calculated, which was supposed to represent the appraisee's current 'value' to the
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department, determining her or his position on the 'league table'. At the end of the second 

term there was an Annual Appraisal Interview between the appraisee and two members of the 

management to discuss the year's score (and offer the appraisee an opportunity to articulate 

needs, voice views etc.). (See form in Appendix A/6.3.) The final version of the scheme was 

approved by the staff in the spring of 1996 and it was run for the first time at the end of the 

academic year. Analysing the aftermath of this first administration of the scheme we found 

that a) there was something wrong with the maths of the ranking: student feedback results 

were very close, so small differences in the other sections caused big differences in ranking; b) 

the effect of the scheme on morale was disastrous: there was fear and loathing, considerable 

distress, some limited to technical queries, some deeper; c) nonetheless, the scheme had great 

potential for individual and departmental development. We concluded that, although the 

technical problems could be cleared up fairly easily, policy decisions about the purpose and 

the function of the scheme were vital, because the judgmental and the developmental roles 

seemed to be in conflict. We worked out a new weighting of the scores and suggested that we 

get rid of the idea of a league table. (In fact, as a result of a general stabilisation of the 

country's economy - ironically due to the draconian measures that had necessitated the 

introduction of the scheme - the issue of 'downsizing' staff posts had come off the agenda by 

that time anyway). Instead of these elements we recommended that a departmental average 

should be published so that everyone could compare their results with this 'standard'. 

However, at this final stage it turned out that the scheme had already accumulated a great deal 

of attendant baggage which had proved to be far too much to carry, so eventually this proposal 

for corrections was turned down, and the staff voted against all judgmental features of the 

scheme. Ever since we have only used the original Tutor Appraisal Form (Student feedback) 

for individual development purposes. However, the feedback sheet is still administered 

centrally by the department at the end of every semester, and the results are computer 

processed by the assistant director. The individual findings and the corresponding statistics 

(see Appendix A/7.2 for a sample) are handled confidentially. (Malderez and Kiraly, 1996; 

andKiraly, 1998.)
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4.5 Conclusion: lessons to be learnt from models of appraisal

The aim of this part of the research was to examine a selection of earlier and existing 

teacher appraisal schemes in order to try and identify ideas and techniques which could be 

adaptable to the Hungarian secondary schools on the one hand, and deficiencies that should be 

avoided in a scheme designed for this context on the other.
There are very valuable lessons to be drawn from these models concerning a number of 

key aspects of the practice of appraisal, in particular those concerning both the basic 

theoretical foundations (such as the views about teaching that they are based on, the way they 

see the main determinants of teaching quality, basic approaches to teacher development, the 

purposes and models of appraisal) and the processes (key areas, choice of techniques and 

involvement) of appraisal. (Table 2.)

4.5.1 Theoretical foundations

Only very few of the models surveyed here base their schemes (at least partly) upon the 

teaching as a profession or art perspective (as recommended by a number of influential 

sources in the appraisal literature [Middlewood and Cardno, 2001, House and Lapan, 1989 

etc.]), but — despite the sweeping generalisations of some sources in the literature - it would 

not be fair to say that the fact that they treat teaching as skilled craft should mean that they are 

exclusively aimed at minimum competence and particularly not at eliminating incompetence 

rather than identifying excellent performance. Even in the case of the few models that also 

look upon teaching as labour, there is a clear tendency to include criteria that consider 

teaching as craft or even profession. This is convincingly demonstrated by the fact that 

practically all of these schemes see the technical skills of classroom pedagogy as vital 

determinants of teaching quality and the vast majority of them also consider personal qualities 

and wider school responsibilities (and some even subject expertise) as key issues. It is true, 

however, that there are hardly any schemes that pay any attention to the more sociological 

aspects (which focus on the environment of teaching) as recommended by Hargreaves and 

Fullan (1992) and other researchers. Similarly, very few of these schemes adopt an approach 

to appraisal which looks upon the process as ecological change as defined by Hargreaves and
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Fullan (1992), and, probably for practical reasons and presumably also for of lack of the 
necessary theoretical knowledge of the subject, practically all of them look upon it as a means 
to enhance skills development and/or self-understanding.

The preponderance of schemes of a primarily formative nature in a random sample such as 
this one might indicate that these systems stand a better chance of feasibility than judgemental 
ones. In spite of this clear message, though, even in the case of schemes which were originally 
set up with a primarily formative purpose, there appears to be a tendency for the formative and 
summative purposes of appraisal to merge, with judgment and criticism stealthily creeping 
back into the process - most probably because those at the higher levels of the school 
hierarchy (incidentally usually the ones who initiate and conduct appraisal) would want to use 
appraisal as a means of bringing about improvements by influencing individual personnel 
decisions. Well-documented cases in the review, however, warn us that the more 
accountability-focussed a scheme is, the less support it can expect from appraisees. This 
seems to reinforce the suggestion in the literature that acceptance by staff, which is 
undoubtedly a key factor in the potential effectiveness of a scheme, has more to do with the 
nature of the scheme (and the credibility of appraisers) than the actual processes used.

As for models of appraisal, most of these schemes use a combination of a product model 
(usually the performance criteria or diagnostic models, in order to generate accurate 
information about the teacher's performance so that learning can be prescribed subsequently 
for the teacher), and a process model (which means that the model in itself seeks to stimulate 
effective leaning by the teacher). This fact may indicate that the wide chasm described in the 
academic literature (e.g. Winter, 1998) between product and process models of appraisal 
might not be quite as unbridgeable in practice as it seems from a purely academic perspective. 
Most of these schemes do rely on some form and degree of collaboration as a principle and a 
means for professional development, and appraisal is more often than not seen as a process 
which offers an opportunity for the teacher to share problems with fellow professionals - 
although usually the head or someone from senior or mid management rather than peers.

4.5.2 The processes of appraisal

The review of existing models suggests that conducting a comprehensive appraisal is 
rather costly in terms of time and may very well be extremely difficult to administer for the
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management. At the same time, however, experience from tested models seems to reinforce 
the message from the literature that delegating appraisal to lower levels of the school hierarchy 
might also pose problems, as teachers tend to look upon appraisal as a 'top-down' process and 
cannot take appraisers from their own levels seriously enough. The golden mean suggested by 
some of these models seems to be that there should be a panel of appraisers consisting of the 
top and middle management levels of the school hierarchy. External appraisers appear to be 
completely out of the question, both for obvious financial reasons and because they are 
considered to be too distant and lacking knowledge about the appraisees' day-to-day 
performance.

As for sources of evidence, there seems to be a fairly general agreement that certain 
techniques should definitely be part of the process: most schemes in our sample recommend 
the use of appraisal interviews and systematic classroom observation, but quite many of them 
also use some sort of self-appraisal. There are, of course, examples of schemes without one or 
two of these components in the sample, but there does not seem to be any convincing evidence 
that the lack of these elements should improve the effectiveness of these schemes in any way. 

At the same time, however, there are some schemes that come up with certain special features 
the inclusion of which is worth considering: particularly the application of student feedback. 
Only one or two schemes include techniques whose use is considered to be rather 
controversial in the literature, such as indicators of outcomes (such as students' achievements) 
peer evaluation, peer opinions (!) and document analysis. These techniques are mainly used 
for assessing wider school responsibilities and contractual accountability-related areas).

The models under scrutiny leave no doubt that appraisal is an extremely sensitive issue, so 
the careful and positive management of the process is a major priority. Fundamentally 
summative schemes are often automatically perceived as aimed at finding fault and criticizing, 
and the fairness of the process is often questioned out of sheer self-defence. Even in the case 
of primarily formative schemes many teachers perceive appraisal as a potential threat, and 
they are worried that a developmental scheme might unethically be used for summative 
purposes. In the tense atmosphere pervading appraisal, the models studied recommend that 
appraisal should be introduced very carefully, placing the introduction of a scheme in the 
hands of a staff committee and involving the staff into discussions about it from the very 
beginning. It is also clear that they suggest that an appraisal which fails to consider the
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appraisee 's views would simply be invalid. In addition to the thorough training of both 

appraisers and appraisees, they also recommend that there should be adequate safeguards 

(that go beyond the protection offered by law) built into the procedures to avoid abuses or 

rather to allay fears of potential abuses, and the appraisal process should be clearly 

distinguished from formal procedures for handling disciplinary matters.

Primarily for practical reasons, the vast majority of the models recommend the use of a 
two-year appraisal cycle.

The example of the KGL-model also shows that - at least in Hungary today - the initiation 
of a quality-management policy is highly dependent on the aspirations and professional 
commitment of government and school level managers. It is also obvious that the process is 
fraught with danger for the initiator.

4.5.3 Summary

This review of selected models makes it clear that there is no such thing as a universally 
acceptable ideal model for appraisal: whether a scheme is suitable or not in a particular 

situation will depend on a large number of factors that are rooted in the specific features of 
different teaching contexts (primary/secondary/higher education distinctions, local traditions, 
the given management structure, the size of the school etc.) on the one hand, and a similarly 

large number of fundamental theoretical considerations (such as the basic purposes of 
appraisal, the use of different components and methods etc.) - some of which tie in closely 
with the teaching context, while others are rather a question of the individual's professional 

convictions about, and/or the vested interests in, the appraisal process - on the other. 
Harmonizing the necessary decisions about the nature, overall structure, main components 
and procedures of the scheme with the basic conceptual aims and objectives of appraisal in a 
particular teaching context and the needs and wants of a particular staff are obviously all 

crucial ingredients for success.
The most important lesson to be drawn from the survey of existing models of appraisal is 

that the number of variables is so high here that - in addition to reviewing the literature for 

theoretical guidance and available data - it seems to be essential that the designer of a valid, 
reliable and practicable scheme for use in Hungarian secondary schools should carry out a 
supplementary survey of the opinions and professional views of key stakeholders, to study the
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specific situation in order to obtain detailed information about these issues, so that the most 

characteristic features of the teaching context can be identified. Furthermore, in an ideal 

situation, the designer should also have some firsthand information about the real situation in 
schools.

In addition to the issues highlighted in the Conclusions chapter of the literary review, the 

review of various models has also raised a number of intriguing new questions about the 

practice of appraisal in a Hungarian secondary school context that require further clarification 

before a preliminary proposal for a scheme can be drawn up:

• What do key Hungarian stakeholders think of the applicability of unusual components 

such as student feedback, self-appraisal and appraisees' own opinions?

• Who would key Hungarian stakeholders like to see to conduct their appraisal?

• Would key Hungarian stakeholders support the idea of introducing an appraisal scheme

whose features they are not fully familiar with?
Some other questions will have to be answered when the proposed scheme has been 

piloted:
• How do the participants in the piloting of the proposed scheme see the credibility of their 

appraisers?
• Would participants (both appraisees and appraisers) in the piloting of the proposed scheme 

support the idea of introducing an appraisal scheme which is based on the given principles, 

methods and criteria?
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5. Opinions of key stakeholders 

5.1 Research design

5.1.1 The aim of the research

The aim of the research is to obtain detailed information concerning the views and 

opinions of those directly concerned with appraisal in Hungary about certain specific aspects 

of the process (particularly about areas where the literature and the review of selected models 

of appraisal did not provide enough information to draw valid conclusions) that can help me 

identify the key requirements of a teacher appraisal scheme in the Hungarian context, which I 

could later use in designing a scheme that could be applied in secondary schools.

5.1.2 Research methodology

This part of the research is concerned primarily with ascertaining the attitudes, views and 

opinions of this specific population at a specific point of time, i.e. the present. As the aim of 

the investigation is to gather data about a target population which is very large (29,462 

secondary school teachers [Sugar, 1997] and 438,000 secondary school students [OM, 2005] 

and their parents), I needed a research method which was suitable for fulfilling this aim in 

terms of the size of the sample and its geographical dispersion. I had the choice of conducting 

an in-depth inquiry of a limited number of cases, or to spread my limited resources thinly in 

undertaking a quasi-national survey across a relatively large number of schools, teachers, 

students and parents. I thought I was more likely to produce valid findings (I was particularly 

worried about the difficulty and - quite honestly, in the pervasive, positivist traditions of our 

research culture - the face validity of generalising from a very small sample in this under- 

researched and relatively novel area, so on the basis of recommendations from the research 

methods literature (Cohen and Manion 1994, Gill and Johnson, 1997, Nunan, 1992), and an 

assessment of the various resources available (a minimal survey budget, a lone researcher and 

a limited amount of time), I decided to conduct a descriptive survey involving self-completion
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questionnaires (and the infrastructure of a large polling firm) as a data-gathering technique.

The literature suggests that the qualities displayed in descriptive survey research give it 

much strength in population validity and reliability, and a careful random selection of samples 

enables results to be generalised to wider populations such as these with a higher degree of 

confidence. The use of highly structured questionnaires to gather data in a form which is 

quantitatively analysable is usually regarded as easily replicable and hence reliable. There is 

an inherent danger, though, that respondents might be constrained by the rubrics of the self- 

completion questionnaire, which may lead respondents to make statements that do not quite 

reflect the way they personally conceptualise or understand the matters of interest. As a result, 

surveys are often considered to be relatively low in ecological validity, i.e. the extent to which 

it is possible to generalise from the data gathered in the actual social context in which the 

research has taken place, to other contexts and settings. Similarly, there may be problems with 

the internal validity of such surveys (i.e. what is identified as cause or stimuli actually produce 

what have been interpreted as the effects or reponces), because correlation does not prove 

causation, the presence of a correlation being a necessary but not sufficient proof of a casual 

relationship. There was also a danger that the data generated with this technique would be 

trivial, but I thought that a carefully designed questionnaire could ensure the quality of the 

data on the one hand, and anyway, at this stage of the research I only needed the data to 

provide me with general guidance as to what kind of principles my proposed scheme should 

be based on. As I declared in my Introduction, I wanted to obtain in-depth data about the 

actual scheme rather than the general principles, and the framework of a pilot study promised 

to be a more approriate means of achieving this aim.

Besides the use of self-completion questionnaires, another theoretical possibility would 

have been an interview survey based upon some sampling of the population of schools, but, as 

Cohen & Manion (1994) claim, response levels to postal surveys are not invariably less than 

those obtained by interview procedures, and, in fact, they frequently equal or even surpass 

those achieved in interviews. Surely, given the circumstances and financial constrains, an 

interview survey based upon the relatively large number of respondents I needed for this 

investigation would have been both far too expensive and time-consuming.

Having decided upon the form of the survey, I reviewed the relevant theories from the 

literature that might be vital in determining what kinds of questions needed to be asked. After
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due consideration I decided to work on the theoretical assumption that the most adequate 

appraisal scheme in the Hungarian context was a scheme

- which was based on the view that teaching is best construed as a combination of labour, 
craft, profession and art, with the strongest emphasis on craft and profession;

- in which the main determinants of teaching quality involved various, almost equally 
important aspects such as the teacher's personal qualities, the technical skills of classroom 
pedagogy, the teacher's subject expertise, the teacher's willingness to participate in non- 
teaching school activities and the quality of this work, in addition to the characteristics of 
the actual environment;

- which was based on a balanced approach to teacher development which paid equal 
attention to knowledge and skills development, self-understanding and ecological change;

- whose purpose was an unequivocally developmental one;

- whose methodology was a combination of the product and process models;

- which was criterion-based and whose criteria were drawn from various sources, which 

focused on all the main aspects of a teacher's school responsibilities, and which used valid 
criteria.

Having determined the fundamental theoretical assumptions underlying the inquiry, I 

identified and itemised the subsidiary topics related to my main objective, and formulated the 
specific information requirements relating to each of these issues. It became obvious that the 

aims can only be achieved through the application of two self-completion questionnaires 
within the framework of three fairly comprehensive surveys:

- Survey 1 involving secondary school teachers and head teachers/deputies

- Survey 2 involving students

- Survey 3 involving parents

As my topic is extremely complex and I had identified a great number of subsidiary 
questions, it was obvious that I would end up with rather large questionnaires. At the same 
time, however, I also assumed that teachers would be interested in the topic and hoped they 

would prove to be sophisticated enough respondents, who would prefer to spend 45 minutes 
filling in a thorough questionnaire, rather than waste time on a questionnaire that appears to
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trivialise such a complex issue. In the case of the parents and the students, however, I designed 

a considerably shorter questionnaire partly because these cohorts did not have the relevant 

information to reflect on some of the questions in the teachers' questionnaire, and partly 

because I could not possibly ask them to spend so much time filling in such a long form.

I took great care over the clarity of the wording and simplicity of design, and paid special 

attention to giving as clear and simple instructions as possible. Most of the items I used 

required ranking, rating on a Likert scale or simple ticking, with a very small number of items 

designed for multiple-choice or true-or-false responses and only a minimum number of open- 

ended items. I attached a separate covering letter for school heads, form teachers, students and 

parents to indicate the aim of the survey and to convey the respondents its importance.

Once the questionnaires had been returned, data reduction began, which in this case meant 

editing and then the post-coding of the data in preparation for computer analysis. A code 

number was assigned to each answer to a survey question (with the exception of the open- 

ended questions, of course) and the data were fed into the computer. All these technical 

processes were completed by the support staff at Gallup Hungary.

I used SPSS 6.0 for Windows (Statistical Package for Social Sciences) to create a data 

matrix and process the data. I always applied the sort of statistical analysis that suited the level 

of variables: in most cases the nature of the data only required the calculation of simple 

frequencies, but in cases where the level of variables allowed it or there was a relationship 

between two variables or two sets of data, I calculated the mean or applied Pearson's product 

moment coefficient of correlation to reveal the measure of association. In certain cases I also 

used factor analysis to determine if there was a relationship between certain phenomena.

5.1.3 Selection and return rate

In the spring of 2000, I solicited the support of Gallup Hungary, one of the most 

significant polling firms in Hungary (which is, incidentally, also involved in educational 

research in general and quality assurance-related activities in particular), for circulating the 

two questionnaires among secondary school teachers and heads of secondary schools on the 

one hand, and secondary school pupils and their parents on the other. My request was granted, 

and - on my instructions - Gallup Hungary used their own address list to handpick the case- 

study schools to be included in the sample on the basis of their judgment of their typicality
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(i.e. they applied purposive non-probability sampling). They eventually sent out the 

questionnaires to ten prospective participant schools which had agreed to take part in the 

survey. Seven out of the ten schools were located in various districts of Budapest, and three 

were provincial schools, located in different parts of Hungary. The selection included a wide 

range of different school types: the majority of the schools belonged to the institutions that 

offer both primary and secondary education, but there was a four-year vocational school, a 

bilingual school, a traditional four-year 'gimndzium" and a Montessori school among the 

prospective participants (See Appendix B/l).

Out of the ten schools that had agreed to participate eventually six managed to complete 

and return the questionnaires, (four from Budapest and two from two small provincial towns), 

so I had the following numbers of respondents for the three surveys:

• 114 respondents (secondary school teachers and head teachers/deputies from six schools 

from different parts of the country) for Survey 1.

• 471 students of the schools mentioned above, of which only the replies of the 257 

secondary school students (those belonging to the 14 to 18 age bracket) were eventually 

included in this analysis, for Survey 2.

• 306 parents from the same schools for Survey 3.

These figures mean that 60% of the schools approached chose to be involved in the 

research. In this era of 'questionnaire fatigue', a 6/10 return rate can be regarded as a fairly 

high one, probably ascribable to the keen interest stakeholders in education take in quality- 

related issues in general and teacher appraisal in particular. This assumption seems to be 

confirmed by several individual participants, some of whom specifically asked to be sent 

additional material about teacher appraisal. Some even telephoned to share their thoughts and 

feelings about the issue. At the same time, however, I cannot help wondering why 4/10 of the 

schools dropped out. (Did they have something to hide?) I do not have any information about 

what the proportion of the possible individual respondents - i.e. all the teachers in the 

participating schools - actually filled in the questionnaires either. These phenomena also raise 

the problem of using "self-selected samples" in research, which is something I would have 

liked to avoid.
In summary, the results below do not provide a highly reliable basis for generalising to all 

key stakeholders, but provide a picture of their views and opinions as construed by a non-
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representative sample of those directly concerned and contributes new information to the 
database on the attitudes of Hungarian teachers, students and parents.

In the following section, a brief description of the three surveys - collecting and analysing 
detailed information concerning the views and opinions of teachers, students and parents - is 

presented, in addition to the conclusions that can be drawn from these findings.

5.2 Analysis of the surveys

5.2.1 General information concerning individual participants

Secondary school teachers and heads/deputies (Survey 1)

There were a total of 114 respondents in our sample, two thirds of who worked for a 

school in Budapest. 96 (77.8%) of the participants were 'ordinary' school teachers, 12 (13.6%) 

were heads of departments, and 8 (8.6%) were heads or deputies (Appendix B/4.1). The data 

how a fairly even age distribution among the participants, except perhaps for the above 50 age 

bracket, who seem to be somewhat under-represented in the sample. The fact that 72.5% of the 

participants were women is an accurate reflection of how female-dominated Hungarian 

education is today (Appendices B/4.2 and B/4.3). The majority of the teachers in the sample 

are quite experienced: two thirds of the participants have been in the teaching profession for 

more than ten years. However, the data also reveal that - compared to the number of years 

spent in the teaching profession - there are relatively more 'new' teachers in the institutions in 

the sample. (Appendices B/4.4 & B/4.5.)
80% of the teachers in the sample (also) teach in secondary school, which is the main 

focus of this investigation.* 8.3% of the teachers in the sample also teach in language schools, 

which might have contributed to the relatively high percentage of those respondents (42%) 
who have already been involved in some kind of an appraisal process (Appendices B/4.6 &

* However, as there is some confusion in Hungarian education concerning what exactly is meant by 'secondary' 
education (several 'secondary' systems co-exist in the system today: the 8-year 'gimndzium' starting at the age of 
10, the 6-year 'gimndzium' starting at the age of 12, and the traditional 4-year ''gimndzium' along with the 4-year 
vocational secondary school starting at the age of 14), this aspect should be viewed with some caution.
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B/4.7). The details here reveal that roughly half of those who say they have already been 

involved in appraisal (and responded to this question) have been part of an in-house 

supervision process and the other half have been subjected to appraisal by an outside authority 

(Appendix B/4.8). The purpose of the appraisal in 70% of these cases was a judgmental one, 
i.e. the evaluation of teachers' performance, and it was only 30% of these participants who 

said the main aim of the appraisal was developmental i.e. counselling (Appendix B/4.9).

The distribution of all respondents according to the appraisal procedure(s) they have been 

involved in (and responded to this question) (Appendix B/5.24) reveals that the most wide 

spread procedure is lesson observation, followed by testing students, while the use of appraisal 
interviews and particularly student feedback is considerably less common.

It is clear from the figures above, however, that a number of participants mentioned more 

than one procedure in their responses; in fact, the majority of those who have already been 

appraised in one way or another (and responded to this question) have been assessed through 

more than one procedure, although it should be noted that it is not clear from these data 

whether the assessment took place within the framework of one particular appraisal event or 

on a number of separate occasions. (Appendix B/5.25.)

Secondary school students (Survey 2)

Originally there were a total of 473 participants from the six schools listed in Appendix 

B/l in our sample, of whom only 54.6% belonged to the 14 to 18 age bracket, the classic 

secondary school age cohort in Hungary. As this analysis focuses on the opinions of secondary 

school students, I have filtered out students below the age of 14, which has left me with 257 

respondents.
Two thirds of the students in the sample attended school in Budapest (Appendix B/5.8), 

and the sex distribution was exactly 50-50%. Their latest final grade average shows a natural, 

even distribution among better and worse students with the majority belonging to the 'fair to 

middling' categories (Appendix B/5.9). Less than half of them have ever been asked their 

opinion about their teachers (41%), which is very similar to the proportion of teachers who 

have ever been appraised (Appendix B/5.10).
The details on previous involvement in appraisal (Appendices B/5.11 and B/5.12) show 

that 87% of those who say they have already been involved in appraisal and responded to this
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question were asked for feedback by their teachers, while only 13% were asked to comment 

on their teachers' performance by the school management and in the majority of the cases 

(64%) they were asked to give oral feedback, which also means that the feedback could not 
possibly have been anonymous.

Parents (Survey 3)

There were a total of 306 respondents in our sample, parents from the same six schools as 

the teachers and the students. However, these respondents are not necessarily the parents of 

the students in Survey 2, in fact - in contrast to the student population -; the majority (54.6%) 

of the participants are the parents of students who do not attend a school in Budapest.

The children of these participants belong to the 12-18 age bracket (Appendix B/5.17) and 

go to the 7th to 12th years of different types of secondary school, the majority (59.4%) to the 

traditional 4-year type (Appendix B/5.18).

Perhaps it is not quite accidental that three quarters of the children of those who chose to 

respond to the survey and filled in the questionnaire belong to the bracket whose last final 

grade average was above 3.5 i.e. above the average on the five-point Hungarian grade scale 

(Appendix B/5.19). No wonder then that the vast majority of the parents in the sample (90.2%) 

have not had a serious disagreement with the teachers who teach their children, although the 

percentage of those who have already had some problems (9.8%) is not very low either.

As I indicated, I used the same questionnaire for surveying the parents' opinions as the one 

I used for surveying the students' opinions in Survey 2.

5.2.2 The questionnaires

Secondary school teachers and heads/deputies (Survey 1)

The questionnaire consists of 9 sections with 2-25 items (an average of 12) in each (see a 

translation of the Questionnaire 1 in Appendix B/2). The majority of the 109 items were 

designed for a ranking or rating on a scale response (a Likert or attitude scale). Other items 

were designed for multiple-choice or true-or-false responses. With only three open-ended 

items that required a certain degree of introspection, it was estimated that the completion of
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the questionnaire should not take more than 45 minutes.

Section 1 inquired about how teachers saw the possible aims and prospective consequences 

of the introduction of an appraisal scheme.

Section 2 was concerned with key areas of data collection, inquiring about the kinds of 

information teachers thought would be necessary to form a realistic picture of their 

performance.

Section 3 focused on how teachers saw the potential dangers and drawbacks of the 

introduction of an appraisal scheme in their school.

Section 4 inquired about issues concerning involvement in the appraisal process.

Section 5 was concerned with the nature of criteria applied in appraisal and the basic types 

of schemes that follow from these criteria.

Section 6 focused on the delicate issue of who teachers thought should have access to the 

findings of the appraisal procedure.

Section 7 inquired about teachers' opinion concerning the particular criteria to be used in 

the observation of teacher performance.

Section 8 was concerned with another sensitive issue, the appropriateness and reliability of 

student feedback in teacher appraisal.

Section 9 inquired about how teachers thought teacher appraisal would be received in their 

school, and whether they would personally support the introduction of some kind of an 

appraisal system in their school.

Secondary school students and parent (Surveys 2 and 3)

The student/parent questionnaire is in fact a shortened and modified or rather somewhat 

simplified version of the heads/teachers questionnaire (see Questionnaire 2, in Appendix B/3). 

It consists of only 5 sections with 53 items in all. As in the case of Survey 1, the majority of 

the items were designed for a ranking/ordering or rating on a scale response. Other items were 

designed for multiple-choice or true-or-false responses. As there was only one open-ended 

item, the completion of the questionnaire was expected to take no more than 20 minutes.

Section 1, a simplified and more student-centred version of Section 1 of Survey 1, inquired 

about what students and parents thought the prospective consequences of the introduction of 

an appraisal scheme would be.



171

Sections 2 (the key areas of data collection) remained the same as Section 2 of Survey 1; 
except that I omitted the open-ended question in Question B of Survey 1, as I thought giving 
reasons for rejecting a particular area would be beyond the students.

Being fairly straightforward and quite relevant, Sections 3 (access to the findings), 4 
(student feedback) and 5 (the reception of appraisal) remained exactly the same as the 
corresponding sections (Sections 2, 6, 8 and 9 respectively) of Survey 1.

At the same time, Sections 3 (doubts and objections), 4 (involvement in the appraisal 
process), 5 (basic types of schemes) and 7 (classroom observation criteria) of Survey 1 were 
omitted from this questionnaire either because they were not really relevant in the case of 
students and parents (e.g. Sections 3 and 7) or because they were far too complex or simply 
beyond their scope of experience (e.g. Sections 4 and 5).

5.2.3 Results and discussion of the opinion surveys

The aims of appraisal (Section 1, Surveys 1, 2 and 3)

In this section respondents were provided with a list of 'consequences' (various specific 
aims that are typically associated with either developmental or judgmental appraisal) and 
asked to evaluate the individual items according to A) how much they would like to see them 
come true in their schools, B) whether they thought the introduction of such a scheme would 
really make the things suggested by them possible in their school.

Question A: How desirable are the aims? (Column 1)

The participants in Survey 1 were asked to evaluate the 9 different purposes on a five-point 
attitude scale: from 'great' to 'harmful' according to how much they would like to see them 
come true. Three of the purposes (items 5, 7 & 8) could be labelled as aims of a clearly 
judgmental nature, while the rest are predominantly developmental ones. In the case of the 
student/parent questionnaire (Surveys 2 and 3) respondents were provided with a simplified 
and more student-centred version of Section 1 of Survey 1, a list of only 4 possible 
consequences, wich included one developmental aim and three judgmental ones.

The aggregate results are expressed numerically in the following way: 5 points were given 
to 'it would be great', 4 points were given for 'with some reservations I'm in favour of it', 3
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for 'I cannot decide', 2 for 'I'd rather not, but I don't think it would be harmful', and 1 for 'I 

think it would be harmful'.

Outcomes

Teachers and heads/deputies (Survey 1)
In order to obtain a clearer picture in Table 3 I have merged the first two and the last two 

categories of the original 5-point Likert-scale (see the detailed data in Appendix B/5.1):

Table 3: Distribution of respondents according to how much they would like to 
true on a five-point scale - 1-2 merged, 3, 4-5 merged (Survey 1; N=l 14)

see the aims of appraisal come

Rank order in percentages

A. It'd make it possible to identify areas that need improvement at the school
level.
B. The criteria would make the requirements for the teachers to be met
explicit for everyone (i.e. what exactly is expected of a teacher).
C. The fact of the appraisal would boost the quality of teachers' work.

D. Everyone could have a clear idea of their strengths and areas that need
improvement.
E. The distribution of financial remuneration would become fairer in the
school.
F. Communication between the management and the staff would improve.

G. Individual qualities could be compared, so everybody would know how
much they are "worth" to the school.
H. It would make it possible to weed out unsuitable teachers.

I. It'd make the allocation of jobs fairer and more reasonable.

1-2
0

1.7

5.9

1.7

5

11.9

5.1

5.1

9.4

3
6.8

4.3

15.3

10.2

11.9

8.5

28

12.8

13.7

4-5
93.2

94

88.8

88.2

83.1

79.6

66.9

82

76.9

The results show that the most desirable purposes for this population are the ones that have 
to do with the clarification of requirements and criteria concerning the teaching profession in a 
particular school in general and the identification of areas that need development at the school 
level, i.e. the clarification of general professional issues, which are followed by purposes that 
can be associated with the clarification of expectations concerning a teacher's individual work, 
like boosting the quality of teachers' work, the identification of individual strengths and 
weaknesses, hopes of a fairer distribution of financial remuneration, and chances of weeding 
out unsuitable teachers. The table also reveals that the least important potential purposes for 
the respondents are the improvement of communication between management and staff, a 
fairer and more reasonable distribution of jobs, and the commensurability of individual
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qualities i.e. issues that are concerned with the operation of the school itself. It might be true, 
though, that teachers rate these purposes lower simply because they do not believe these 
purposes are really feasible through the introduction of an appraisal scheme. (Cf. Table 10 on 
page 177 and see Figure 13 on page 178.)

The conspicuously low rating in the case of the commensurability of individual qualities, 
the most emphatically judgmental purpose of all, which at the same time did not receive an 
outstandingly low rating in the feasibility column, reflects a certain degree of fear or aversion 
of any kind of comparison. It is interesting, however, that the other two strongly judgmental 
purposes (weeding out unsuitable teachers and a fairer distribution of financial remuneration) 
got a fairly high rating here, most probably because both of these purposes address very 
relevant and acute problems in Hungarian education, even to the extent that teachers would be 
willing to put up with the inevitable threat built in these aims if at this expense these problems 
could somehow be resolved or at least eased.

The correlation coefficient for female and male respondents was respectively -0.134 and 
0.401, which shows a surprising difference: men seem to take a more radical position and they 
would like to see the listed purposes come true in their schools considerably more than women 
(Table 4).

Table 4: Correlation between the respondents' sex and how desirable they see the aims of appraisal (Survey 1). 
sex______________correlation coefficient (r=)___________________________________ 
female -0.134 

male____________+0.4QJ____________________________________________

At the same time, however, it is interesting that, while there is no significant correlation 
between the number of years respondents have spent in the teaching profession and the way 
the various cohorts see these purposes (Appendix B/5.2), the correlation between the number 
of years respondents have spent in their schools and how desirable they see the aims of 
appraisal (Table 5) shows that the more established a particular person is in a particular 
school, the more positively he or she saw the potential purposes; new staff (i.e. those who 
have not yet established themselves firmly enough in the school) seem to want to see fewer 
changes in the status quo. Apparently, for many people, being established in a particular 
community contributes more to a sense of security than being established in the teaching 

profession.
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Table 5: Correlation between the number of years respondents have spent in their schools and how desirable 
they see the aims of appraisal (Survey 1).______
years ___________correlation coefficient (r=)___________________________________
< 2 -0.3543498 
2-10 -0.0450970 
> 10 +0.1163068

There also seems to be a clear correlation between the position of a particular teacher and 

her or his attitude towards these changes (Table 6): the means for 'ordinary' teachers, heads of 

departments, deputy heads and heads were -0.003, -0.50, 0.402 and 0.363 respectively, which 

means that those in a higher position are considerably more enthusiastic than 'ordinary' 

teachers about the possible changes the introduction of an appraisal scheme might bring about.

Table 6: Correlation between the respondents' position in the school hierarchy and how desirable they see the 
aims of appraisal (Survey 1).______________________________________________
position___________correlation coefficient (r=)___________________________________

teacher -0.003
head of department -0.050
deputy head of school +0.402
head of school______+0.363________ __________________________________

It is surprising, however, that teachers whose school is located in Budapest are 

considerably less keen on changing the present practice than their colleagues in other parts of 

the country. (Table 7)

Table 7: Correlation between the location of respondents' schools and how desirable they see the aims of 
appraisal (Survey 1)._____________________________________________________

________correlation coefficient (r~)_______________________________________

Budapest -0.3520420
other____________+0.3520420______

It should be noted that those participants who have already been through some sort of an 

appraisal process considered the aims more desirable. (Table 8)

Table 8: Correlation between whether respondents have already experienced appraisal or not and how desirable 
they see the aims of appraisal (Survey 1)._______________________________________ 

___correlation coefficient (r=) ______________________________________

yes +0.1672281
no -0.1477668__________
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Students (Survey 2)

The results in Table 9 (merged data, see full details in Appendix B/5.13) show that - out of 

the four aims - the students in the sample consider the chance of weeding out unsuitable 

teachers as the most desirable purpose of appraisal, closely followed by the purpose of 

obtaining a channel that could be used to let their teachers know what they like and dislike 

about their activities (with 52.2 and 35.8% respectively in the 'very much indeed' category 

and 87.3 and 89.7% in the merged 4-5 categories).

Table 9: Distribution of respondents according to how much they would like
true on a five-point scale — 1-2 and 4-5 merged (Survey 2; N=257)

to see the aims of appraisal come

percentages

• this way we could let our teachers know what we like and what we
don't like about their activities

• the fact that the teacher's performance is appraised would boost the
quality of teacher's work

• it would make it possible to weed out unsuitable teachers

• this way teachers would get 'grades' like us, and these grades could
have an effect on their salaries

1-2
5.1

11.2

8.0

24.1

3 4-5
5.1 89.7

20.1 68.7

4.8 87.3

22.9 53.0

Although the majority of respondents are in favour of the other two aims - particularly 

using appraisal as a means of boosting the quality of their teachers' work and, to a 

considerably lesser degree, also having an influence on their salaries (with 68.7 and 53.0% in 

the merged 4-5 categories respectively) - both the percentage of those who said they were not 

interested in these aspects and those who were not in favour of these aims are relatively high 

here.
These results seem to indicate a considerable desire and demand on the part of the students 

in the sample to have more say in appraisal in general and to have channels for expressing 

personal opinion or judgment on their teachers' performance in particular. At the same time, 

however, a large proportion of them do not think they have the right to influence their 

teachers' salaries, and the relatively low percentage of those who would like to see appraisal 

boost the quality of their teachers' work seems to suggest that they are more satisfied with the 

quality of their teachers' teaching than their attitude to students or their personal qualities. I 

have experienced that 'teaching' (i.e. the knowledge of the subject matter) as opposed to 

personal qualities, methodology and rapport - are often looked upon as completely separate 

aspects of a teacher's performance in Hungarian students' thinking.
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Parents (Survey 3)

The results (Appendix B/5.3, see detailed data in Appendix B/5.20) show that the parents 

in the sample see the possible aims of appraisal quite similarly to the pupils: out of the four 
possible aims they also consider the chance of -weeding out unsuitable teachers and obtaining 
a channel that could be used to let their teachers know what they like and dislike about their 

activities (with 41.9 and 27.2% respectively in the 'very much indeed' category and 81.4 and 

89.3% in the merged 4-5 categories) as the most desirable purpose of appraisal. These aims 

are again quite closely followed by the other two aims - using appraisal as a means of 

boosting the quality of their teachers' work and, with much less enthusiastic support, by 

having an influence on their salaries (with 82.1 and 61.5% in the merged 4-5 categories 

respectively) -, too, but in both cases the percentages of those who were not in favour of these 
aims are relatively high again.

In these results I can detect the same kind of desire and demand to have more say in the 

judgment of their teachers' performance on the one hand, and considerable moderation in 

wanting to have a direct influence on their teachers' work and working conditions.

Question B: How feasible is it? (Column 2)

Here, respondents were asked to evaluate the same purposes according to whether they 

thought the introduction of an appraisal scheme could possibly lead to tangible results in their 

schools. The aggregate results are expressed numerically in the same way as in the case of 

Column 1: 5 points were given to 'I have no doubt in my mind', 4 point were given for 'it's 

very likely', 3 for 'it's difficult to say', 2 for 'I don't think it is very likely', and 1 for 'it's out 

of the question'.

Outcomes

Teachers and heads/deputies
In order to obtain a clearer picture, I have merged the two outermost categories at both 

extremes of the Likert-scale again (Table 10, see the detailed data in Appendix B/5.5). The 

results suggest that - while the majority still think that all of the aims are realistic - 

respondents are generally considerably less optimistic when it comes to evaluating how 

feasible the aims are.
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Table 10: Distribution of respondents according to how feasible they think the aims would 
4-5 merged (Survey 1 ; N=l 14).

be- 1-2 merged, 3,

Rank order in percentages

A. It'd make it possible to identify areas that need improvement at the school 
level.
B. The criteria would make the requirements for the teachers to be met explicit 
for everyone (i.e. what exactly is expected of a teacher). 
C. The fact of the appraisal would boost the quality of teachers' work.

D. Everyone could have a clear idea of their strengths and areas that need 
improvement. 
E. The distribution of financial remuneration would become fairer in the school.

F. Communication between the management and the staff would improve.

G. Individual qualities could be compared, so every body would know how 
much they are "worth" to the school. 
H. It would make it possible to weed out unsuitable teachers.

I. It'd make the allocation of jobs fairer and more reasonable.

1-2
5.0

10.1 

15.2

8.4 

24.6

20.2

14.3 

22.0

23.5

3
21.2

23.5 

36.1

26.1 

31.4

30.3

41.2 

33.9

30.3

4-5
73.7

66.4 

48.7

65.6 

44.1

49.6

44.6 

44.1

46.3

On the one hand, the data in the middle column ('it's difficult to say') show a considerable 

increase, which means that respondents become a great deal less certain, and, on the other 

hand, the numbers in the 'out of the question/not very likely' column with their 2-5-fold 

increase reflect some degree of pessimism. This is particularly conspicuous in the case of a 

fairer distribution of financial remuneration and chances of weeding out unsuitable 

colleagues.

A comparison (Figure 13) of the distribution of respondents according to how much they 

would like to see the aims of appraisal come true (Column 1) and according to how feasible 

they think the aims would be (Column 2) reveals that the figures on the 'positive' side in the 

latter case are significantly smaller than in the case of Column 1: the decrease exceeds 20% in 

all cases and reaches 45% with a number of items. The data demonstrate that participants 

regard the scheme's power to influence things like the quality of teachers' work, weeding out 

unsuitable teachers with some degree of scepticism, and the decrease is particularly 

conspicuous in the case of a fairer distribution of financial remuneration, which indicates that 

they do not seem to believe that there would be any significant changes in issues that concern 

the assessment of individual performance. At the same time, however, they seem to be 

somewhat more optimistic about things such as identifying areas that need improvement at the
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school level, the clarification of requirements, improvement of communication, the 
comparison of performances and a fairer and more reasonable distribution of jobs, in other 
words, areas that concern general professional issues (see the detailed data in Appendix 
B/5.6).

B C D E F G H I

Figure 13
Comparison of the distribution of respondents according to how much they would like to see the aims of 

appraisal come true and according to how feasible they think the aims would be - 4-5 merged (Survey 1; N=l 14)

The data in Table 11 show that the correlation between the position of a particular teacher 
and her or his attitude towards these changes is even stronger here than it was in the case of 
desirability: the correlation coefficients for 'ordinary' teachers, heads of departments, deputy 
heads and heads were -0.069, 0.115, 0.372 and 0.841 respectively, which means that those in a 
higher position are considerably more optimistic about the changes an appraisal scheme might 
bring about than 'ordinary' teachers.

Table 11: Correlation between the respondents' position in the school hierarchy and how feasible they see the 
feasibility of the aims of appraisal (Survey 1) _________________________________
position _______ correlation coefficient (i=)_ _________________________________
teacher -0.069
head of department +0.115
deputy head of school +0.372
head of school +0.841
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Students
The results in Table 12 (the two outermost categories merged at both extremes, see 

detailed data in Appendix B/5.14) and Figure 14 (see detailed data in Appendix B/5.15.) 

suggest that the students - like their teachers (compare Table 10 and Figure 13) - are 

considerably less (about half as much) optimistic when it comes to evaluating how feasible ihe 
aims are.

Table 12: Distribution of respondents according to how feasible they think the aims would be - 1-2 and 4-5 
merged (Survey 2; N=257)_____________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________Rank order in percentages
1-2 4-5

• A. this way we could let our teachers know what we like and what 23.4 29.4 45.9 
we don't like about their activities

• B. the fact that the teacher's performance is appraised would boost 28.3 37.5 34.3 
the quality of teacher's work

• C. it would make it possible to weed out unsuitable teachers 28.5 24.0 47.5

• D. this way teachers would get 'grades' like us, and these grades 55.9 21.9 22.3 
could have an effect on their salaries
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Figure 14
Comparison of the distribution of respondents according to how much they would like to see the aims of 

appraisal come true and according to how feasible they think the aims would be - 4-5 merged (Survey 2; N=257)

Again, the data in the middle column ('it's difficult to say') show a considerable increase, 

indicating that respondents are a lot less certain whether the aims could really be achieved,
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and, on the other hand, the percentages in the 'out of the question/not very likely' column 

increase considerably, reflecting the same kind of doubt and pessimism that we saw in the case 

of teachers. At the same time, however, with the exception of appraisal having an effect on the 

teachers' salaries, the majority of our student respondents still think the aims could be 

fulfilled, even in the case of improving the quality of teachers' work, where the relatively high 

percentage of those students who are uncertain and the low percentage of those who think it 

could happen seem to support the statement I made earlier i.e. that by 'quality' most students 

in fact mean attitude, methodology and personal qualities (which, they seem to believe, are 

difficult to change). It is interesting, however, that a somewhat larger proportion of the 

students in our sample think that an appraisal scheme could be instrumental in weeding out 

unsuitable teachers than their teachers did (47.5 as opposed to 44.1 in the merged 4-5 columns 

respectively).

Parents

The results in Table 13 (merged data) and Figure 15 (see detailed data in Appendices 

B/5.21 and B/5.22) show that the parents in the sample - similarly to the students and their 

teachers (compare Tables 10, 12, Figures 13, 14 and see Appendix B/5.4)- are less optimistic 

about the feasibility of the aims, but the difference between the two figures is considerably 

less sharp than it was in the case of teachers and particularly students. The figures in the T 

have no doubt in my mind' column are in fact quite similar in both cases, and it is the higher 

proportion of uncertain respondents that is responsible for the differences here, which is 

particularly significant in the case of influencing teachers' salaries. Again, however, with the 

exception of this latter item, the majority of parents think that the aims could be fulfilled. It is 

particularly interesting that - unlike the students and their teachers - a fairly high proportion - 

the majority - of the parents seem to think that an appraisal scheme could actually be 

instrumental in weeding out unsuitable teachers (56.1% in the merged 4-5 columns as opposed 

to 47.5% and 44.1% respectively).

Table 13: Distribution of respondents according to how feasible they think the aims would be - 1-2 and 4-5 
merged (Survey 3; N=306)____________________________________________

_ Rank order in percentages____
4-5

A) this way we could let our teachers know what we like and what 10.3 23.3 66.4 

we don't like about their activities
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B) the fact that the teacher's performance is appraised would boost 16.4 23.9 59.7 
the quality of teacher's work
C) it would make it possible to weed out unsuitable teachers 19.2 24.7 56.1

D) this way teachers would get 'grades' like our children, and 45.8 16.3 38.0 
these grades could have an effect on their salaries

Figure 15
Comparison of the distribution of respondents according to how much they would like to see the aims of 

appraisal come true and according to how feasible they think the aims would be - 4-5 merged (Survey 3; N=306)

Summary

Desirability

The comparison of the merged means of all the three cohorts in the three surveys (Table 

14) reveals that it is the extent of involvement that determines how desirable the different 

groups consider a particular function of appraisal. Question 1 (the appraisal's Junction of 

revealing a teacher's strengths and weaknesses) is considered to be a very important function 

by all three groups and it is the teachers who are the most interested in it, and in fact it is the 

function that is thought to be the most important aim for most teachers. As far as the function 

of boosting the quality of teachers' work is considered, it is quite an important aspect of 

appraisal for all cohorts, but relatively speaking it is the teachers again who consider it to be 

the most important aim. Weeding out unsuitable teachers is seen as a very important function
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again, it is the second most important aim for teachers and parents alike, and the most 
important aspect for students. Appraisal's function of influencing salaries is considered to be 
important by teachers, but both the students and their parents think it is the least interesting 
aspect of all.

Table 14: Comparison of the means of how much the respondents of Surveys 1, 2 and 3 would like to see the 
aims of appraisal come true on a five-point scale (N Survey 1=114; N Survey 2=257; N Survey 3=306)*_____

____________________________________________________________teachers students parents
Question 4 of Survey 1 & Question 1, Survey 2&3 (strengths and weaknesses) 4.52 4.17 4.04 
Question 3 of Survey 1 & Question 2, Survey 2&3 (boosting the quality of work) 4.09 3.73 3.95 
Question 8, Survey 1 & Question 3, Survey 2&3 (weeding out unsuitable teachers) 4.26 4.29 4.00 
Question 5 of Survey 1 & Question 4, Survey 2&3 (influence on salaries)_______4.24 3.43 3.43

* It should be noted that the questions were formulated somewhat differently in Survey 1 and Surveys 2 & 3.

A closer look at the more sophisticated data from the teachers' questionnaire reveal that - 
albeit to varying degrees - the vast majority of teachers in this sample would find the aims 
listed in the questionnaire desirable in their schools. At the same time, however, there are 
discernible divisions among respondents according to the specific attributes (such as their sex, 
how established they are in their schools, their position in the school hierarchy, their 
geographical location, and their past experiences of appraisal), which underlines the 
importance of personal and contextual factors described in the literature. More important than 
this, however - although the teachers in this sample do not unequivocally reject openly 
judgmental aims — they seem to be rather divided on all aspects that have a judgmental 
potential and the proportion of those who take a vague or hesitant position is also very high in 
all these cases. This ambivalent attitude seems to indicate that teachers are rather cautious, 
which is much more in line with the suggestions of the literature and the experiences from 
models of appraisal. The outstandingly low rating of desirability in the case of the 
commensurability of individual qualities, which is the most obviously judgmental purpose of 
appraisal, for example, seems to reflect a certain degree of fear of judgmental comparison. 
This aversion to judgmental aspects is not quite as explicit in the case of the other two such 
purposes (weeding out unsuitable teachers and a fairer distribution of financial 
remuneration). These issues seem to address problems (such as pay, work, and the general 
status and the level of social esteem accorded to teachers) that are so acute in Hungarian 
society that, in spite of their threatening nature, teachers in this sample would be ready to 
accept them if appraisal could somehow help to provide solutions.
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Feasibility

The comparison of the means of the three groups (Table 15) show that although it is the 

teachers again who are the most optimistic about the feasibility of the aims, the differences are 

smaller than in the case the desirability of the aims.

Question 1 (the appraisal's function of revealing a teacher's strengths and -weaknesses) is 

considered to be the most feasible aspect of appraisal by all three groups and the teachers and 

the parents see it almost equally feasible, while the students are less convinced. The function 

of boosting the quality of teachers' work is again seen as equally feasible by the teachers and 

the parents, while the students - as in all the cases - remain rather sceptical. Weeding out 

unsuitable teachers is considered equally feasible by the teachers and the students, while 

parents are somewhat more optimistic that it could happen. Appraisal's function of influencing 

salaries is considered to be the least likely outcome of appraisal by all three groups, but, as in 

most instances, teachers are the most optimistic, which might very well just be a typical case 

of wishful thinking.

Table 15: Comparison of the means of the distribution of respondents according to how feasible they think the 
aims of appraisal would be on a five-point scale (N Survey 1=114; N Survey 2=257; N Survey 3=306)*

Q. 4 of Survey 1 & Q. 1, Surveys 2&3 (strengths and weaknesses)
Q .3 of Survey 1 & Q. 2, Surveys 2&3 (boosting the quality of work)
Q. 8, Survey 1 & Q. 3, Surveys 2&3 (weeding out unsuitable teachers)
Q. 5 of Survey 1 & Q 4, Surveys 2&3 (influence on salaries)

teachers
4.52
4.09
4.26
4.24

students
4.17
3.73
4.29
3.43

parents
4.04
3.95
4.00
3.43

' It should be noted that the questions were formulated somewhat differently in Survey 1 and Surveys 2 & 3.

Summing up the more sophisticated data from the teachers' questionnaire, we can say that 

- depending on how high they stand in the school hierarchy - teachers are generally rather 

sceptical about the feasibility of the aims of appraisal, particularly when it comes to areas that 

are concerned with the operation of the institution as such.

These findings shed some light on the quality of school culture - and the form of teacher 

culture (patterns of relationships between teachers and their colleagues) in particular, through 

which the contents of these cultures are realized and re-defined - in Hungarian schools as 

perceived by teachers. For lack of evidence from relevant research in this area I can only rely 

on my own teaching experience to claim that - at least the Hungarian teacher cultures I am 

familiar with - are predominantly characterized by what Hargreaves (1994) describes as 

individualism on the one hand, and balkanization on the other (with some occasional
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collaboration on the side), neither of which are suitable forms for creating the necessary 

atmosphere for understanding the limits to and possibilities of teacher development and 
educational change.

What should assessment be based on? (Section 2, Surveys 1, 2 and 3)

The next set of data relates to the participants' opinion of what the key information sources 

and techniques of data collection in appraisal should be. These areas represent information 

sources and techniques that can be associated with various views and assumptions about 

teaching: some are typical of teaching being construed as labour, others as craft, and some as 

profession or art.

In Question A respondents were provided with a list of 15 possible information sources 

(and techniques) and asked to evaluate the individual items according to how right and 

reasonable they thought their inclusion would be in the appraisal process, and in Question B 

they were asked to give reasons for their judgment if they deemed a particular item an 

unreliable or misleading source or technique.

This section was the same in all three surveys, except that in Surveys 2 and 3, except that 

Question B of Survey 1 - the open-ended question that asked participants to give reasons for 

their judgment if they deemed a particular item an unreliable or misleading source — was 

omitted from the student/parent questionnaire, as it was thought to be far too demanding

Question A: Evaluating the key information sources and techniques

In Question A they were asked to evaluate 15 different information sources and techniques 

on a five-point Likert-scale from crucial/essential source to unreliable/misleading data. The 

aggregate results are again expressed numerically in the following way: 5 points were given to 

'crucial source; essential data', 4 point were given for 'important, but not essential 

source/data', 3 for 'basically agree with it, but have certain doubts/reservations, 2 for 'not very 

important source/data; it's use is not justified', and 1 for 'unreliable/misleading source/data; 

would object to using it'.
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Outcomes

Teachers and heads/deputies

Table 16: Means of how respondents see the different key information sources and techniques in appraisal 
(Survey 1).____________________________________________________

mean
• the number of days the teacher spent off work during the year (regardless of the reason) 2.93
• number of years spent at that particular school 3.19
• number of years spent in the profession 3.32
• feedback from parents 3.37
• participation in the activities of the professional community outside the school 3.45
• written notices concerning disciplinary offences, formal commendations received 3.60
• the teacher's personality according to the other teachers in the same school 3.73
• student feedback 3.79
• appraisal interview with senior member(s) of staff 3.82
• the quantity of the teacher's out-of-class school activities 3.84
• qualifications 3.95
• classroom observation by visitors like the headmaster, 'outside' experts, colleagues etc. 3.97
• teacher self-appraisal 3.99
• the improvement of the performance of the teacher's students during a particular period of time 4.02
• the results the teacher's students achieved___________________________________4.14

The considerable differences between the means of the various items in Table 16 show that 
the participants made a very clear distinction between the uses of the different key information 
sources and techniques. The order of means suggests that they prefer sources that are of an 
attested, documented nature, but at the same time reflect the teacher's actual performance (the 
results of the teacher's students and the improvement of the performance of the teacher's 
students during a particular period of time, followed by teacher self appraisal and classroom 
observation) rather than the opinions of others (the teacher's personality according to the 
other teachers in the school, student feedback, feedback from parents) or simple factual data 
like the number of years spent in the profession or in a particular school, disciplinary 
offences/formal commendations, and particularly the number of days the teacher spent off 
work, which seems to be universally rejected by the respondents.

It is quite interesting though that, on the one hand, qualifications (as another factual-type 
source) come fairly high in the order, and, on the other hand, participation in the activities of 
the professional community outside the school and, to a certain degree, the quantity of the 
teacher's out-of-class school activities come lower than one would have thought. It is 
noticeable, however, that while the more time a teacher has spent in a particular school the less
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important the significance of qualifications become, the importance of out-of-class activities 
shows the opposite tendency.

Table 17: Means of how respondents with different number of years spent in a particular school see the use of 
qualifications, the quantity of the teacher's out-of-class school activities, and the appraisal interview as key 
information sources/techniques in appraisal and corresponding standard deviations (Survey 1).
years

<2 
2-10 
>10

mean std. dev.
qualifications

4.23 0.752 
3.97 0.999 
3.83 0.847

mean std. dev.
out-of-class school activities

3.47 0.943 
3.78 0.950 
3.96 0.938

mean std. dev.
appraisal interview

3.56 1.093 
3.71 0.891 
3.98 0.929

It is also worth mentioning that the appraisal interview, which has little or no tradition in 
Hungarian education but is a key techniques of data collection in the tried and trusted British 
appraisal system, comes rather low in the order, particularly in the case of those teachers who 
have spent a shorter period of time in the school i.e. most probably in the case of young 
teachers (Table 17). This phenomenon presumably has to do with the fact that in most cases 
the younger generation has no first-hand experience whatsoever of appraisal interviews; 
consequently they might find the idea a little more threatening than their more experienced 
colleagues.

If we take a closer look at the aggregate numerical results, we can see a somewhat more 
subtle picture (Appendix B/5.23). After merging the three 'positive' ('I would agree with its 
use') and the two 'negative' columns ('its use is not justified'), the results of certain items 
become considerably more characteristic. It is conspicuous, for example, that observation and 
student feedback (with 98.9 and 97.1% on the 'positive' side respectively) come by far the 
highest in this order, which indicates that a large proportion of the teachers in the sample still 
have serious reservations concerning the use of less conventional type of data. This attitude is 
particularly emphatic in the case of feedback from parents. It is also noticeable that items like 
the number of days spent off work, the number of years spent in a particular school, number of 
years spent in the profession, participation in the activities of the professional community, 
disciplinary offences/formal commendations and feedback from parents (with 34.5, 30.3, 23.7, 
19.1, 16.0, 15.9 % on the 'negative' side respectively) are all considered irrelevant, unreliable 
or misleading data whose use is strongly opposed by a large proportion of the respondents, but 
characteristically more so if they belong to the younger or more inexperienced generation 

(Tables 18 and 19).
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Table 18: Means of how respondents belonging to different age brackets see the use of the number of days spent 
off-work during the year as a key information source in appraisal and corresponding standard deviations (Survey

D- _________________________________________________;__________ years of mean standard deviation
age______________________________________________________________
<30 2.75 0.989

30-40 2.84 1.345
40-50 2.90 1.220
>50 3.90 0.737

Table 19: Means of how respondents with different number of years spent in a particular school see the use of 
feedback from parents as a key information source in appraisal and corresponding standard deviations (Survey
_D:_________________________________________

years_______________mean_____________________standard deviation_________
<2 2.76 1.091 

2-10 3.28 1.019 
>10 3.60 0.942

Students
In this question students were asked to evaluate the same 15 areas as their teachers in 

Survey 1 on a five-point scale from crucial/essential source to unreliable/misleading data. The 

aggregate results were calculated on the same basis as in the case of teachers.

The aggregate numerical data (merged data in Appendix B/5.29 and the detailed data in 

Appendix B/5.16) show that there are four areas that the students in the sample consider to be 

particularly important in appraisal: the teacher's qualifications, the students' own opinion, the 

improvement of the performance of the teacher's students, and the results the teacher's 

students achieved. At the same time, however, they do not think the number of days spent off 

work, the colleagues' opinion of the teacher's personality, teacher self/appraisal and the 

number of years spent in their present school matter much in passing a judgment on a 

teacher's performance. Areas like the quantity of the teacher's out-of-class school activities, 

participation in the activities of the professional community outside the school and the number 

of years spent in the profession and classroom observation are considered of average 

importance by students
Merging 1-2 and 3-4-5 to create data which represent 'positive' and 'negative' attitudes to 

the individual items boosts the acceptance of some aspects, first and foremost that of student 

feedback as it was the case with teachers, but at the same time it shows that there are a large
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number of respondents who have serious reservations about their use.

If we compare the teachers' and the students' opinion about the use of the different key 

areas in appraisal (Appendix 5.30), we can see a number of areas where the opinions are fairly 

similar, and also some where the opinions differ quite considerably. There seems to be no 

conspicuous difference in the way they see the importance of such areas as the teacher's 

qualifications, the students' achievements, the improvement of the performance of the 

teacher's students and the appraisal interview (all of them considered to be important by both 

cohorts) or the number of days spent off work, the number of years spent in the school, the 

number of years spent in the profession and participation in the activities of the professional 

community (all of the latter considered quite irrelevant in passing a judgment about a teacher's 

performance). At the same time, however, there is a significant difference of opinion as to how 

they see the importance of areas like classroom observation, out-of-class activities, 

participation in the activities of the professional community, teacher self-appraisal, 

disciplinary offences/commendations and the teacher's personality as seen by their 

colleagues, which are considered to be more important by teachers, while - not surprisingly - 

feedback from parents and particularly student feedback are seen as far more important 

aspects by students. It is also noticeable — and obviously quite important when it eventually 

comes to passing a judgment on the inclusion and weight of student opinions in appraisal - 

that students have a considerably narrower view of what the possible aspects of a teacher's 

performance should be, and consequently of what constitutes 'a good teacher' as student data 

are significantly higher in the 'not relevant' and much lower in the 'important' merged 

categories. While teachers think that there are quite a number of different aspects that should 

be taken into consideration (with 10 items above 60% in the merged 4-5 category), students 

would want to base appraisal on fewer aspects (with only 5 items above 60%).

Parents
The data (see detailed data in Appendix B/7.11) show that the parents in the sample 

consider the same four areas to be the most important in appraisal: the teacher's 

qualifications, the results the teacher's students achieved, the improvement of the performance 

of the teacher's students and student feedback, while they think that some other areas like the 

appraisal interview, lesson observation and disciplinary/commendation issues are quite 

important, too. At the same time, however, they do not think the number of years spent in their
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present school, participation in the activities of the professional community outside the school, 

the number of days spent off work, the number of years spent in the profession, the colleagues' 

opinion of the teacher's personality and the quantity of the teacher's out-of-class school 

activities matter much in passing a judgment on a teacher's performance. These judgments 

seem to reflect a somewhat selfish, utilitarian attitude on the part of the parents: they seem to 

be exclusively interested in aspects that have to do directly with their children's in-class 

progress, and they do not seem to care much about the teachers' personality or background.

Merging 1-2 and 3-4-5 to create data which represent 'positive' and 'negative' attitudes to 

the individual items considerably boosts the acceptance of aspects such as student feedback (as 

was the case with both the teachers and the students), the appraisal interview, classroom 

observation, feedback from parents and disciplinary/commendation issues, but again calls our 

attention to the fact that a large proportion of the respondents have serious reservations about 

their use.

Question B: Reasons for judging a source unreliable

Outcomes

In Question B respondents - only teachers - were asked to give reasons to their judgment if 

their choice was 1 ('unreliable/misleading source'). Typical comments included the following 

remarks:
'Publications and writing course books divert teachers' attention away from teaching.'

'Parents do not know much about their children's abilities.'

The majority of students and parents are not objective.'
'If someone is unsuitable for the profession, it does not matter how long s/he has been 

teaching.'

'It is irrelevant where one has acquired their experience.'

'Qualifications have nothing to do with the quality of a teacher's work.'

'It is extremely difficult to assess one's own performance.'
'A teacher can only reach good results at national competitions if his or her students have 

outstanding abilities.'
'Students' results are an unreliable source as they also depend on knowledge that comes
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from out-of-lesson sources like private lessons.' 

Summary

The comparison of teachers', students' and parents' opinion about the use of the different 

key areas in appraisal (Table 20) reveals that the general tendencies coincide quite closely on 
the part of the three cohorts.

Table 20: Comparison of the means of the distribution of how the use of the different key areas in appraisal is 
seen by the different cohorts in the three surveys (N Survey 1=114; N Survey 2=257; Njiuryey 3=306)______

mean

• classroom observation by visitors like the headmaster, 'outside'
experts, colleagues etc.

• student feedback

• feedback from parents

• the quantity of the teacher's out-of-class school activities (duties
of a form-master, leading societies, organising celebrations etc.)

• qualifications (university or college degree, PhD, single or double
major, foreign languages, participation in INSET courses etc.)

• participation in the activities of the professional community
outside the school

• number of years spent in the profession

• number of years spent at that particular school

• the improvement of the performance of teacher's students during a
particular period of time (e.g. based on achievement tests)

• the results the teacher's students achieved at national competitions,
the final exams and other outside exams

• the number of days the teacher spent off work during the year
(regardless of the reason)

• written notices concerning disciplinary offences, formal
commendations received for outstanding out-of-class activities

• the teacher's personality according to the other teachers in the
same school

• appraisal interview with senior member(s) of staff

• teacher self-appraisal

teachers 
(Survey 1)

3.97

3.79

3.37

3.84

3.95

3.45

3.32

3.19

4.02

4.14

2.93

3.6

3.73

3.82

4.14

students 
(Survey 2)

3.2

4.24

3.38

3.35

4.27

3.28

3.33

3.11

3.96

3.94

2.81

3.43

3.23

3.68

3.43

parents 
(Survey 3)

3.75

4.01

3.53

3.51

4.36

3.27

3.44

3.23

4.03

4.23

3.26

3.69

3.46

3,86

3.63

All three groups seem to agree that the teacher's qualifications, the results the teacher's 

students achieved, the improvement of the performance of the teacher's students and student 

feedback are particularly important aspects of appraisal, which is made complete by lesson
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observation, the quantity of the teacher's out-of-class school activities and the appraisal 
interview in the case of the teachers and, to a lesser degree, the parents. The three cohorts also 
seem to agree that aspects like the number of days the teacher spent off-work during the year, 
the number of years spent in their present school, the number of years spent in the profession, 
and participation in the activities of the professional community outside the school are the 
least important aspects of forming a judgment about a teacher's performance.

At the same time, however there is a conspicuous difference in the judgment of some 
items: obviously, teachers consider student feedback and qualifications relatively less 

important than the other two cohorts, while they think self-assessment, classroom observation, 
participation in the activities of the professional community and the quantity of the teacher's 
out-of-class school activities would deserve more attention, thus broadening the scope of 
aspects they think appraisal should be based on.

Focusing on teachers' opinions now, it is hardly surprising that the ambivalence that 
characterizes teachers' views on the aims of appraisal is clearly reflected in the way they look 

upon the key information sources and techniques of appraisal, as these ultimately depend on 
the purposes and the contexts of evaluation. The data suggest that the teachers in this sample 
would be equally willing to use information sources and techniques which are usually 
associated with either developmental or judgmental schemes. Some of their preferred 

information sources and techniques (such as the teacher's qualifications or student 
achievements) that are generally thought to be more in line with a primarily judgmental 

approach, while others (such as student feedback or appraisal interviews} are considered to be 

typical of developmental schemes. Interestingly, however, different assumptions about what 
constitutes good quality teaching do not seem to divide teachers at all: aspects such as the 
number of days the teacher spent off-work during the year, the number of years spent in their 
present school, the number of years spent in the profession or disciplinary offences, which are 
usually associated with teaching construed as labour, are almost unanimously rejected, 
whereas aspects such as classroom observation or self-assessment, which are considered to be 
techniques which fit the teaching as craft or profession assumption, are similarly unanimously 

supported by these teachers.
It is quite interesting that some of the findings of the survey of teachers' opinions seem to 

be out of line with the list of recommended sources or techniques in the literature: student
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feedback, participation in the activities of the professional community and the quantity of the 

teacher's out-of-class school activities do not feature particularly prominently in the key 

sources suggested either by the literature or the models of appraisal.

It is not surprising that teachers commented critically on the most controversial potential 
sources of information such as feedback from parents (and students), the number of years 
spent in the teaching profession, participation in the activities of the professional community 
and self-appraisal. At the same time, however, criticism was also levelled at areas with much 
greater acceptance among teachers like the students' results and qualifications, which goes to 
show how sensitive this issue is, and that even the seemingly most widely accepted sources of 
information are open to criticism.

Doubts and objections (Section 3, Survey 1)

In this section an attempt was made to explore teachers' fears concerning the possible 
drawbacks or dangers of introducing an appraisal scheme in order to find out more about the 
actual contextual factors of appraisal such as the general school culture and the climate for 
appraisal.

The respondents were provided with a list of 9 doubts and objections that are often raised 
in connection with appraisal, and were asked to evaluate the individual items on a five-point 
scale according to how great they thought the danger was that they might really cause 
problems if such a scheme were introduced at their school.

The aggregate results are expressed numerically in the following way: 5 points were given 
to 'almost certainly', 4 points were given for 'quite likely', 3 for 'it's hard to say', 2 for 'not 

likely', and 1 for 'it's out of the question'.

Outcomes

The means in Figure 16 (see detailed data in Appendix B/5.6) show that there are five 
areas here that the respondents consider rather problematic: impartiality, blaming the scheme 
rather than admitting weaknesses, carrying out the consequences, the reliability of the scheme 
and agreeing on the elements and criteria of the scheme. (3.50, 3.38, 3.37, 3.34 and 3.14 

respectively.)
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3,5- 

3-

2,5- 

2-

1,5- 

1

0,5-

mean

• uninterestedness

• negligence of management 

D unhealthy competition 

D security problems

• lack of agreement on criteria 

D unsuitable scheme

• problem with realisation of 
consequences

CD blaming the scheme

• impartiality

Figure 16
Means of how great the respondents thought the danger was that the doubts and objections raised in connection 

with appraisal could really cause problems if such a scheme were introduced at their school (Survey 1)

The responses here seem to coincide with the responses given to the questions about the 

desirable aims of appraisal (compare Table 16), where the participants deemed the 

improvement of communication, the fairer allocation of jobs, the comparability of individual 

performances the least desirable aims, thus suggesting a certain degree of reservation 

concerning the reliability of the assessment.

Looking at the details (Table 21), it is noticeable that the proportion of indecisive 

respondents is conspicuously large, which shows that practically all the items listed in this 

section raised a certain degree of doubt or fear in the participants' mind. It is only the role of 

the management and the danger of teachers not taking the procedures seriously (with 26.7 and 

18.3% respectively saying it is out of the question that they would cause any problems) on the 

one hand, and the realisation of the consequences, the issue of impartiality and the danger of 

putting the blame on the scheme (with 18.3, 17.5 and 16.7% respectively saying that it is 

almost certain that they will be problematic) on the other hand that seem to divide teachers to 

a certain extent.
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Table 21: Distribution of respondents according to how great they thought the danger was that the doubts and 
objections raised in connection with appraisal could really cause problems if such a scheme were introduced at 
their school (Survey 1; N=l 14).____________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________Rank order in percentages 
________________________________________________1234 5
• It would evoke undesirable competition between the teachers, thus 5.8 28.3 38.3 22.5 5.0 

poisoning the atmosphere in the staff-room.
• The members of staff could not reach an agreement on the necessary 8.3 27.5 17.5 35.0 11.7 

elements and different criteria of the scheme.
• It would be impossible to carry out impartially those elements of the 3.3 13.3 30.8 35.0 17.5 

scheme that require subjective judgment.
• It would be impossible to ensure the confidentiality of the data. 11.7 30.0 20.8 25.0 12.5

• Teachers wouldn't take the procedures seriously and they wouldn't really 18.3 35.0 40.8 5.0 0.8 
care about the scheme.

• Even if the scheme worked, the management wouldn't take "the 26.7 28.3 22.5 18.3 4.2 
messages" into consideration

• It would be impossible to work out a scheme that gave a realistic picture 4.2 16.9 30.5 37.3 11.0 
of the performance of different teachers.

• Even if the scheme worked, it would be impossible to carry out the 5.0 20.8 25 30.8 18.3 
consequences (e.g. to raise salaries, promote teachers, dismiss people).

• In the case of unfavourable results people would rather blame the scheme 0 23.3 31.7 28.3 16.7 
than admit their weaknesses.

Summary

These findings further reinforce the information from other sections of the questionnaire 
which reveal that appraisal cannot be separated from areas such as the 'cultural' issues 
endemic in a particular school or the whole of the educational system. The unmistakeable 
message emerging from these findings is that the process and success of teacher development 

depends very much on the context in which it takes place.
As, in most cases, appraisal focuses on the individual teacher's performance, personal 

qualities and personal beliefs and raises questions about the competence of those appraised, 
the introduction of a formal appraisal scheme is likely to cause anxiety within an institution. It 
has far reaching implications for organisations and individuals as well, so it is vital that - 
besides ensuring that the scheme has a clear concept and framework - it should be handled in 
a positive and sensitive way. Apart from fundamental confidentiality issues, it is essential that 
the whole process should be carried out in an appropriate environment and conducted in an 
atmosphere of trust and openness and a climate of negotiation, shared problem solving and 

collaborative decision-making. As the success of the appraisal process depends upon a high 
degree of mutual trust which is based upon a professional relationship, it is equally important
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that the acceptance of staff should be gained. Contextual factors such as confidentiality, 

agreement on the criteria, impartiality, competitiveness, motivation, the validity of the scheme, 

positive leadership, appropriate resourcing available for carrying out the consequences of the 

process, ethical considerations and the general climate for appraisal are important priorities for 

teachers which affect the success of development efforts. Critical reflection will not take place 

if there is neither chance nor encouragement for it, and the absence of a supportive school 

culture can create serious and perhaps insurmountable difficulties for teacher development and 

educational change initiatives such as appraisal. Relevant strategies recommended in the 

literature (e.g. Bollington, Hopkins and West, 1990; Jones and Mathias, 1995; Hargreaves and 

Fullan, 1992) include involving staff in decision-making processes, valuing staff contributions 

and initiatives, and developing school cultures in which teachers work closely together and 

support each other in the improvement and change process.

Who should conduct the appraisal? (Section 4, Survey 1)

In this section, inquiry was made regarding what role the teachers in the sample would 

assign to the different potential data collectors and data sources in the process of appraisal.

Participants were provided with a blank matrix with a list of 8 potential data sources on its 

vertical axis and a list of 5 data collection procedures on the horizontal one (all of them 

associated with the fundamental principles or strategic interests of appraisal such as the 

traditional bureaucratic pinciple and the professional principle on the one hand, and the 

primary purposes on theother), and they were asked to mark the combinations they considered 

to be the most suitable in the chart. They were allowed to include more than one row to any of 

the columns, and they were asked to leave the corresponding column unmarked if they 

objected to using a particular procedure.

Outcomes

Table 22: Distribution of respondents according to the role they would assign to the potential data collectors and 

data sources in the process of appraisal (Survey 1; N=l 14)________________________________
percentages

procedure^ observation questionnaire collecting factual measuring the appraisal
of the teacher's enquiring data concerning improvement of interview with the

data collector/source ^ lesson about the teacher the teacher students' teacher

___ ________ ______ ________ _____ knowledge________

outside expels) 40-8 24.2 41.7 44.2 31.7
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the school management
the head of the department
colleague(s) from the same dept.
colleague(s) from other depts.
the teacher's students
the students' parents
the teacher her/himself

77.5
75.8
75.8
22.5
9.2
20.8
11.7

26.7
16.7
14.2
6.7

47.5
34.2
10.8

55.0
34.2
11.7
6.7
9.2
9.2

21.7

42.5
40.0
29.2
0.8

23.2
10.8
45.8

70.0
60.8
40.8
13.3
19.2
20.0
18.3

The summative data in Table 22 show that our participants would assign the most 

important roles in the appraisal process to school management and heads of departments, in 

one word, their superiors (271.7 and 227.2 accumulated per cent respectively), and the least 

important roles to their colleagues from other departments and the students' parents (50.0 and 

95 accumulated per cent respectively). They also assign a considerable role to outside experts 

and their colleagues from the same department (182.6 and 171.7 accumulated per cent 

respectively) and a more moderate role to the students and the appraisees themselves (108.3 

for both).

If we examine the individual columns, we can conclude that it is their superiors and their 

colleagues in the same department that they would like to see in the role of the observer rather 

than outside experts or colleagues from other departments who might not be quite as familiar 

with their particular teaching contexts or the special pedagogical requirements of their 

subjects. There might be other, less "professional" considerations involved here, too.

They would want the students, their parents and the school management and outside 

experts to use questionnaires to inquire about the teacher, and they would entrust the school 

management, outside experts and the heads of departments with collecting factual data. 

According to them, the measurement of the improvement of the students' knowledge would 

best be done by the appraisees themselves along with outside experts, the school management 

and heads of departments. They think the best people to conduct the appraisal interview would 

be the school management and heads of departments, with some role also assigned to their 

colleagues in the same department and outside experts.
If we count the number of times a particular data collector/source was chosen (Appendix 

B/13), it is noticeable that, generally speaking, colleagues from other departments are 

considered to be the least competent group to take part in any aspect of the appraisal process, 

followed by the appraisees themselves. Other groups such as the students, their parents, or 

colleagues from the same department are only considered to be competent in one or, in certain
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cases, two particular aspects (procedures) but not in others. If we merge the two most 

frequently chosen categories, the data reinforce the general picture that the respondents 

consider the school management and heads of departments the most suitable groups to conduct 

the appraisal, while they do not altogether exclude the inclusion of specific information from 
other sources.

The differences become even more characteristic if we divide the responses into an 'active 

role' and a 'passive role' category (with 3, 4 and 5 being 'active' and the rest constituting the 

'passive' category), and it is clear that the dividing line is at the respondent's own level in the 

hierarchy, i.e. - in the case of the 'ordinary teacher' - at the colleague in the same department.

Summary

As the nature of an appraisal scheme is closely linked to its purpose, the choice of persons 

who manage and implement appraisal will also be closely linked to the nature and general 

purpose of the scheme. The suggestion in the literature is that judgmental systems tend to 

entail the involvement of external appraisers and/or internal appraisers from top of the school 

managerial hierarchy, while developmental schemes tend to delegate the task to senior and/or 

middle management personnel or even peers within schools. The findings of this survey are 

very interesting, however, because they do not seem to reinforce the controversial findings of 

other research in the international literature - i.e. while teachers are generally more in favour 

of a developmental scheme, most of them still regard appraisal as a fundamentally top-down 

process. The difference in the case of this sample is that while these teachers also see appraisal 

as a top-down process, they seem to be more in favour of a judgmental scheme. (See Section 

5, Survey 1 for details and possible explanations.)

What kind of criteria should be used? (Section 5, Survey 1)

In this section of the questionnaire inquiry was made into teachers' preferences concerning 

the alternatives of the three basic types of appraisal schemes with two alternatives in each 

case: central/custom type schemes, general/subject-based systems and schemes of a 

judgmental/developmental nature. The aim was to find out how important they consider the 

contextual factors of appraisal, how subject-specific they regard it, and also to obtain further 

information about the way they conceive the fundamental principles of appraisal.
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With each pair, respondents were asked to choose the alternative (or both alternatives if 

they thought both were equally suitable, as they are not necessarily mutually exclusive) they 

would prefer to have at their school, in their particular teaching context.

Outcomes

The data in the case of the central/custom alternatives show that while a large number of 

participants would prefer to see a custom-designed scheme at their school (48.8%), a relatively 

high number of teachers (31.3%) would not mind having a central system, and the proportion 

of those who thought that both alternatives were suitable is fairly high (19.9%), too. We can 

conclude then that our respondents did not attach disproportionately much importance to the 

individual features of a particular school.

However, the results show a considerably more characteristic difference between the 

general/subject-based alternatives: the vast majority of the participants expressed a marked 

preference for a general system worked out for all teachers teaching any subject at a particular 

school type which is based on the common elements (65.3%) rather than a subject-based 

scheme worked out for teachers teaching a particular subject (or group of subjects like foreign 

languages) (16.9%), and the number of those who would be ready to accept both types is 

relatively high (17.8%). The message from our respondents here is that they think that a 

system which is based on the common elements of all subjects would be fairer and thus more 

acceptable for them, most probably because they do not think the results of various subject- 

based systems could be comparable in any way.
The respondents also displayed a surprisingly decided preference in the case of the 

judgmental/developmental alternatives: most of them voted for a judgmental scheme (54.3%) 

rather than a developmental one (24.9%), but the proportion of those who would be willing to 

accept either of the two alternatives is relatively high (20.8%) as well.

Summary

These data suggest that, contrary to popular belief, - at least in our sample - teachers are in 

favour of summative appraisal which is based on the common elements of all subjects, 

preferably combined with custom designed elements worked out for a particular school type. 

The underlying reason for this preference might be expectations of a scheme that is suitable
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for comparing teachers' performance to a norm or to each other that could give them a better 

chance of being given a more sincere appreciation and a better acknowledgement of their 
efforts and achievements. It is another question that - as we saw it in Section 1, Survey 1 - 

they do not really believe that any appraisal system could really meet this requirement.

Who do the findings concern? (Section 6, Surveys 1 and Sections 3, Surveys 2 and 3)

In this section, all three cohorts were asked to indicate who they thought should have 

access to the findings of the appraisal procedure, which provides us with valuable further 

indirect information about participants' views about the fundamental purposes of appraisal.

Respondents were given a list of 7 groups of stakeholders in the appraisal process and they 

were asked to mark whether they would give these groups access to a) personal data and b) 

summarised anonymous data. This section of the questionnaire is the same in both 

questionnaires, except that instead of the 7 groups listed in Section 6 of Survey 1, there are 

only 5 groups listed in the student/parent questionnaire: I have incorporated the heads of 

departments into the school management and I have omitted members of the given 

department, as students do not have a clear idea of the role of departments in a school.

Outcomes

Teachers and heads/deputies

As far as giving access to personal data is concerned (Table 23), it is quite interesting that 

the majority of participants think that the findings concern the school management more 

(90.9%) than the teacher in question (86.7%). There were already signs of this respect for 

immediate authority in Sections 4 and 5, but in this section the respondents' authoritarian 

attitude is clearly demonstrated, particularly in view of the fact that the next largest proportion 

is that of the heads of department. It is also noticeable that 'outsiders' like supervisory 

authorities and students and their parents and the staff as such come very low on the list (with 

19.2%, 5.8% and 15.8% respectively).
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Table 23: Distribution of respondents according to who they think should have access to the findings of the 
appraisal procedure (Survey 1 ; N=l 14)

percentage

supervisory authorities (the local council, the ministry etc.)
the school management (the principal and her/his deputies)
the heads of departments
all members of staff
members of the given department
the teacher in question
the students and their parents

neither
20
3.3
13.3
19.2
17.5
7.5

32.5

anonymous
60.8
5.8
16.7
65.0
37.5
5.8

61.7

personal
10

64,2
55

10.8
39.2
66.7

5

both
9.2

26.7
15
5

5.8
20
0.8

As for giving access to anonymous data, the picture is quite the opposite: respondents 
would be ready to release this kind of information to groups to whom they would not reveal on 
personal data: the staff (65.0%), the students and their parents (61.7%) and also the 
supervisory authorities (60.8%).

The 'neither' column of the chart makes it clear again that the teachers in the sample think 
that the findings of appraisal first and foremost concern their superiors in the school hierarchy 

and the appraisees in question. It is also clear that they would like to exclude those who they 

think of as 'outsiders' who do not belong to the staff (authorities, students and their parents) 

i.e. those who are not their superiors.

Students
Generally speaking, the students in our sample would be far more ready to give access to 

personal data to all the groups than their teachers. (Appendix B/5.31.)They also think that it is 

the school management and the teacher in question that the findings concern first and foremost 

(76.2 and 73.0% respectively), but - not surprisingly - they would be more open towards 

themselves and their parents, and also to the supervisory authorities and all the members of the 

staff (45.0, 45.6 and 28.3 respectively, compared to 5.8, 19.2 and 15.8 in Survey 1). These 
tendencies are also corroborated by the data referring to giving access to anonymous 
information, where - except for the school management and the teacher in question - the 
percentages are consistently lower than they were in the case of teachers, simply because these 

percentages have gone over to the giving access to personal data column. It is true, at the same 

time, that in the case of the members of the staff the majority of the students think that giving 

access to anonymous data would be more appropriate than letting on anonymous data. 

However, in the case of the students and their parents and the supervisory authorities, this
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majority only refers to the anonymous/personal information relation but not to the 

anonymous/both relation.

The data in the 'neither' column of the chart show a similarly balanced picture, although 

the students seem to be somewhat more discreet towards teachers than the teachers 

themselves, except, of course, in the case of letting on either anonymous or personal 

information to students and their parents and, to a much lesser degree, the supervisory 

authorities.

Parents

The general tendency is that, quite like the students, parents would be more willing to give 

access to both anonymous and personal data to all the groups than the teachers. Besides the 

school management and the teacher in question, however, they think that the supervisory 

authorities should also be informed of the personal results (43.8, 43.8 and 39.5% respectively 

saying these groups should receive personal information). It is not surprising that they would 

be a quite open to themselves (and the students) and the staff, but they think anonymous 

information would be satisfactory (with (47.0, 51.6% respectively saying these groups should 

receive anonymous information).

The data in the 'neither' column of the chart reveal that while a large proportion of the 

parents do not think the parents and the staff should be given access to either personal or 

anonymous data (25.5 and 24.8% respectively, with low percentages on giving access to 

personal data) they are rather divided on the involvement of the supervisory authorities: 

whereas many of them would be ready reveal personal information about teachers (39.5%) 

more than one quarter of them (25.2%) took a very discreet attitude. (Appendix B/5.36.)

Summary

All sources in the literature stress that confidentiality is a vital feature of the appraisal 

interview. Although the key principles of handling personal data are covered by the Data 

Protection Act of 1992 in Hungary (LXIII torveny, 1992), the issue of who has access to the 

records of the interview, or, to put it another way, the ownership of the records, remains one of 

the most controversial issues about appraisal, and the literature emphasises the importance of 

building in appropriate safeguards to guarantee that sensitive data are dealt with in a 

confidential way.
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In the light of some previous findings of this survey it is not an unexpected outcome that 

the majority of respondents think that the findings of appraisal should primarily be the 

property of the school management. This attitude corroborates the findings of earlier sections 

which revealed that Hungarian stakeholders are in favour of a judgmental approach to 

appraisal, and - in line with the fundamentally authoritarian traditions of Hungarian education 

(society?) - they hold immediate authority in considerable respect, while they remain deeply 

suspicious of'outsiders' such as supervisory authorities.

What sort of criteria should be used in observation? (Section 7, Survey 1)

This section of the questionnaire focuses on the actual criteria of classroom observation, 

one of the most controversial issues in the appraisal literature, which is closely related to the 

fundamental views and assumptions about teaching on the one hand, and the divergent 

theories concerning the determinants of teaching quality and teacher effectiveness on the 

other. The outcomes of this section are particularly important, as inferences based on the 

teachers' judgment of the individual criteria might provide the researcher with invaluable 

indirect insight into the deeper layers of teachers' professional value systems.

The teachers in the sample were given an observation sheet with 27 items under three 

headings: the teacher's personal qualities, the quality of lesson planning and implementation. 

In Question A of this section participants were asked to decide if there were any items 

(criteria) they did not think could be judged at all on a single visit, and if they thought any of 

the items could only be judged partially. They were asked to leave the corresponding box 

unmarked if they thought the item was suitable. In Question B - an open-ended item - they 

were asked to add any important criteria they thought were missing from the observation 

sheet.
Unfortunately, there was a methodological problem in Part A which only emerged during 

the analysis: the fact that the respondents were asked to leave the box unmarked if they 

thought a particular item was a suitable criterion for use in classroom observation made it 

impossible to distinguish between those participants who considered the item perfectly 

acceptable and those who simply did not respond to a particular item. However, I think it is 

fair to suppose that the overwhelming majority of respondents followed the instructions 

carefully enough and left the boxes unmarked if they really thought the item was acceptable as
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a criterion for classroom observation. Even in a worst-case scenario, the deviation from the 

correct data cannot possibly be more than a few hundredths, which does not significantly 
jeopardise the validity and reliability of the data.

As this section of the student questionnaire is exactly the same as Section 8 of Survey 1. 
This means that it suffers from the same methodological weakness. The difference between 

the two cases is that our respondents are students here who might not be quite as disciplined as 

the teachers in the sample, thus lessening the reliability of the data.

Question A: Can the criteria be judged? 

Outcomes

Teachers and heads/deputies

Treating the data with due caution then, however, it is interesting to take a closer look at 

the proportion of those who - for whatever reason - did not respond to a particular item. 

(Appendix B/5.28.) The data, unreliable as they may be, show that probably the majority of 

the respondents were of the opinion that the criteria listed on the sheet could reliably be judged 

on a single visit (with an average of 50.8% for "suitable"). The tendency seems to be that the 
most accepted items can be found among the criteria listed under the implementation heading, 

whereas the criteria referring to lesson planning and particularly the teacher's qualities were 

less widely accepted.
There are criteria that relatively few teachers consider impossible for an observer to judge; 

they either accept them or say that they can only be judged partially: clarity of instructions 

(67.5% and 27.5% respectively), clarity and vividness of explanations (64.2 - 30.8), 

implementation of activities (63.3 - 32.5), questioning techniques (60.8 - 34.2), class 

management/organisation of class work (57.5 - 39.2), involving students in the work (56.7 - 

33.3), treatment of errors 56.7 - 30.8), time management/pace (51.7 - 42.5), student 

evaluation (54.2 - 30.8), the atmosphere of the lesson (55 - 33.3), preparation of activities 

(61.7 - 26.7), timing (54.2 - 30.0), clarity and appropriateness of aims and objectives (54.2 - 

28.3), the teacher's style and rapport with students (52.5 - 31.7) - all of them above 50% 

acceptance.
On the other hand, criteria such as anticipation of difficulties (31.7% acceptance with
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35.0% considering it impossible to judge on a single visit), ability to evaluate own 
performance objectively (31.7 and 35.0) ability to evaluate students' performance objectively 
(33.3 and 28.3) and preparation and variety of teaching materials and aids (38.3 and 26.7) 
seem to be much less acceptable for teachers (all of them below 35% acceptance and above 
25% rejection).

Interestingly, however, the data also show that the items that are considered to be 
impossible to judge by a relatively large proportion of teachers often have a fairly high 
acceptance rate, too, revealing how divided teachers are in judging these criteria. Examples of 
these controversial criteria include rapport with students (15.8% - 52.5% respectively! clarity 
and appropriateness of aims and objectives (17.5 - 54.2), preparation of activities (11.7 - 
61.7), student evaluation (15.0 - 54.2), the atmosphere of the lesson (11.7 - 55.0), 
achievement of aims and objectives (17.5 - 50.0), and ability to evaluate students' 
performance objectively (28.3 - 33.3) and variety and balance of task types and work modes 
(19.2-48.3).

While it is clear that the teachers in our sample prefer to take sides on the criteria to be 
used in observation rather than escape into choosing the rather more neutral 'partially' 
alternative, there are a few items which stand out among the others as particularly problematic 
to many participants; relatively few of the participants consider them suitable criteria as they 

stand and at the same time very few of the teachers say that they are impossible to judge 
either: these controversial items include attitude to the subject and the material, knowledge of 
subject, ability to adapt to students' cognitive level and a number of other items in the 
'personal qualities' and 'the quality of planning' sections of the observation sheet. Apparently, 
criteria that are concerned with the teacher's personality are the most problematic for most 
teachers, and the quality of lesson planning is considered to be more difficult to judge than 

implementation.

Question B: Are any criteria missing?

In Question B respondents were asked if they thought any important criteria were missing 
from the observation sheet. There were relatively few teachers who made any additions (19 in 
all), and quite a number of them merely reworded certain items on the sheet. Here follows a 

selection of some interesting additions:
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It is conspicuous that the vast majority of the additions have to do with the teacher's 

personality and the treatment of students (which, by their very nature, might not be very easy 

to judge during a single visit):

'The personality of the teacher.'

'Empathy with the students.'

'Rapport with students.'

'Dealing with unexpected situations.'

'Ability to motivate the students.'

'Ability to generate and maintain students' interest.'

'Ability to deal with students in a differentiated way.'

'Ability to help slower students to catch up with more talented ones.'

'Ability to spot and develop talent in students.'

There were only five suggestions for criteria that dealt with the lesson plan or 

implementation:

'Ability to link up her/his subject with other school subjects.'

'Ability to link up new input with material that has already been taught.'

'Ability to supply students with useful notes.'

'The phases of the lesson.'

'Frontal and individual work.'

However, there are three noteworthy suggestions that deal with observation itself: two of 

them say that the teacher's performance should be compared to previous observations and the 

third one calls our attention to the importance of systematic classroom observation.

'Progress made in problematic areas since the last visit.' 

'Improvement in weaknesses sported during previous visit(s).' 

'The importance of regular classroom observation.'

Summary

The observation form the questionnaire used as basis for eliciting teachers' views 

inevitably - and also deliberately - reflects the designer's own theoretical views and 

professional convictions. This is so because I was not interested in teachers' opinions of
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possible criteria in general, but their views on a list of criteria I specifically compiled for them 

on the recommendations of the literature that I deemed professionally convincing and sensible 

in the Hungarian educational context. This criterial list contains mixed criteria drawn from 

teacher effectiveness research, experience and psychology. It is based on a product model of 

appraisal using a combination of the three main models: the majority of the criteria are drawn 

from and the diagnostic model with some criteria drawn from the target output model. It uses a 

specific combination of different theories concerning the determinants of teaching quality and 

teacher effectiveness: most of the criteria are based on the theory that teaching quality results 

from the technical skills of classroom pedagogy, but some of the criteria are concerned with 

the sort of personal qualities that are suited to teaching and one question focuses on the 

teacher's subject expertise. It is based on conceptual frameworks for classroom observation 

designed and advocated by influential sources such as Good and Brophy (1984) and Brown 

and Mclntyre (1993), and great care was taken to ensure that the list should only contain 

criteria that were sufficiently correlated with effective teaching.

In the light of the careful considerations, it is not surprising that most teachers in the 

sample seem to accept the majority of the criteria as they stand on the observation sheet. It 

also indicates that the preliminary judgments were basically correct. However, there is a clear 

tendency for these teachers to consider criteria that are concerned with the teacher's 

personality less easy to judge than the technical skills of classroom pedagogy.

Reliability of student feedback (Section 8, Survey 1 and Section 4, Surveys 2 and 3)

In this part of the questionnaire the aim was to ascertain teachers' opinions about what is 

probably considered to be the most controversial technique of appraisal, particularly in view of 

the fact that there is very little information available about this method in the international 

literature.
In Part A of this section respondents were given a student feedback sheet containing 22 

items, and were asked to a) decide if there were any items they thought were completely 

unsuitable for contributing to a realistic picture about them as teachers and about the quality of 

their work, and b) those about which they did not think at all that their students could form a 

completely unbiased/competent/unambiguous judgment. They were asked c) to leave the 

corresponding box unmarked if they thought the item was suitable. In Part B they were asked
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to add any important items they thought were missing from the student feedback sheet.

Unfortunately, the same methodological problem affected this part of the questionnaire as 

the previous section. At the same time, however, the deviation from the correct data cannot 

possibly be more than a few hundredths here either, so it is very unlikely that the validity and 
reliability of the data were seriously imperilled.

Question A: Can the criteria be judged by students? 

Outcomes

Teachers and heads/deputies

The aggregate data in Table 24 show that the respondents consider the vast majority of the 

items on the sheet acceptable as they stand (with a very high average of 69.9% acceptance). 

There are some items which seem to be almost unequivocally thought to be acceptable criteria 

which can be fairly judged by students (with a percentage average of around or above 80% 

finding it acceptable and less than 5% claiming the item to be completely unsuitable), for 

example turns up for and finishes lessons on time, can maintain discipline without difficulty, 

creates an atmosphere in class which is good for my learning, looks upon students as partners 

at work and pays attention to student views, demonstrates enthusiasm about teaching her/his 

subject, marks tests in a reasonable time, and can make students like her/his subject.

The items that appear to be the most problematic for teachers include criteria like the 

general judgment at the end of the questionnaire: is excellent; the school should be proud to 

have her/him as a staff member, sets sensible and a reasonable amount of homework, makes 

full use of available course-time, is very good at her/his subject and teaches at a pace that is 

appropriate for me (with more than 10% saying it cannot be judged by a student at all and also 

with a relatively low acceptance rate). Other items seem to divide teachers somewhat more 

sharply: is seldom absent, has an assessment practice which is fair and predictable, is a 

person whose opinion I would trust even in personal matters, treats students equally and is 

obviously prepared for her/his lessons all have a relatively high rejection rate, but at the same 

time their acceptance rate is not particularly low either. Naturally, these problematic items also 

have a rather high percentage in the more undetermined 'they could not form a completely 

unbiased/competent/unambiguous judgment' column. Some items like is very good at her/his
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subject, demonstrates that s/he knows the subject material that s/he teaches, teaches at a pace 

that is appropriate for me, is obviously prepared for her/his lessons, presents subject 

matter/uses tasks in ways that are interesting or obviously useful to me and sets sensible and a 

reasonable amount of homework (all of them with above 30% saying they could not be judged 

safely) stand out as items that are considered to be particularly controversial by a lot of 

participants.

Table 24: Distribution of respondents according to how suitable they consider the criteria of student feedback 
(Survey 1;N=114)

percentage

In my opinion this teacher ...

• is very good at her/his subject (e.g. has a very good command of English)
• demonstrates that s/he knows the subject material that s/he teaches
• can maintain discipline without difficulty
• demonstrates enthusiasm about teaching her/his subject
• can make students like her/his subject
• is seldom absent
• turns up for and finishes lessons on time
• is obviously prepared for her/his classes
• makes full use of available course-time
• teaches at a pace that is appropriate for me
• creates an atmosphere in class which is good for my learning
• presents subject matter/uses tasks in ways that are interesting/useful to me
• sets sensible and a reasonable amount of homework
• has an assessment practice which is fair and predictable
• marks tests in a reasonable time
• looks upon students as partners at work and pays attention to student views
• treats students equally; s/he is not partial to her/his favourite students
• can pay attention to students as individuals, too.
• is predictable, her/his behaviour is not influenced by momentary moods.
• is a teacher whose opinion I'd trust in questions concerning my studies
• is a person whose opinion I would trust even in personal matters.
• is excellent; the school should be proud to have her/him as a staff member.

not at all

10.0
5.8
3.3
4.2
0.8
7.5
3.3
7.5
10.0
8.3
1.7
3.3
11.7
6.7
4.2
1.7
6.7
3.3
5.0
5.8
6.7
15.8

100%
not 

completely
52.5
40.8
12.5
15.0
19.2
13.3
10.8
35.0
25.8
40.8
15.0
33.3
31.7
24.2
15.0
16.7
26.7
17.5
19.2
21.7
17.5
25.0

no answer/ 
suitable
37.5
53.5
84.2
80.8
80.0
79.2
85.8
57.5
64.2
50.8
83.3
63.3
56.7
69.2
80.8
81.7
66.7
79.2
75.8
72.5
75.8
59.2

In order to be able to see the difference between the opinions of those in the school 

management and 'ordinary' teachers, I created two variables. Variable 1 contained those who 

expressed some kind of doubt (i.e. chose 1 or 2) and Variable 2 contained those who left the 

box unmarked. Then I ran factors on these variables. (The following questions did not fit into 

the factor structure: prepares for the lessons, teaches at the right pace, presents material in an 

interesting way, sets sensible and a reasonable amount of homework and the general question 

on excellence at the end of the questionnaire.) The main component analysis produced three
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factors: an 'attitude-related' one (Factor 1) containing questions like demonstrates enthusiasm, 

can make students like her/his subject, can maintain discipline without difficulty, is seldom 

absent, turns up and finishes lessons on time, can create a favourable atmosphere, marks tests 

in a reasonable time and looks upon students as partners. Another one (Factor 2) contained 

'personality-related' aspects like is predictable, is a teacher whose opinion I would trust on 

questions concerning the subject, is a person I would trust even in personal matters, treats 

students equally, can pay attention to students as individuals, and makes jull use of available 

course-time. Factor 3 contained questions that concerned the teachers knowledge of her/his 

subject: s/he is good at the subject s/he teaches and demonstrates mat she knows the subjects 

material (Figure 17).

pt rsonal: y -related knowled

Figure 17

Correlation between the respondent's position and how suitable they consider the criteria of student 

feedback - Factor 1: attitude-related criteria; Factor 2: personality-related criteria; Factor 3: knowledge- 

related criteria (r=) (Survey 1)

The results of the factor analysis revealed that in the case of the 'attitude-related' factor the 

teachers and the management see the students' ability to judge Ihe criteria quite similarly, 

although the management is more confident that the students could pass a reliable judgment on 

these issues. As far as 'personality-related' aspects are concerned, however, teachers are far 

more convinced of the students' aptness, whereas in the case of 'knowledge-related' criteria it
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is the management again who believes that the students' opinion could be reliable, while the 

teachers are rather sceptical about this. (See detailed data in Appendix B/5.7.)

Students

Looking at the aggregate results (Appendix B/5.32) with due care then, it is conspicuous 
that the proportion of students who thought the criteria on the feedback sheet were suitable for 

contributing to a realistic picture about the teacher and her/his work is significantly lower than 

it was in the case of their teachers (43.5% average acceptance rate as opposed to 69.9% for 

teachers). Similarly, the average rates are considerably higher both in the 'not completely' 

(20.7% and 6.0 % respectively) and the 'not at all' (36.2% and 24%) columns, too. The 

message here seems to be that, generally speaking, the students in the sample are significantly 

less certain than their teachers that they could judge the items on the feedback sheet correctly. 

In my opinion, this attitude shows considerable self-awareness, self-restraint and sobriety, in 

one word maturity, on the part of the students.

We can see interesting additional tendencies if we run two factors concerning these data 

(Table 25). If we create a factor that could be labelled as 'the pedagogical aspects of a 

teacher's performance' (Factor 1), which contains aspects like enthusiasm, can make the 

students like the subject, punctuality, creates a favourably atmosphere in class, presents 

material in an interesting way, has a fair and predictable assessment practice, marks tests in a 

reasonable time, looks upon students as partners, treats students equally, and has predictable 

behaviour, we can see an inverse factor score between the quality of latest average final grades 

and the confidence of the students that they could correctly judge a particular aspect. The 

better students are, the less confident they become, and vice versa.

Table 25: Correlation between the quality of students' latest average final grades and their confidence that they 
could correctly judge a particular aspect - Factor 1: pedagogical aspects; Factor 2: specialist knowledge (Survey

_2)._________________________________________________________________
factor scores

_______________________________pedagogical aspects______specialist knowledge
students with poor latest average final grades +0.114 -0.009
students with good latest average final grades_________-0.169______________+0.041________

At the same time, however, there is a positive factor score between the quality of latest 

average final grades and a factor which contains aspects commonly associated with the 

teacher's specialist knowledge of her/his subject rather than pedagogy in the general sense of
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the word (Factor 2): is good at her/his subject, demonstrates that s/he know the subject matter, 
prepares for the lessons, makes full use of available course-time, is a teacher whose opinion I 
would trust in questions concerning my studies of this subject and the general question on 
excellence at the end of the questionnaire. Better students are considerably more confident 
about the judgment of these issues than their academically less outstanding peers or than they 
were when it came to passing a judgment on their teachers' pedagogical or personality-related 
features.

Although the differences between the judgments of the individual items on the feedback 

sheet are considerably smaller than in the case of the teachers, there are some items in all three 
columns that deviate quite significantly from the average. In the 'no answer/suitable' column, 
for example, some items like marks tests in a reasonable time, creates an atmosphere in class 
•which is good for my learning, looks upon students as partners at work and pays attention to 
student views, teaches at a pace that is appropriate for me, can make students like her/his 
subject, sets sensible and a reasonable amount of homework and can pay attention to students 
as individuals, too (all of them H 45%) seem to receive more acceptance than others, showing 
that students are quite confident that they could pass a well-grounded judgment on these 
criteria. At he same time, however, in the 'not at all' column certain items such as is a person 
whose opinion I would trust even in personal matters, makes full use of available course-time, 
is predictable and is seldom absent (©25%) stand out as criteria that a lot of students do not 
think they are in a position to pass a judgment on. In addition to this group of criteria, some 

others like is very good at her/his subject, demonstrates that s/he knows the subject material 
that s/he teaches, can maintain discipline without difficulty and is a person whose opinion I 
would trust in any question concerning my studies of this subject (around or above 40%) 
would be rather difficult to form a competent judgment about for a relatively large number of 

students.

Parents
The relatively high percentages of the average acceptance rates (no answer/suitable) in the 

data (Appendix B/5.37) indicate that the majority of the parents in our sample seem to believe 

that their children could judge most of the criteria on the list quite realistically. Interestingly, 
however, the few items that they found problematic here such as the teacher's knowledge of 
her/his subject, the teacher's knowledge of the subject material s/he teaches and is a person
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whose opinion I would trust even in personal matters (and which were, incidentally, all found 
problematic by the students as well, but not by the teachers) - with the exception of the last 
item -, did not receive particularly high percentages in the 'not at all' column, which shows 

that parents are more uncertain than sure that their children could really judge these items. The 
items that did receive rather high percentages from the parents in the 'not at all' column were 

- among other things - found quite problematic by the students themselves, too: marks tests in 
a reasonable time, is a person whose opinion I would trust even in personal matters, is 
predictable, her/his behaviour is not influenced by her/his momentary moods and is seldom 
absent

The data in the 'students could not judge this one completely realistically' column seem to 

indicate that the parents are in doubt whether their children could pass judgment on aspects 

like the teacher's knowledge of her/his subject, the teacher's knowledge of the subject 

material s/he teaches and, to a lesser degree, also has an assessment practice which is fair and 

predictable teaches at a pace that is appropriate for me, can maintain discipline without 

difficulty, demonstrates enthusiasm about teaching her/his subject, makes full use of available 

course-time is excellent and the school should be proud to have her/him as a staff member. 

The particularly low percentages of factual items like punctuality, absenteeism and marking 

tests reveal that the high percentages in the 'could not judge this one' column in fact mean that 

the parents do not really think these items concern the students.

Question B: Are any criteria missing?

Teachers and heads/deputies
There were only 12 additions in all to the criteria listed on the sheet. As in the case of the 

observation sheet, the majority of the comments here refer to the teacher's personality, 
especially the teacher as a role model whose behaviour and attitudes are admirable enough for 

students to copy. The relatively large number of these additions clearly shows that this role 

model function of school teachers is still considered very important by many respondents. 
Other suggestions focus on more 'practical' aspects of a teacher's personality like patience, 

general education, predictability and consistency, devotion to the job and skills like 

organisational or assessment skills.
In addition to a general statement ('the students could judge all these things quite
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correctly'), the following additions were made to the list in the questionnaire: 
'The teacher is a personality role model for me.'

'This teacher's views on humanity, the world and life in general serve as a model for me.' 

'I look upon this teacher as a role model in terms of her/his attitude to work.' 
'I would like to have this teacher as my form-teacher.' 

This teacher can work and assess with patience and tolerance.' 

This teacher is well-educated and can place her/his subject in a wider context.' 
'Has a predictable, consistent assessment practice.' 

'Is a person who devotes a lot of her/his free time to students.' 
This teacher has very good organizational skills.'

Students

There were a total of 35 comments and additions made to the list of criteria on the original

sheet. Two of them were general statements concerning the list:

'We could judge these criteria, but it is not sure that we see things correctly.'

'If all our teachers were like the ideal teacher suggested by the criteria, it would be very

easy to be an outstanding student.'

In addition to items worded as proper feedback criteria, quite a number of additions were 

formulated as requirements or wishes rather than items on a feedback sheet, but the message in 

most of them is quite clear, and it would be easy to reword and make them sound like criteria. 

Just as in the case of the teachers, the demand among students for a teacher to be a role model 

for them crops up again:
'A teacher should set an example to the students with her/his private life as well.'

'A teacher's standards of behaviour and moral character should provide a role model for 

students to copy.'
Most of the criteria the students added to the list focus on the suitability of the teacher's 

personality for the job in the most general sense:
Teachers should be subjected to a personality test before they start teaching.'

This teacher does not bring her/his private problems into class.'

'A teacher should have proper standards of personal hygiene.' (!)

This teacher is reliable.'



214

Other comments highlight the importance of a teacher's ability to deal with students in a 

pedagogical sense:

This teacher can understand students.'

'There is a personal relationship between this teacher and the students.'

'This teacher is aware of students' rights and respects them.'

'A teacher should be able to teach and assess students without bias.'

'This teacher is not partial towards certain students.'

'This teacher is ready to help if I need it.'

'This teacher helps me if I cannot answer her/his questions.'

'A teacher should be ready to deal with the students' private problems, too.'

'A teacher should have a reasonable and just discipline policy.'

'This teacher is very patient.'

'A teacher should not be too enthusiastic about her/his subject.'

'This teacher does not smack students.' (!)

The relatively small number of additional criteria that refer specifically to a teacher's 

professional skills rather than the suitability of her/his personality clearly highlights the 

priorities of students again: we must not forget that interpersonal skills come much higher on a 

pupil's agenda than professional skills when passing a judgment on a teacher's performance:

'A teacher should also teach us study skills.'

'A teacher should give us enough practice.'

This teacher can explain things in a number of different ways.'

This teacher gives us a chance to improve our grades before the end of the term.'

Parents

There were 24 additions to and comments made on the criteria listed on the sheet. Some of 

them were of a very general nature (and not always to the point), either referring to student 

feedback as such or the teacher's responsibility concerning the general quality of teaching: 

These criteria are satisfactory and more than enough.' 

'Students would not have any difficulty in judging these criteria.' 

There are very few teachers who are accepted by both students and parents.' 

'A good teacher should take part in in-service training and educate her/himself to keep up 

with the development of her/his subject.'
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'It is not enough to be good at one's subject, attitude to students and teaching is just as
important.'

'The higher the professional quality, the better the students will be.'

'Teachers' work should be awarded with a decent salary.'

'Inset training should not happen at the expense of class time.'

'A lot of teachers are regularly absent from school.'

'The importance of regular classroom observation.' (Interestingly, this comment cropped

up almost verbatim in the teachers' answers, too.)

A number of comments focused on the suitability of a teacher's personality for the 

profession:

'It is important that the teacher's personality should be suitable for the profession.'

'The teacher's behaviour, speech and moral character should serve as a good model for

children.'

'Outward appearance is important, too.'

'Does the teacher drink? In what state does s/he go to work?' (!)

A relatively high number of the additional criteria suggested by parents refer to teachers' 

attitude to and relationship with students (and, in one particular case, the parents themselves), 

which clearly shows that this aspect is fairly high on their agenda:

'The ability to attract and hold students' attention.'

'Has good rapport with children.'

'Is interested in her/his students' private life, too.'

'Has personal relations with the students also outside the school.'

'Allows students to improve their grades before the end of the term.'

'The way the teacher deals with particularly problematic cases.'

'A good teacher should keep the parents informed about their children's progress.'

Summary

The criteria to be used for student feedback are perhaps even more controversial than those 

for classroom observation. The study surveyed the opinions of all three cohorts on this issue, 

and the data seem to indicate that most of the criteria used on the feedback sheet are 

acceptable as they stand to the vast majority of respondents, i.e. they think students could pass
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fair and correct judgments on most of these items. The items where a relatively high 
proportion of respondents raised objections usually referred to the students' impressions of 
their teachers' subject knowledge or concrete pedagogical practices, arguing that students 
might or might not be in a position to size up the true dimensions of a teacher's professional 
knowledge and might or might not always understand the relevant underlying tactical- 
pedagogical reasons for a particular procedure.

The comparison of the average acceptance rates (no answer/suitable) in the results of the 
three surveys (Table 26) shows that the parents' opinion concerning the suitability of the 
criteria on the feedback sheet for contributing to a realistic picture about the teacher and 
her/his represents a sort of a golden mean between the opinions of the teachers and the 
students: (61.5%, 69.9% and 43.5% respectively). Similarly, the average rates are consistently 
higher than those of the teachers and lower than those of the students both in the 'not 
completely' (25.5%, 24.0% and 36.2% respectively) and the 'not at all' (13.0% 6.0 % and 
20.7%) columns, too. This attitude reveals that the parents are more confident than the 
students themselves but less sure than the teachers that the students are mature and competent 
enough to pass a judgment on their teachers' performance.

Table 26: Comparison of the average acceptance rates of the respondents (no answer/suitable) in the three 
surveys according to how suitable they consider the criteria of student feedback (N Survey 1=114; N Survey 
2=257; N Survey 3; N=306)

percentage
no answer/suitable

teachers 
students 
parents

69.9
43.5 
61.5

not completely
24.0 
36.2
25.5

not at all
6.0 

20.7 
13.0

As for the criteria teachers, students and parents added to the original list, the majority of 
the suggested additions focus on the suitability of the teacher's personality for the job in a 
general sense followed by criteria that refer to teacher's attitude to students. The data indicate 
that all three cohorts place these aspects of a teacher's performance higher on their agenda 
than aspects that are commonly referred to as 'professional qualities' like teachers' subject 
knowledge, teaching methodology or class management.

In summary, however, the unmistakable message, admitted even by those most directly 
concerned, the teachers themselves, is that - at least according to this sample - student 
feedback is considered to be a fairly reliable source of information.
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Who would benefit most from the introduction of an appraisal scheme? (Section 9, Survey 1 

and Section 5, Surveys 2 and 3)

This section is concerned with another aspect of what is called 'teaching culture' or 
'school culture' in the literature on the one hand, and - in an indirect way - it also investigates 
respondents' assumptions and motivations underlying their views and beliefs about appraisal.

The questions inquired about how stakeholders thought teacher appraisal would be 
received in their school. They were provided with a list of four groups, and were asked to A) 
rank them according to which group they thought would benefit most from the introduction of 
an appraisal scheme, and B) evaluate how pleased they thought the different groups would be 
if such a system were introduced in their school. They were also asked C) to tick a box if they 
personally supported the introduction of some kind of an appraisal system in their school.

Question A: Ranking beneficiaries 

Outcomes

Teacher and heads/deputies
In question A participants were asked to rank the four groups listed in the chart from 1 to 4 

indicating to whom they thought the operation of such a scheme would be the most beneficial 
under the present circumstances.

Table 27: Distribution of respondents according to whom they think would 
such a scheme (Survey 1 ; N= 1 1 4)

benefit most from the operation of

percentage

the supervisory authorities of school
the school management
the teachers of the school
the students and their parents

first in order
28.4
33.3
17.1
21.3

second in order
11.4

37.0
35.5
21.3

third in order
15.9
24.7
27.6
36.3

fourth in order
44.3

4.9
19.7
21.3

The data in Table 27 show that, although participants are rather divided about practically 
all four groups, they still think that it is the school management who would benefit most from 
appraisal (70.3% put this item in the first or second place). It is noticeable that the teachers of 
the school got the lowest 'first in order' percentage, and very high ones in the 'fourth in order' 
column - which could be interpreted as a sign of a certain fear that appraisal might not be to
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their benefit -, however, the figure in the 'second in order' column is more encouraging.

Teachers seem to be deeply divided on the judgment of the other groups, particularly of 

the students and their parents. It is interesting that while a lot of them see the supervisory 

authorities as beneficiaries of appraisal, even more of them cannot see how it could be 

beneficial to them. The situation is quite the opposite in the case of the teachers of the school, 

where relatively few of them mention them in the first and fourth places, but a large number of 

them put teachers in the second or third places.

Students

The data (Appendix B/5.33) show that the students think that they themselves and their 

parents would benefit most from appraisal (73.9% put this item in the first or second place). It 

is noticeable that although the teachers and the school management got rather low percentages 

in the 'first in order' category, their percentages are the highest in the 'second in order' 

column (40.0% and 39.9% respectively), showing that these groups are also considered to be 

the beneficiaries of appraisal by the students. It is the supervisory authorities that got the 

highest percentages in the 'fourth in order' category (48.5%), which (supplemented by the 

15.1% of the 'third in order' category) clearly shows that the majority of the students do not 

really see how the authorities could benefit from the introduction of such a scheme. At the 

same time, however, despite the low percentage the school management got in the 'first in 

order' category (7.1%), its extremely low percentage in the 'fourth in order' column (3.9%!) 

shows that the students do seem to understand their role, and consider them important 

beneficiaries of appraisal. The situation is somewhat similar in the case of the staff but the 

more even distribution of the percentages show that the students are rather divided on this 

issue.

Parents
The data suggest that, quite like the students, the parents in our sample think that they 

themselves and their children would benefit most from appraisal (49.9% put this item into the 

'first in order' category), followed by the school management (21.9%) and the supervisory 

authorities(18,7%). Although the teachers got very low percentages in the 'first in order' 

category, their percentage is the highest in the 'second in order' category (45.7%), suggesting 

that in the parents' opinion teachers could still benefit from appraisal, too. It is the school 

management that comes first in the 'third in order' category, who got an outstandingly low
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percentage (1.3) in the 'fourth in order' column, revealing that it is the group that divides the 

respondents the least. Interestingly, however, the proportion of those who put students and 

parents and also teachers in this 'worst' category is relatively high, too, revealing that a lot of 

participants are somewhat divided on the judgment of these groups. (Appendix B/5.38.)

Question B: How pleased would the different groups be? 

Outcomes

Teacher and heads/deputies

Teachers were asked to evaluate how pleased they thought those listed in the chart would 

be if such a system were introduced in their school.

Table 28: Distribution of respondents according 
introduced in their school (Survey 1; N=l 14)

> to who they think would be most pleased if such a system were

percentage

the supervisory authorities of the school

the school management

the teachers of the school

the students and their parents

very much
64.8
61.7
11.2
41.1

with reservations
33.3

35.7
74.1
54.2

not at all
1.9

2.6
14.7
4.7

The data in Table 28 reveal that in their opinion it is the supervisory authorities and the 

school management (and, to a lesser degree, students and their parents) who would really be 

pleased to see appraisal introduced (64.8, 61.7% and 41.1, respectively), while the majority of 

teachers would welcome the scheme with reservations (74.1%) or would not be pleased at all 

(14.7). These results corroborate the findings of Question A, and strongly suggest that teachers 

are afraid of appraisal.

Students
In Question B participants show a similar tendency as in Question A: they think that they 

themselves and their parents (with 73.5% putting this group in the Very much' category!) 

would be the most pleased in the event of an appraisal scheme, followed by the supervisory 

authorities and the school management. The smallest percentage in the 'very much' column 

and the highest figure in the 'not at all' column make it clear that they also think that it is the
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teachers who would be the least pleased. They also emphasise that, with the exception of 
themselves and their parents, all groups would have rather grave reservations concerning 
appraisal. (Appendix B/5.34.)

Parents

In Question B participants show a similar tendency as in Question A: they think that they 
themselves and their children (62.3% in the 'very much' category) followed by the 
supervisory authorities (41.9) and the school management would be the most pleased in the 
event of an appraisal scheme. The smallest percentage in the 'very much' column and the 

highest figure in the 'not at all' column went to the teachers, who, in the parents' opinion, 

would be the least pleased. The data show that the parents think that besides the teachers 
themselves, both the school management and the authorities would have severe reservations 
concerning appraisal. (Appendix B/5.39.)

Question C: Supporting the introduction of an appraisal scheme 

Outcomes

Teachers and heads/deputies
In question C participants were asked to put a tick into the box if they personally would 

support the introduction of some kind of an appraisal scheme in their school. It is somewhat 
surprising that in spite of all the fears and reservations expressed in Questions A and B, 87 

respondents i.e. 72.5% of the participants in the survey said they would support the idea, 

which demonstrates a very positive attitude to appraisal.

Students
In the light of what turned out in Questions A and B, i.e. that the students in the sample 

think that it is themselves and their parents who would benefit most from institutionalised 

appraisal, it is not surprising at all that 186 respondents i.e. 72.4% of the student participants 
in the survey say they would support the idea of introducing some kind of an appraisal 

scheme. It is interesting that the proportion of students in favour of such a system is almost the 

same as that of the teachers.
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Parents

226 of the 306 respondents, i.e. 73.9% of the parents said they would support the 
introduction of some kind of appraisal scheme.

Summary

The comparison of the opinions of the participants in the three surveys (Table 29) reveals 
that while the teachers think that the introduction of an appraisal scheme would be beneficial 

to all groups (though somewhat more beneficial to the school management and the supervisory 
authorities and the least beneficial to themselves), the students and the parents think that they 
themselves would benefit most from it, followed by the supervisory authorities of the school. 
However, they agree with the teachers that it is the teachers who would benefit the least.

Table 29: Distribution of the respondents of the three surveys according to whom they think would benefit most 
from the operation of such a scheme - 'first in order' (N Survey 1=114; N Survey 2=257; N Survey 3=306)

percentage
teachers

the supervisory authorities of the school
the school management

the teachers of the school

the students and their parents

28.4
33.3
17.1
21.3

students
22.1
7.1

11.9
64.2

parents
18.7
21.9
7.3

49.9

Table 30: Comparison of the distribution of respondents according to who they think would be most pleased if 
such a system were introduced in their schools (N Survey 1=114; N Survey 2=257; N Survey 3=306)_________

percentage
teachers 

very not at all 
much

the supervisory authorities

the school management

the teachers of the school
the students and their parents

64.8

61.7
11.2
41.1

1.9

2.6
14.7
4.7

students 
very not at all 
much

31.3
18.4
12.0
73.5

15.0
12.5
39.7

parents 
very much not at all

41.9

26.0
14.5

10.2 62.3

8.6

8.2
27.7
8.9

The comparison of the distribution of the participants of the three surveys concerning the 

question of who would be most pleased if such a scheme were introduced in their school 
(Table 30) reveals that while the teachers in the sample think it is the supervisory authorities 
and the school management who would be the most pleased in the event of introducing an 

appraisal scheme in their schools, the students and the parents think that it is themselves who
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would be the most pleased. All three cohorts seem to agree, however, that it is the teachers 
who would be the least pleased.

The findings of both of these inquiries reveal that respondents - teachers in particular - 

look upon appraisal as a process which is based on fundamentally bureaucratic principles, 

which - no matter what the designers of the scheme say - is primarily meant to inform 

decision makers and/or 'customers' rather than serve true developmental purposes. The data 

suggest that teachers - on the receiving end of the process - regard appraisal with reservations 

and caution, while students and parents believe they could be the chief beneficiaries of it. 

None of these cohorts seem to acknowledge the developmental potential in appraisal in any 

other way than through bureaucratic or 'customer' pressure, which says a lot about the 

fundamentally judgmental ethos of Hungarian society in general and the state of school culture 

in particular.

At first sight it may seem surprising then that the comparison of the proportion of those in 

the three surveys who would say yes to the idea of introducing an appraisal scheme shows a 

very similar degree of support on all three sides (72.5 for teachers and 72.4 for pupils): three 

quarters of the participants are unequivocally in favour of it, which can be considered very 

massive support from those who are the most closely concerned with it. While students' and 

parents' motivation is entirely understandable, teachers' motivation is not easily explicable in 

terms of their interests. The only plausible explanation to this apparent contradiction is that 

teachers are either not familiar with or do not believe in the possibility of developmental 

appraisal on the one hand, and/or might give priority to other possible purposes in appraisal 

than development on the other.

5.3 Conclusion: lessons to be learnt from the surveys

When designing this study my main aim was to survey the views and opinions of those 

directly concerned with the appraisal process on such key issues of appraisal as the formative 

and summative dimensions of appraisal, the more specific purposes of appraisal, involvement 

in the appraisal process, information sources (criteria and techniques) and questions about 

the management of appraisal, in order to use the findings to attempt to identify the key 

requirements of an appraisal scheme that would be seen by the vast majority of Hungarian
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stakeholders as relevant, fair and reliable. It was clear that I needed a fairly large and widely 

dispersed population to be able to arrive at valid conclusions.

Although in the case of the students and the parents the sample of respondents looks big 

enough numerically, we must not forget that they all come from a mere six schools in all, and 

the sample is not geographically representative in any way either. The situation is similar - or 

even worse - in the case of the teachers and particularly the heads and deputies, where even 

the sample itself is relatively small. These circumstances do not permit definitive conclusions.

Despite its limitations, however, I am convinced that the study does highlight some 

interesting tendencies and does address certain questions which have never been studied in a 
Hungarian context.

5.3.1 General concept and basic framework

There were quite a number of sections and questions in the three surveys which 

investigated the opinions of the participants on ways of formulating the concept of and 

establishing a basic framework for a scheme for teacher appraisal.

The formative and summative dimensions of appraisal

The findings of the study seem to indicate that - contrary to popular belief and the 

suggestions of both the literature review and the review of models of appraisal - there is room 

for summative/judgmental appraisal in a Hungarian context; what is more, when asked 

directly in a yes-or-no question, the majority of teachers and members of the school 
management would prefer to have such a scheme rather than a formative/developmental one 

(Survey 1, Section 5).
This radical, "let's get things straight" attitude might be attributed to the fact that, on the 

one hand, most teachers have no previous experience whatsoever of developmental appraisal, 

and, on the other hand, they think that the most desirable aims of appraisal could best be met 

through summative/judgmental appraisal.
This attitude is corroborated by other data that concern access to the findings of appraisal 

(Survey 1, Section 6; Surveys 2 & 3, Section 3) and also by data that concern the role the 

teachers in the sample would assign to the different potential data collectors and data sources 

of appraisal (Survey 1, Section 4), both of which suggest a rather authoritarian approach on
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the part of the teachers.

At the same time, however, other aspects of the study which investigated the aims and 

possible consequences of appraisal in more detail e.g. those concerning the desirability of the 

aims of appraisal and the respondents' doubts and objections concerning appraisal, seem to 

indicate that teachers in particular are rather divided on all aspects that have a judgmental 

potential, and most of them are discernibly cautious of aspects that have a strong judgemental 

nature. These attitudes seem to reflect a certain ambivalence about the desirable purposes of 

appraisal, which may be rooted in such acute problems in Hungarian education (and in 

Hungarian society in general) such as job security, wage differentials between professions, 

sectors and different layers of society, and the general esteem of the teaching profession. 

Threatening as teachers may consider judgmental aspects, many of them would still be ready 

to put up with them if they were convinced that appraisal could provide solutions.

These emotions are corroborated by the findings that concern the participants' doubts and 

objections: the teachers in our sample were quite pessimistic about issues like impartiality, 

blaming the scheme rather than admitting weaknesses, carrying out the consequences, the 

reliability of the scheme and agreeing on the elements and criteria of the scheme, thus 

suggesting a certain degree of reservation concerning the reliability of assessment, which, 

incidentally, is a key requirement of judgmental appraisal.

Similarly, when asked who they thought would benefit most from the introduction of an 

appraisal scheme, the majority of teachers, parents and students in the sample thought that the 

real beneficiaries would be the school management and the authorities (and, in the case of the 

parents and the students, themselves), whereas they all thought that it was the teachers who 

would gain the least from it. The evidence from these findings all seems to point to one 

conclusion: although teachers are undoubtedly afraid of appraisal, they would still, in an 

almost masochistic way, like to go ahead with it.
No matter how much they might be in favour of a judgmental scheme in a direct yes-or-no 

question, and regardless of the possible underlying reasons for this, these details seem to 

suggest that - in agreement with the suggestions of the literature - teachers (and, to a lesser 

degree, students and parents, too) in the sample are rather distrustful and suspicious of these 

aspects and, to play safe, they would subconsciously like to keep the formative and summative 

dimensions of appraisal as far apart as possible.
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The more specific purposes of appraisal

As far as the more specific aims of appraisal are concerned, the results suggest that the 

teachers and the school management expect a scheme to help clarify the exact requirements 
and criteria in the teaching profession i.e. certain general professional issues such as making 

the requirements explicit for everyone, the identification of areas that need improvement at the 

school level, boosting the quality of teachers' work, and identifying individual strengths and 

weaknesses, as well as expectations concerning individual work such as a fairer distribution of 
financial remuneration and the elimination of unsuitable teachers.

At the same time, students and parents look upon appraisal as a way to have more say in 

the judgment of the individual teachers, and consider purposes such as 'weeding out 

unsuitable teachers' and 'obtaining a channel that could be used to let their teachers know 

what they like and dislike about their activities' to be the most desirable purposes of appraisal.

All three groups are rather pessimistic when it comes to evaluating how feasible the aims 
are, particularly as far as the assessment of individual performance is concerned: they do not 

seem to believe that a scheme could really have a significant influence on issues such as the 

quality of teachers' work, or the elimination of unsuitable teachers, let alone a fairer 

distribution of financial remuneration.

Involvement in the appraisal process

The study surveyed only the teachers' opinion on this aspect of appraisal. The results show 

that — like their colleagues abroad according to the literature - the teachers in our sample see 

appraisal as an essentially top-down process and they draw the line at their own level in the 

school hierarchy: in their mind appraisal is first and foremost a managerial job. They assign 

the most important roles to the school management and heads of departments, and they are 

cautious about involving their colleagues from other departments or the students' parents. 

They do not altogether reject the involvement of outside experts, colleagues from the same 

department, the teacher in question and the students, but they would assign well-defined, 

specific roles to these groups (such as giving written feedback in the case of students or 

collecting information about students' progress in the case of the appraisees themselves) rather 

than giving them a more comprehensive role in appraisal.
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5.3.2 Sources of information: criteria and methods

Types of criteria

The study asked teachers for their opinion on the kind of criteria that should be used in 

appraisal. The data seem to indicate that teachers would prefer a general scheme which is 

based on the common elements of all school subjects rather than a subject-specific one, and the 

majority of them would rather have a custom-designed scheme worked out for the teachers of 

an individual school than one that is based on the common features of a particular school-type.

Key information sources

As for the key areas of data collection and the nature of information to be collected the 

study surveyed the opinions of teachers and students as well as those of parents. The data 

suggest that all those concerned agree that the key aspects of data collection should be the 

teacher's qualifications, the results the teacher's students achieved, the improvement of the 

performance of the teacher's students and student feedback, along with areas such as lesson 

observation, the quantity of the teacher's out-of-class school activities and the appraisal 

interview. In addition to these, teachers would also include areas like self-assessment and 

participation in the activities of the professional community. Some of the findings of the 

survey of teachers' opinions seems out of line with the suggestions of the literature: student 

feedback, participation in the activities of the professional community and the quantity of the 

teacher's out-of-class school activities are areas that do not feature particularly prominently in 

the key areas suggested either by the literature or the models of appraisal.

At the same time, however, all three groups in this sample seem to agree that aspects like 

the number of days the teacher spent off-work during the year, the number of years spent in 

their present school, the number of years spent in the profession and participation in the 

activities of the professional community outside the school (most of which represent a 

bureaucratic attitude to appraisal reflecting a view in which teaching is construed as labour) 

are hardly relevant to the assessment of a teacher's actual professional performance.

The survey investigated the detailed opinions of stakeholders on two particularly 

controversial techniques of appraisal: teachers' opinions about classroom observation and the
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opinions of all three cohorts about student feedback.

Most teachers seem to accept the majority of the selected criteria as they stand on the 

observation sheet, but there is a clear tendency to consider criteria that are concerned with 

the teacher's personality less easy to judge than the quality of lesson planning, and lesson 

planning more problematic than implementation.

As for student feedback, the vast majority of respondents in the three cohorts agree that - 

given sensible and appropriately worded criteria - students could pass fair and correct 

judgments on most of these items, so with due caution, student feedback could be used in 

appraisal as a fairly reliable source of information

5.3.3 The management of appraisal

The findings in certain sections of the teachers' questionnaire, such as Section 3 or Section 

5, seem to indicate that teachers are extremely sensitive to the fairness of the circumstances 

and the transparency of the appraisal process. The data on the doubts and objections 

concerning the possible drawbacks or dangers of introducing an appraisal scheme for example 

reveal that practically all the items listed in this section raised a certain degree of doubt in the 

participants' minds, and the findings on the basic types of schemes suggest that teachers are 

interested in having a scheme that is custom-designed for the teachers of a particular school 

and which is based on the individual features of that school. It is also obvious from the data on 

giving access to the findings of appraisal (Section 6 of Survey 1 and Section 3 of Surveys 2 & 

3) that all those concerned want to see the data handled tactfully and discreetly.

The clear message emerging from these findings is that teachers in the sample identify the 

fair and considerate management of the appraisal process as a major priority and want to see 

it conducted in an atmosphere of trust and openness.

5.3.4 The key requirements

The evidence of the findings of these surveys seems to suggest that there is a potential 

demand among key stakeholders for a teacher appraisal scheme, on condition that

• // has a clear, sound concept and framework;
• participants have some control over data collection in terms of the major elements of the
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process and the setting of criteria;

• the formative and summative dimensions of the system are clearly distinguished;

• the appraisal process is handled in a positive and sensitive way and conducted in an 

atmosphere of fairness, trust and openness.
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6 Theoretical structure of a teacher appraisal scheme for use in 

Hungarian secondary schools

6.1 Introduction

In this part of the research - using the information I collected in my background research, 

i.e. through the study of the current context for appraisal in Hungary, the review of the 

international literature, the review of some selected models of appraisal and the surveys I 

conducted -1 draw up the theoretical structure (a set of proposed specifications and procedural 

rules) of an internal appraisal scheme that is intended to meet all the requirements of a 

professional system, and which could actually be used for assessing the performance of 

teachers in Hungarian secondary schools. The objective of this part of the project is to 

construct an appraisal scheme which could be used as a convenient starting point for further 

discussion of theoretical and practical appraisal-related issues in schools.

I devised the following aspects of the proposal:

- the fundamental principles of the system;

- the aims and objectives of the scheme;

- the specifications of the procedures, methods, tools, detailed criteria and recommended pro 

formas concerning the different components of the proposed appraisal cycle;

- a set of guidelines, 'procedural rules' for the management of the appraisal process.

In devising the scheme, certain conditions and premises were taken as base-lines. These 

were as follows:

- There has not been any formal teacher appraisal in Hungarian schools in the past 15 years;

- While until the late 1980s there existed a dreaded mixed external-internal summative/ 

judgmental inspectorial system, developmental teacher appraisal has no tradition at all in 

schools in the maintained sector in Hungary;

- By its very nature, an appraisal procedure is a potential threat to the atmosphere of any 

school;
- Teaching is a rather complex profession;

- In the current Hungarian educational context, schools cannot afford anything expensive.
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6.2 Rationale: overall context and prevailing conditions

As it is probably clear from the study of the current context for appraisal in Hungary 

(Chapter 2), there are a number of compelling reasons why the majority of teachers, parents, 

students and school managers in my surveys apparently insist it is time for teacher appraisal to 

be introduced in Hungarian secondary schools.

As of the academic year of 2002/2003, the 1999 Amendment of the Education Act of 1993 

imposed the mandatory inclusion of a quality assurance/assessment section in school 

development plans. With the performance of individual teachers being probably the single 

most important factor affecting effectiveness and the quality of work in a particular school, it 

is obvious that quality management should first and foremost mean the improvement of 

teachers' performance, an inevitable part of which should consequently be the regular 

assessment of the quality of their work. Unfortunately, however, the international quality 

assurance systems recommended by the Hungarian educational authorities do not normally 

include a teacher assessment element which has been worked out specifically for use in 

Hungarian (secondary) schools.

Even if it were not for the new Act, however, there has clearly been a strong governmental 

demand for the introduction of schemes that can formally assess teachers' performance for 

some time. (E.g. there have been efforts to introduce an incentive scheme intended to reward 

outstanding performance in the teaching profession, see 2.2.4 for details.)

At the same time, though, there have been hardly any initiatives on the part of schools in 

the maintained sector to come up with such schemes recently. In fact, except for a few 

exceptional cases of some local governments (e.g. that of the Budapest Mayor's Office) and 

particularly a few school heads doing some kind of evaluation of their own accord (as a rule, 

based almost exclusively on class observation, with the exception of the Mosonmagyarovar 

Kossuth Lajos Gimndzium [Toth Tiborne dr] and the Budaors Illyes Gyula Gimnazium es 

Kozgazdasdgi Szakkozepiskola, which came up with complex schemes, see 4.4.1 for details), 

ever since the abolition or rather gradual erosion and eventual subsidence of the traditional 

external/internal inspectorial (and later supervisory) system in the late 80s/early 90s, there has 

been no formal appraisal of any sort in Hungarian schools. (It is no accident, though, that there 

has been appraisal in private language schools and at certain university departments - see 

4.4.2 for details.) The resulting 'exlex' state seemed to have suited the overwhelming majority
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of teachers, and, as opinions about the old system were rather unfavourable, they took the 

subsidence of the old practice as one more of the blissful by-products of the democratic 

changes in the country, not realising, or rather not wanting to realise, that they could lose 

much more than they could gain during this interim period. By a great number of teachers, the 

inspectorial/supervisory system was considered to be - as far as it can be judged 

retrospectively, quite justifiably - far too formal, hopelessly detached from local teaching 

contexts, foreign to the teachers' own conceptions about education and theoretically 

unfounded, with criteria which were unpredictable and where the real aims of the process 

remained unclear. In spite of the goodwill and aptitude of most supervisors, the majority of 

teachers experienced the assessment procedure as an inequitable act of inspection, where it 

was not clear at all who was to benefit from the event and in what way (see 2.2.2 for details).

By now, however, the unambiguous findings of my surveys (see 5.2.3 for details) show 

that the various stakeholders' attitude towards appraisal seems to have changed 

fundamentally: about 3/4 of the teachers in my sample would be resolutely in favour of the 

introduction of a fair appraisal scheme, presumably because they are beginning to realise that

- especially now that job-security in the maintained sector has become a hot issue - in the 

absence of reliable appraisal they could even fall victim to unfounded judgments. In addition, 

the spirit of our age also suggests that everything that can be measured should be measured, 

and appraisal and feedback have become essential prerequisites of improvement. (See the 

significance of ratings in the media, and the proliferation of quality-assurance systems in the 

economy etc.)
At the same time, however, we must not forget that the opinions of the respondents in my 

sample do not necessarily reflect the views of all stakeholders in appraisal: most important of 

all, these respondents had been offered the rough outline of a (to all intents) fair and well- 

meaning appraisal scheme to comment on, and, in addition, we do not exactly know to what 

extent the sample was self-selected either. It is an undeniable fact, though, that over the past 

fifteen-odd years a new generation of teachers has entered the profession, which cannot 

possibly have much first-hand experience of assessment, which means they would have to face 

something unfamiliar. This generates fear in itself, while the older generation has bad 

memories of the authoritarian quality control-type inspections of the past decades. As a result

- in spite of the seemingly overwhelming theoretical support demonstrated in my surveys - it
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would not be surprising if any attempt to introduce an assessment system were received with 
considerable suspicion to start with (particularly without the appropriate information about the 

nature of the scheme). It is easy to predict that the first few steps in actually introducing such a 
scheme will be rather difficult to take. Even if they approve of appraisal in principle, many 

teachers are likely to look upon the proposals as yet another means of limiting their freedom 

and adding to their burdens rather than a chance for improvement. This, however - in addition 
to being an absolutely natural reaction - does not constitute a problem in my opinion, as there 

would be no point in introducing an assessment scheme whose benefits are not obvious and 

which is not fully acceptable to all those concerned.

6.3 Theoretical considerations and methodology

Both the review of the literature and different models of appraisal and the surveys of the 

opinions of different stakeholders in Hungarian secondary education reveal that at the centre 

of the process of appraisal is methodology, i.e. a systematic and logical study of the general 

principles guiding the inquiry. From this follow the methods of the research: the research 
strategy (or procedure) which denotes the way in which one particular empirical study is 

designed and carried out and the research techniques which refer to the specific fact-finding 

manipulative operations used to yield data. (Burgess, 1989)

As we have seen, different methodologies, procedures and techniques are suited to 
different purposes (Winter, 1989). The first and most important thing I had to do was define 

the purposes of the appraisal scheme to be designed. As there was a readily available body of 

evidence and argument that a plurality of aims rendered appraisal schemes ineffective (Winter, 

1989), I had to choose one main purpose, which, on the basis of my own value system, turned 

out to be "to help improve the quality of teaching and learning", an unequivocal development

purpose.
As the literature which stands closest to my own convictions about appraisal suggests (e.g. 

Elliott, 1998) that an appraisal system which aims to foster excellence must protect and 

develop reflexivity, what is required is a genuine appraisal dialogue between the appraisee and 

appraisers about the qualitative requirements of the situation, and the extent to which they are 

manifested in performance. The findings of the appraisal and the judgements of appraisers are
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not definitive, but a useful resource for enhancing the appraisee's capacities for self-awareness 

and self development. The point is that the final assessment, in any appraisal system which 

aims to develop a person's capacity to make responsible judgments and decisions in particular 

performance settings, must rest with the performer. Searching for a suitable approach to an 

appraisal process which could be instrumental in achieving this aim, 1 came to the conclusion 

that it was a process model which used time-tested techniques from the product model that 

would be the most suitable approach. The process model looks upon teachers as professionals 

and its value lies in carrying out appraisal: the outcomes are unique to the individual 

practitioner and the specific context. It does not generate information about a teacher's work 

but insight for the teachers themselves to use in improving their work, as opposed to the 

product model where the value is in the product: in this model information is used for 

bureaucratic purposes (a set of objects is agreed and then performance is compared).

6.4 Basic premises

6.4.1 The fundamental nature of this scheme

In theory, staff appraisal systems can serve a large number of different purposes: to 

identify strengths and weaknesses, to compare a teacher's performance to a norm or other 

teachers, to plan staff development, course allocation, internal evaluation, or it can be a part of 

quality assessment for external bodies etc. While all of these functions could be valid and 

useful to any school, no scheme can possibly embrace each and every one of them at the same 

time with equal plausibility: in fact the compatibility of aims is one of the most controversial 

issues about teacher appraisal (see 3.4.1 in the literature review, 4.5.1 in the review of models 

of appraisal and 5.3.1 in the surveys for details). There is hardly any doubt then that the clear 

definition of the purposes of the appraisal scheme is of crucial importance.

We saw in the previous chapters how far-reaching and profound was the influence that the 

fundamental principles, theories and stated aims exerted on the nature and the consequent uses 

of the scheme, and also how these aims inevitably determined participants' - both appraisees' 

and appraisers' - attitude to appraisal. We have also seen that, according both to most sources 

in the literature and to my own experience, it is extremely problematic to bring the two
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potentially conflicting aims of formativeness (development) and summativeness 

(accountability) into agreement with each other within the framework of a single scheme (see 
3.4.1 and 4.4.2 for details).

While most sources in the international literature suggest that there is a fair measure of 

agreement among teachers that the main purpose of appraisal should be professional 

development, i.e. it should be related to improving performance, my own surveys reveal that - 

probably for very specific socio-political reasons rather than from real professional conviction 

- the opinions of key Hungarian stakeholders are somewhat more in favour of judgmental 

schemes. (See 5.3.1 for details.) (It should be noted here that in the late 90s there were signs of 

this kind of attitude among teachers in British surveys as well: see 3.4.1 for details about the 

NASUWT poll [DfES, 1999].) In addition, it is very likely that - if there is no initiative on the 

teachers' part to come up with a scheme that considers formative aims as the most important 

objectives of appraisal - sooner or later the educational authorities - being in a stronger 

position - will bring forward a plan which will operate according to their interests, which 

means that the central purpose of the scheme will be accountability, i.e. to form judgments 

about teachers' performance, as the interest of the authorities is obviously that they should 

have something tangible on which to base decisions about the differential treatment of 

teachers (and schools) in case of some kind of an emergency (e.g. budgeting problems, 

decreasing student numbers etc.).

It is also clear that these two aims - although they do overlap in certain respects, and they 

both claim to primarily guard and serve a third party's, the customers', i.e. the students' and 

their parents' interests - actually directly serve the interests of the two key responsible 

stakeholders on the educational scene: the teachers or employees on the one hand and the 

employers or educational authorities on the other. In this sense the decision about the 

fundamental nature of the scheme is a question which requires due deliberation and careful 

consideration about whose interests should be considered more important and whose interests 

we believe would be more beneficial to all those concerned.

Both the literature (see Conclusions in 3.5.1 for details) and the surveys (see Conclusions 

in 4.5.1) suggest that the judgmental and developmental dimensions of appraisal should 

preferably be kept as far apart as possible. They do not, however, altogether exclude the 

possibility of harmonizing the two aims within the framework of one scheme, and certain
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sources claim that assessment data can be used for both purposes supposing that they are 

initially collected for primarily formative purposes. In addition, certain sources - such as the 

1998 Green Paper (see 3.4.1 for details) - even recommend the inclusion of some overtly 

judgmental elements in the scheme in order that the appraisal process should be taken 
seriously enough.

As the ultimate decision about the fundamental nature of the scheme is left to the 

discretion of the designer (or rather the body which orders the scheme - which, however, is 

irrelevant in our case), on the basis of what I have found in the international literature (see 

3.5.1 for details), which was even strengthened by the messages emerging from my surveys 

(see 5.3.1 for details), // is my firm professional (and thus admittedly not independent) 

conviction that appraisal needs to be linked to development, so it is an appraisal scheme 

which focuses primarily on developmental aspects rather than judgmental ones that is in the 

best interests of the teaching profession. Consequently, this scheme will focus on two basic 

aims: while taking the message about the compatibility of purposes painstakingly seriously, in 

addition to the primary (formative) purpose of improving the quality of teaching by helping 

teachers and management to identify problem areas and work towards realistic goals, my 

secondary (summative) purpose will be to devise a scheme which — without establishing any 

explicit in-house school 'ranking' of staff — could also provide the school management with 

information about staff members so that certain managerial decisions (routinely claimed to be 

based on the quality of teachers' performance) can be made in a fairer way.

It should be noted that the proposed system will not be concerned with head teacher 

appraisal as the purposes and scope of evaluating managerial performance are so different that 

this should be the subject of another project. At the same time, however, the head and the 

deputies (as well as the heads of departments) will also be appraised here in their capacity of 

teachers of their subjects.

6.4.2 Key principles

The analysis of the current context for teacher appraisal in Hungary (see Conclusion in 2.4 

for details), the review of the international literature (see Conclusion in 3.5.1 for details), the 

review of some selected models of appraisal (see Conclusion in 4.5.3 for details), personal 

experience (see 4.4.2 for details) and the findings of my surveys (see 5.5 for details) make it
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absolutely clear that it is essential that certain principles should be taken as base-lines in the 

devising of an appraisal scheme. On the basis of these findings I have come to the conclusion 

that under the prevailing conditions in Hungary a primarily developmental scheme 

recommended for use in secondary schools should be in accordance with the following key 

principles and consequent fundamental requirements:

The principle of a primarily formative intention

As the basic aim of this scheme is to improve the quality of work both at the individual 

and institutional level, it is a basic requirement that it should be suitable for identifying areas 

of good performance and successful work and that it should also be suitable for identifying 

problematic areas and setting targets that can help improve performance. It is also important 

that it should be suitable for revealing any significant changes in a teacher's performance in 

the consecutive appraisal cycles in order to keep track of documentable improvement. A 

secondary requirement here is that the scheme should improve the quality of work by 

enhancing communication between teachers and school management and it should help the 

school management find out more about the opinions of the staff.

While this principle declares the priority of developmental purposes, it does not altogether 

exclude the incorporation of certain judgmental aims; although the main focus is on improving 

the quality of teaching, the findings of the appraisal process also provide the school 

management with information about the appraisee's performance which may serve as a basis 

for certain well-defined managerial decisions.

The principle of versatility

As secondary school teachers are required to perform several different tasks and 

responsibilities (see 3.4.5 in the literature review and 5.2.3 in the survey for details), it is 

essential that the appraisal scheme should take into account the teachers' activities both in 

areas that are related to the teaching of their subjects and in areas that are related to the 

management and organisation of the life of the school. It is equally important that the scheme 

should make clear the criteria against which a particular staff chooses to assess the 

performance of its members.
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The principle of fairness

As - particularly with the unpleasant memories of the rather superficial but none the less 
quite influential judgmental external and internal inspections of past decades in Hungary (see 
2.2 for details) still haunting - appraisal is an extremely sensitive and delicate issue (see 4.4.2 

in the review of selected models of appraisal), it is crucial that the introduction of the scheme 
should be as fair and democratic a process as possible. To this end, it is required that any 

teacher appraisal scheme should be discussed, revised and finally formally approved of (and 

preferably even - at least partly - be worked out) by the staff of the school.

It is also a basic fairness requirement that the scheme should aim at being as simple, clear 

and objective as possible, and all its details and elements should be completely transparent. It 

should only assess areas about which there are suitable data available, it should involve the 

appraisee in the appraisal process as much as possible, the appraisees should have access to all 

the data gathered about them, it should give the appraisees an opportunity to voice their views 
on the data gathered about them, and it should include a complaints procedure. Most important 

of all, however, the scheme should, of course, be in full compliance with Act of 1992 of the 

Republic of Hungary on the Protection of Personal Data (LXIII torveny, 1992) and should 

handle all personal information confidentially, precluding any possibility of humiliation or 
loss of face and thus forestalling unnecessary rivalry and potential hostility between staff 

members.

The principle of reliance on current best practices

This principle requires that the appraisal scheme should only contain processes, 

measurement tools and management considerations and techniques that are regarded as tested, 

generally accepted elements and tools of appraisal by the international literature. Among other 

things - in addition to the basic principles mentioned so far - these include the application of 
processes such as classroom observations, student feedback, self-appraisal, soliciting opinions 

and interviews; tools such as observation sheets, questionnaires, statement forms, discussions; 
and management considerations such as having a top-down approach to the process, having a 

biennial appraisal cycle, having a teacher's appraisal handbook etc.
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The principle of feasibility and practicality

As there is little time, money or energy available in our schools, it is a strict requirement 

that the scheme should be as money, time and work-efficient as possible. (See 3.5 for 
conclusions drawn from the literature.)

Most important of all, this requirement excludes the use of outside experts, which is not 

supported by the findings of the preliminary study, anyway.

6.4.3 The specific aims of the appraisal scheme

As we have seen, the most general aim of this teacher appraisal scheme is that it should 

contribute to the improvement of the quality of teaching and learning in a particular school by 

forming a sort of a bridge between the institution-level aims laid down in the school 

development plan and the performance of the school's individual teachers. This main aim can 

be achieved through accomplishing two sets of sub-aims: firstly, aims that are directly 

associated with the improvement of the quality of the performance of individual teachers; 

secondly, (both individual and school level) aims that are meant to improve the quality of the 

organisation and management of work in the school. Both of these sets of aims are basically 

and primarily of a developmental rather than a judgmental or summative nature.

Aims associated with the improvement of the professional quality of teaching

- to help teachers form a realistic picture of how their performance is judged from the 

'outside' against a measure that has been approved by the professional community of the 

school;
- to recognise remarkable achievements, and to acknowledge any perceptible improvement 

in the performance of an individual teacher;

- to help to reveal possible individual weaknesses and - on the basis of this information - to 

contribute to the professional improvement of teachers by counselling and the setting of 

individual targets.
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Alms concerning the improvement of the quality of school management

- to contribute to the identification and solution of problems related to the provision of 

facilities and the managerial conditions of the school which are necessary for the 
improvement of the standards of education;

- to contribute to co-ordinating and harmonising individual wants and needs and in-service 
training;

- to help to achieve a better distribution of work-load in the school;

- to provide information for up-dating and revising the school development plan;

- to improve communication between the teachers and the school management;

- to provide confidential information for managerial decisions on appointments and 

promotion;

- to provide confidential information for managerial decisions on pay and bonuses;

Only the last two of the aims in this category (and, in fact, in the whole scheme) are 

primarily of a judgmental or summative nature in the scheme.

6.4.4 Preliminary managerial considerations: the negotiated nature of appraisal and the 

incorporation of local priorities

As appraisal in this scheme is considered to be primarily of a formative, developmental 

nature, it follows that it has a basically evaluative rather than controlling function. As the 

aspects and criteria of evaluation, unlike in the case of control, are based on the individual 

characteristics and specific needs of an institution rather than on pre-determined, independent, 

external norms or standards, it is of crucial importance that the whole appraisal scheme and all 

its individual elements should be applied with the full approval of the staff, or, even better, be 

worked out in collaboration with them.
As the various components of my preliminary study suggest, there should be a number of 

key managerial considerations for introducing a well-thought out scheme that is managed with 

care and sensitivity (see 4.5.2 in the review of models and 5.3.3 in the surveys for details), the 

most important of which is to create an appropriate climate by developing a shared 

understanding of the underlying principles, the main aims, the detailed criteria and the 

components of the appraisal process. The literature and experience from tested models
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suggests that there are three fundamental prerequisites for such a climate: first, the appraisees 

should be actively involved in the preparations for the introduction of the scheme, second, 

there should be appropriate training for appraisal, and third, the school should publish a 

written appraisal policy statement supplemented with or in the form of an appraisal handbook. 
(see 4.5.2 for details on these issues).

On practical grounds and the - almost unanimous - recommendation of the literature, the 
scheme will be based on a biennial cycle of appraisal.

6.4.5 Preparation and training for the appraisal process

Training for the appraisal process in a Hungarian context seems to be a rather problematic 
issue, as there are neither experts nor professional background institutions available and there 
is hardly any Hungarian language literature on this subject as yet. Probably the second best 
idea for the moment is to offer schools and administrators the descriptions and documents of 
'ready-made' schemes like this proposal which would spark off discussions and negotiations 
about an agreement on a home-grown revised scheme. Under the present circumstances the 
initiative in taking the first steps should best be taken by a member of the school management 
(preferably the head teacher), who should start by handing out copies of a sort of a preliminary 
appraisal booklet which would generate discussion within the school. A preliminary appraisal 

staff meeting would then give the staff the opportunity to clarify basic conceptual and 
organisational issues, and also an opportunity for the management to respond to the concerns 
of staff regarding appraisal. Then groups of three or four volunteers (six to eight groups 
altogether) could undertake the job of reviewing the individual 'pre-fabricated' elements (e.g. 
the criteria of classroom observation or the questions in the student questionnaire etc.), and 
then present their revisions or amendments to the staff, discuss them and finally put them to a 
vote. In addition to the vote on the individual elements, a vote would be taken on the scheme 
as a whole, and then the agreed appraisal policy would be written up in a new appraisal policy 

statement and/or handbook.
Once the scheme has been accepted by the staff, no further vote would be necessary unless 

there is a special request/motion for the revision of the scheme.
As for training for specific appraisal skills, hopefully there will be different courses 

offered by expert institutions as soon as appraisal becomes an established practice in schools.
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Until then, self-organised, 'home-grown' training should focus on the most problematic 
aspects of appraisal such as the essential skills necessary for doing classroom observations, 
conducting post-lesson discussions, holding appraisal interviews and target-setting. Training 
sessions (preferably two separate ones) should involve the whole staff (not j ust appraisers) and 

should consist of the bench-marking of the video recording of a lesson or lessons and 
subsequent discussions. The sessions should be conducted by a volunteering experienced 
member of the staff.

6.5 Subjects, processes and techniques of appraisal

It follows from the basic premises stated in 6.4 that the fair formative assessment of 
teachers' performance should take place by means of an appraisal scheme

- which has been worked out on the basis of the principles and aims described above;

- which is limited to areas about which data are available or obtainable;

- which is based on an agreed, complex set of criteria that reflects the attributes of high 

quality work as defined in and by a particular school.

6.5.1 The foundations and components of the requirements

The underlying bases for the requirements come from three different sources:

- Job descriptions, laid down in the school development plan, which contain general, local 

(i.e. specific for that particular school), and, if it necessary, also individual (i.e. based on 

an agreement between the teacher and the head) elements (see 3.4.5 for details in the 

literature);

- A selective, but - in terms of the assessed areas - fairly detailed set of criteria, which 

goes beyond the mainly formal minimum requirements of the job description, and which 
focuses on the key areas of a teacher's school activities and the corresponding abilities and 

skills and which is based on common consent (between the management, the staff and the 

representatives of the pupils' parents) (see 3.4.4 for details);

- Statements made at the end of the previous appraisal cycle about individual teachers, 

which record areas where the appraisee was found outstandingly successful and also the 

agreed targets which concern areas that required improvement in the future.



242

6.5.2 The focus of appraisal

As a result of the complex nature of a teacher's job, the components above form an almost 

infinitely extensible set of criteria which clearly cannot possibly be assessed in their entirety. 

That is why it is inevitable that there should be some kind of selection and certain priorities 

should be established. This could happen on a number of different principles (for example, we 

could have different areas in the focus of appraisal in consecutive cycles, or we could 

highlight one particular area such as the changes in students' performances assessed by 

standardised tests etc.), but in order to emphasise the normative nature of the scheme and to 

allow comparison of data taken at different times, it would seem more appropriate to survey a 

relatively wider, constant circle of areas (which will, of course, still work on the principle of 

sampling, however).

This particular appraisal scheme - on the basis of the suggestions of the international 

literature, the lessons learnt from surveys carried out in Hungary, the relative 'importance' of 

particular areas, the availability and obtainability of data, and other practical (e. g. financial, 

time and labour) considerations - recommends the regular assessment of the following areas:

- a teacher's classroom performance;

- a teacher's non-teaching school activities;

- a teacher's additional qualifications (participation in in-service training);

- the educational achievements of pupils taught by a teacher - due to the lack of reliable data 

from standardised tests, this will have to focus on outstanding educational achievements, 

which are fairly well documented (examination results, in-school and national 

competitions, language exams etc.);

- the improvement experienced in a teacher's performance in consecutive appraisal cycles;

- a teacher's general attitude to the profession;

- a teacher's work discipline;

- a teacher's out-of-school professional activities.

6.5.3 The tools of data collection

The detailed requirements of the appraisal are embodied in the criteria of the tools worked 

out for assessing the appraisee's performance in the areas under review. This particular
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scheme — upon the recommendation of the literature (see 3.5.3), lessons drawn from earlier 
and existing models of appraisal (see 4.5.2) and the findings of the surveys (see 5.3.2) - 
collects information about criteria with the help of five different assessment tools:
• a Classroom Observation Sheet

• a Student Feedback Sheet

• a Self-Assessment Sheet

• an Opinions Sheet

• an Appraisal Interview (and an Appraisal Statement pro forma, which sums up and records
the major lessons learnt from the appraisal)

Each one of these tools may cover more than one area (i.e. the various aspects of a 
teacher's work and the corresponding skills, the requirements laid down in the job description 
and the individual targets set at the end of the previous cycle), in other words the review of 
one particular area can happen through several assessment tools. (For example, the criteria on 
the Student Feedback Sheet will collect information on the teacher's attitude to the profession 
and labour discipline in addition to the teacher's classroom performance, whereas certain 
aspects of the former areas also crop up on the Observation Sheet, the Self-Assessment Sheet, 
the Opinions Sheet and also at the Appraisal Interview, while the latter issue is dealt with on 
the Self-Assessment Sheet and also at the Appraisal Interview.)

It should be noted that it is only classroom observation and perhaps appraisal interviews 
that have any tradition in the Hungarian educational system, but even these were used without 
any agreed sets of criteria. Student feedback sheets have been used in certain language schools 
and at certain universities in the past decade, but self-assessment, inquiries about teachers' 
opinion and appraisal statements are practically unheard of, except for a short experimental 
period at CETT ELTE (see details in 4.4.2).

6.5.4 The appraisers

Although the international literature recommends that the appraisees' colleagues should be 
involved in the appraisal process, surveys carried out in Hungary made it clear that the 
teaching profession in this country is not quite ready for this as yet. The overwhelming 
majority of teachers expect appraisal to be an essentially top-down process, and happily accept 
the authority of those higher up in the school hierarchy to conduct the appraisal. Peer
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involvement is probably rejected because most teachers in Hungary have been conditioned to 
look upon appraisal as a predominantly judgmental procedure rather than a formative one, and 
they would be more willing to accept judgments from their superiors, who - they would argue
- are the only ones in a position to do something about the findings anyway (see 5.2.3 for 
details). (It is also an interesting paradox that superiors' opinions are sometimes easier to 
reject in various ways than those of immediate colleagues...)

My surveys also clearly pointed out that the vast majority of teachers rejected the idea of 
using outside experts. The reason for this unanimous rejection is quite obvious: most teachers

- particularly those who still have vivid memories of the old inspectorial visits - do not really 
believe that these experts would fully understand their teaching and personal contexts, and 
anyway, they would find it difficult not to look upon these experts as representatives of the 
educational authorities. As a matter of fact, the expense of employing outside experts would 
make it impossible to involve anyone from outside the school anyway.

Due to these considerations, the appraisal for each teacher in the proposed scheme would 
be conducted by an individually assigned Appraisal Team consisting of the appraisee's head 
of department (or, in the case of teachers who teach more than one subject, the heads of 
departments) and a member of the school management (i.e. the Head of the school and the two 
or three deputies) with the active participation of the appraisees themselves (by making a self- 
assessment, giving opinions, taking part in the discussions etc.). By filling in a questionnaire 
(feedback sheet) about their teachers, even the students would act as appraisers.

Obtaining information about the criteria included in the Observation Sheet would be the 
job of the members of the Appraisal Team, the criteria in the Student Feedback Sheet would 
obviously be assessed by the students themselves, whereas the information about the criteria 
included in the Self-Assessment Sheet and the Opinions Sheet would be the result of a 
consensus between the appraisee and the members of the Appraisal Team which they would 
be supposed to reach during the Appraisal Interview, where the appraisees would also have a 
chance to express their views about information which has not originated from a consensus.

6.5.5 The appraisal cycle

As appraisal in this scheme has to be viewed as a process which is primarily conducted by 
the school management (although with the active participation of teachers and even students),
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the capacities of these people will more or less determine how much appraisal they can carry 
out during an academic year.

If appraisal were based on one-year cycles, in the case of the typical three-member school 

management and a 60-member staff each member of management would have to conduct 20 

observations (and post-lesson discussions) and 20 Appraisal Interviews a year, and heads of 

departments would have to shoulder a similarly heavy burden. Even if it were worth 

conducting appraisal on an annual basis - which is dubious as a single year does not seem to 

be enough to work on the targets set at the end of the cycle - this burden would be far too 

much for members of the management to take on (see also the conclusions drawn from other 

models of appraisal [4.5]).

Based on the calculations above, it is proposed then that appraisal should be an on-going 

process for the whole staff, which should consist of two-year cycles for an individual teacher. 

That would halve the burden on appraisers, and taking on the responsibility of 10 observations 

and interviews sounds far more realistic.

In the course of the two-year appraisal cycle:

- The head(s) of (all) the department(s) of the subject(s) taught by the appraisee conduct at 

least one classroom observation (a full 45-minute lesson in each case) a year, and the 

management member of the Team makes one visit during the cycle. Each observation is 

followed by a post-lesson discussion (between the observer and the appraisee).

- Twice (in early June every year) the pupils in all the classes taught by the teacher assess 

the teacher's performance by means of Student Feedback Sheets;

- Towards the end of the cycle (in May or June of the given year) the appraisees fill in two 

different types of questionnaires - the Self-Appraisal Sheet focusing on factual 

information and the Opinions Sheet enquiring about their opinions;

- At the very end of the cycle (in June of the given year), when all the data have been 

collected, there is an Appraisal Interview, whose main aims are to discuss the findings of 

the collected appraisal data and to identify, agree and set the personal targets for the 

forthcoming new two-year appraisal cycle;

- To formally round off the appraisal cycle, the members of the Appraisal team and the 

teacher fill in and sign the Appraisal Statement;
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- In September every year the Appraisal Co-ordinator informs the staff about the school- 

level findings of the appraisal cycles completed at the end of the previous academic year.

6.6 Detailed criteria of the appraisal scheme and processes used in collecting 

information

6.6.1 The Classroom Observation Sheet

Classroom observation has been included in the scheme as one of the classic techniques of 

data collection for appraisal purposes. It has held a dominant position in most teacher 

appraisal schemes all over the world for decades, and hardly anybody questions the principle 

that classroom observation offers a practical and natural procedure to collect data about a 

teacher's performance if it is conducted properly - given that the classroom is the most 

important venue of the teaching-learning process. This is all reinforced by the findings of my 

own survey of teachers' (and less unambiguously of students' and their parents') opinions, 

which revealed that classroom observation remains one of the most universally accepted 

techniques of appraisal (see 5.2.3 for details).

The criteria of this Observation Sheet were drawn up using Hungarian and international 

examples, and the sheet was finalised after surveying the opinions of 120 Hungarian 

secondary school teachers. (See 5.2.3 for details on the survey, and Appendix 2/A for the 

revised Observation Sheet.) It should be noted that certain questions were revised 

(anticipation of difficulties was changed into dealing with unexpected situations), re-worded 

(questions 1,2, 10 and 20 in the revised questionnaire), fused (presence, style with rapport 

with students) and added (ability to keep up attention and discipline) to the original 

questionnaire during the discussions with the head and the representatives of the teaching 

staff.
The proposed Observation Sheet contains 29 items under four main headings: the 

teacher's personal qualities (covering aspects like attitude to the subject and the material, 

presence & style, rapport with pupils, ability to keep up attention and discipline, ability to pay 

attention to all the pupils, ability to adapt to the students' cognitive level, ability to evaluate 

students' performance objectively, and ability to evaluate own performance objectively), the
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quality of lesson planning (including areas such as clarity and appropriacy of aims and 

objectives, appropriate number, shape and balance of activities, design and preparation of 

activities, variety and balance of task types and work modes, timing, preparation and variety 

of teaching materials and aids, and anticipation of difficulties), implementation (focusing on 

issues like class management, organisation of class work, time management, pace & 

dynamics, implementation of activities, use of teaching aids and materials, clarity of 

instructions, clarity and vividness of explanations, questioning techniques/communication 

with students, involving students in the work, treatment of errors, achievement of aims and 

objectives, pupil evaluation, dealing with unexpected situations and the atmosphere of the 

lesson), and a special aspects of the subject section, which concentrates on aspects 

characteristic of a particular subject (in the case of foreign languages for example, knowledge 

of subject: command of language, awareness, ability to adapt to the required language level, 

use of Hungarian during the lesson).

Before use in any school, however, these criteria, as well as the corresponding scoring 

system, should be discussed and, if necessary, modified by the given staff (as it actually 

happened in my pilot school). The staff should then vote to approve its use by passing the 

Appraisal Handbook (by a majority). When this has happened, the members of the individual 

departments decide if it is necessary to supplement the sheet with some (a maximum of three) 

more criteria which are particularly important or specific in the case of a particular subject or 

group of subjects (Subject-specific criteria: criteria 27, 28 and 29), or whether there are any 

criteria on the sheet which, as they stand, are irrelevant in the case of the subject in question 

(i.e. ones that should be modified or omitted).

The appraisees' head(s) of department(s) visit one full 45-minute lesson (each) every 

academic year, and the management members of the appraisees' Teams make at least one visit 

during the cycle, i.e. if the appraisees teach one subject, they will be observed three times, if 

they have two subjects (which is the typical case in Hungary) they will be observed at least 

five times during the appraisal cycle. However, if the observers do not think the amount of 

information they were able to collect during a single observation is enough to fill in the sheet 

appropriately, they can make any number of visits. It is the observer who decides on the class 

she/he wants to observe, but there should be an agreement about the time of the visit between 

the observer and the teacher at least a week before the observation.
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The observers make their judgments on the teacher's performance exclusively according to 

the criteria included in the Observation Sheet, which are to be assessed on a scale of one to 

five (A to E, from excellent to unacceptable)

There is always a "cannot be assessed as there is not enough information available" (X) 

choice, but if the proportion of X-es exceeds 25%, another visit is compulsory.

It was recommended by the head and the representatives of the teaching staff of my pilot 

school that the Subject-specific criteria (criteria 27, 28 and 29) should not be assessed by the 

management member of the Team - even if this person is actually a teacher of the given 

subject - these issues should remain within the competence of the heads of departments.

Exclusively in order to highlight the differences between the results of the various criteria 

and the consecutive cycles we subsequently render scores to each one of the individual grades. 

(A = 5; B = 3; C = 1; D = minus 2; E = minus 4)

Whenever the observers award a D or an E, they should state (in writing) the grounds for 

finding the teacher's performance so poor, supporting their reasons with specific 

proof/examples from the lesson.

We also calculate an average of the total score. (Naturally, we do not include the items that 

could not be assessed - X-es - here.)

There should be a post-lesson discussion session after the observation as soon as possible 

(preferably immediately after the lesson). Criterion 7 of the sheet should, of course, be 

assessed later, on the basis of what the observer experienced during this discussion.

The teacher should receive a copy of the Observation Sheet - complete with the specific 

justifications where necessary - within two weekdays of the post-lesson discussion.

Before the Appraisal Interview we calculate the arithmetic mean of the scores of all the 

observations during the cycle, and it is this score that will be recorded in the Appraisal 

Statement. During the Appraisal Interview, the participants discuss the conclusions that can be 

drawn from the findings, and they also make a (written) record of the outstandingly successful 

and problematic criteria in the Statement.

6.6.2 The Student Feedback Sheet

Student feedback has been included in the scheme because evidence from both research 

and practical experience (mainly in language schools and universities, including the language
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school I worked for and my university department, which has been using such student 

feedback for more than a decade) suggests that these data - supposing that the questionnaire 

and the administration were properly designed - could be fairly reliable with more mature 

students. These statements are also unambiguously supported by the findings of my surveys, 

and not only in the case of students and their parents but in the case of teachers as well (see 

5.2.3 for details). At the same time, however, interestingly enough, its inclusion in appraisal 

systems seems to be something of an exception to the rule in so far as it is hardly ever used in 

the maintained sector either in Hungary or internationally.

The 21 criteria of the student questionnaire were selected and formulated on the basis of 

examples from the international literature and particularly a student feedback sheet originally 

designed by a colleague and myself for use at our university department (see details in 4.4.2) 

and were revised after surveying the opinions of the same sample of 120 teachers and 

hundreds of parents and pupils mentioned above. (See 5.2.3 for details on the survey and 

Appendix C/3.1 & 2 for the revised Student Feedback Sheet.) It should be noted that originally 

there had been 22 criteria in the questionnaire, but one was omitted after consultation with the 

head. (This teacher demonstrates that s/he knows the subject material that s/he teaches.) A 

new one (sets high but realistic requirements for students) was added to the list after the 

meeting with the representatives of the teaching staff, and one (No. 20 in the revised 

questionnaire) was re-worded after the pilot.

The criteria on the proposed Feedback Sheet investigate four essential aspects of a 

teacher's classroom performance: the teacher's subject knowledge (e.g. is very good at her/his 

subject; is a teacher whose opinion I'd trust in any question concerning my studies of this 

subject; etc.), the teacher's attitude to teaching and students (e.g. demonstrates enthusiasm 

about teaching her/his subject; looks upon students as partners at work and pays attention to 

student views; treats students equally; s/he is not partial to her/his favourite students; can pay 

attention to students as individuals, too; etc.), the teacher's actual teaching skills (including 

questions about the pace and level of teaching, the setting of assignments, requirements, 

assessment etc.), and aspects of work discipline (is obviously prepared for her/his classes; 

starts and finishes lessons on time; marks tests in a reasonable time; etc.).

The conditions of use are the same as in the case of the Observation Sheet.
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The Feedback Sheet should be administered in all the classes taught by the teacher towards 

the end of the academic year and it should be filled in anonymously. It is the school 

secretary's job to make the preparations for the administration: during the week before the last 

week of the academic year he or she puts the necessary number of sheets into an unsealed 

envelope, which is then taken to the class by the teacher. Ten minutes before the end of the 

lesson the teacher should hand over the envelope to a pupil who will be responsible for 

collecting the sheets after completion, putting them into the envelope, sealing it and taking it 

to the school secretary in the break. The teacher should spend the ten minutes while the 

students are working on the sheet outside the classroom.

The students evaluate their teachers' performance by putting a cross into one of the boxes 

marked A = I fully agree with the statement, B = / mostly agree -with the statement, C = I 

mostly disagree with the statement, and C = I strongly disagree with the statement.

Quite like in the case of the Observation Sheet, exclusively in order to highlight the 

differences between the results of the various criteria and the consecutive cycles we 

subsequently render scores to each one of the individual grades. (A = 5 points; B = 3 points; C 

= 1 point and D = minus 2 points.)

The processing of the data from the questionnaires is the appraisal co-ordinator's 

responsibility, and will be carried out by means of a special computer software programme 

(Recognita Plus©, Szabo, 1995); the teacher gets feedback on the individual results of each 

class, the tallied results of all classes taught and the tallied results of the individual criteria. In 

order to guarantee pupils' anonymity, the questionnaires themselves should not get into the 

hands of the teacher.
The conclusions from the findings of student feedback should primarily be drawn by the 

appraisees themselves, but the results should also be discussed at the Appraisal Interview.

In addition to the outstandingly successful and problematic areas, it is the arithmetic mean 

of scores of all the Student Feedback Sheets that gets recorded in the Appraisal Statement, and 

the annual report sheets will be kept as a supplement to the Statement.

6.6.3 The Self-Appraisal Sheet

This questionnaire has been included in the scheme because this is the only realistic and 

objective method recommended in the literature for reviewing a teacher's performance in
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wider school responsibilities. (The alternative methods would be consulting third parties, 

which is a technique that is potentially dangerous for the climate in the staff-room, and task 

observation, which is extremely time-consuming; both of them are therefore in direct conflict 

with the basic principles of the scheme.) These non-teaching duties are obviously an 

inseparable part of a teacher' job description, so there is hardly any doubt that they should 

somehow be included in the appraisal process. Although this particular method is unheard of 

in Hungarian education, it proved to be the most outstandingly popular technique with the 

teachers surveyed. (But, characteristically, somewhat less popular with students and parents, 

see 5.3.2 for details.)

The aim of the sheet is partly to spell out clearly, as it were, what kind of pedagogical and 

managerial/organisational school activities and general attitudes are considered to be 

important and valuable to the school community in addition to a teacher's concrete classroom 

(teaching) activities, and partly to record and document the achievements in these areas.

The questions were formulated on the basis of examples in the international literature and 

a similar questionnaire a colleague and myself designed for use at our university department 

(see 4.4.2 for details), and were revised after surveying the opinions of the 120 secondary 

school teachers and hundreds of parents and pupils. In addition quite a number of the original 

questions were revised or re-worded after the discussion with the head and the representatives 

of the teaching staff of my pilot school. (They recommended that we should make a distinction 

between paid and unpaid assignments, they suggested that we should consider the 

achievements of students a teacher has ever taught in the school instead of the ones they are 

teaching at the time, they warned me that it did not just depend on the teachers whether they 

could attend an accredited course etc. See questionnaire in Appendix C/4.)

The revised questions in the questionnaire cover a variety of tasks and out-of-school 

activities ranging from wider school responsibilities and non-teaching in-school activities such 

as school-level and class/form-level assignments/commissions tasks and activities (both paid 

and unpaid) to professional activities like participation in accredited in-service training 

courses and post-graduate studies, and taking account of the outstanding achievements of the 

teacher's students or the condemnations, disciplinary actions or warnings the teacher has 

received during the appraisal cycle.

Again, the conditions of its use are the same as in the case of the Observation Sheet.
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The appraisee fills in Self-Appraisal Sheet towards the end of the two-year appraisal cycle, 

at least two weeks before the Appraisal Interview is due. Originally I had thought that the 

criteria in this questionnaire would be scored (merely in order to highlight the differences 

between consecutive cycles) in a similar way to those of the Observation Sheet and the 

Student Feedback Sheet, but on the criticism and advice of the head and the representatives of 

the teaching staff of my pilot school 1 abandoned the complex scoring system, as they all 

found it rather controversial because they thought it was far too difficult to render proper 

scores to the various criteria. Eventually I decided that the assessment of the sheet should take 

place during the Appraisal Interview, where the participants would discuss each criterion and 

agree if the performance of the appraisee on a particular criterion was outstandingly better 

than the staff average (this would be marked with a + on the sheet), or whether it was 

conspicuously poorer, needing improvement (marked with a - symbol); or if it was agreed that 

the performance at a criterion was (at or near) the staff average, they would just leave the 

criterion unmarked or put a tick (^) next to it. Then they would draw the conclusions together, 

which means that they would make a record of the outstandingly successful or problematic 

areas on the Appraisal Statement pro forma. Using these symbols it would be easy to calculate 

a staff average. (The Co-ordinator will need these averages for use in her or his September 

report.)

6.6.4 The Opinions Sheet

The Opinions Sheet has been included in the scheme in order to provide a means of 

enhancing communication between appraisee and appraisers so that the appraisal process can 

become a real two-way dialogue. Despite its obvious potential for informing the discussion at 

the Appraisal Interview, however, on the evidence of the international literature, its use is not 

particularly widespread.
The main aim of the sheet is to give appraisees a chance to contemplate and air their views 

on their perceived role in the school, and also to comment on their own performance and the 

conditions of appraisal, thus helping to identify and set personal targets for the next appraisal 

cycle. In addition, it is also meant to help the School Management to identify deficiencies in 

the management of the school.
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The questions of this sheet were formulated on the basis of the single model I have found 
in the international literature and particularly a similar sheet that a colleague of mine and I 
designed for use at our university department (see 4.4.2 for details). They cover issues such as 
the way teachers see their current job role, inquire about areas where they think they have 
made a significant contribution to improving the quality of the school's performance, about 
areas where they think they have improved most in the previous two years, about any factors, 
phenomena or conditions which they think have made it difficult for them to do their job 
efficiently, and about any professional or personal strengths or skills that they think have not 
been properly utilised in the school. There are also two questions about school-level financial 
issues. (See questionnaire in Appendix C/5.)

The Opinions Sheet is to be completed once, towards the end of the appraisal cycle, a few 
days before the Appraisal Interview is due. The sheet is then given to the management 
member of the team, who uses it to prepare for the interview. The issues raised on the sheet 
will be discussed during the interview; the conclusions will be drawn and will be recorded on 
the Appraisal Statement pro forma, if necessary.

6.6.5 The Appraisal Interview and the Appraisal Statement

The Interview has been included in the scheme because - in spite of all the reservations 
different authors might have - its significance is universally acknowledged in the literature, 
and most sources even attribute a role to it which they consider central to the whole of the 
appraisal process (see 3.4.6 for details). Interestingly though, despite the fact that it is one of 
the few methods that has at least some tradition in the Hungarian educational system - or 
rather precisely because of this - it is not particularly popular with Hungarian teachers, 
students and their parents (see 5.3.2). The reason for this reservation must be based on 
memories of the old-style, embarrassing, unstructured 'reviews' held in the head teacher's 
office in the presence of the inspector, which culminated in calling the teacher to account 
rather than in a professional discussion of mutual benefit to those concerned. I still decided to 
include the interview in the scheme, because I believe that if the whole process of appraisal is 
carried out in an appropriate manner and the interview is conducted in a climate of 
negotiation, shared problem solving and collaborative decision-making and in an atmosphere 
of trust, it will be easy for participants to see that interviews can offer an opportunity for
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discovering important subjective meaning no other method could possibly explore. The 

Appraisal Interview, which is meant to review and summarise the findings of the appraisal 

cycle, should take place at the end of the second year, some time towards the end of the school 

year when the data from the observations, student feedback sheets and self-appraisal have all 

been processed and the appraisee has completed the Opinions Sheet. The interview - attended 

by the appraisee and all the members of the Appraisal Team - is conducted by the managerial 

member of the Appraisal Team, and should ideally be a friendly 15 to 30 minute professional 

discussion which requires the active participation of all those present. The typical agenda - 

compiled on the basis of suggestions in the literature and a similar agenda a colleague of mine 

and I designed for use at our department (see 4.4.2 for details) - might look something like 

this:

The participants review the following issues and form a consensus on the appraisee's 

performance concerning:

a) the personal targets set at the beginning of the appraisal cycle and discuss how much has 

been reached in the light of the latest results;

b) the findings of the Observation Sheet, with particular attention to any changes since the 

previous cycle and the outstandingly successful and problematic areas;

c) the findings of the Student Feedback Sheet, with particular attention to any changes since 

the previous cycle and the outstandingly successful and problematic areas;

d) the findings of the Self-Assessment Sheet, with particular attention to any changes since 

the previous cycle and the outstandingly successful and problematic areas;

e) the issues raised on the Opinions Sheet;

f) Agree and set the personal targets for the new appraisal cycle. These aims - preferably 

worded as concrete actions (like training courses, observation of more experienced 

colleagues, appointing a mentor etc.) - sum up the necessary conclusions in connection 

with the comments recorded under the "Requires special attention" headings of the 

Appraisal Statement pro forma. 

A week after the interview at the latest the appraisee should receive the finalised Appraisal

Statement from the managerial member of the Team (see pro forma in Appendix C/6), which

should then be signed by all the participants.
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6.7 Work-load, tasks and responsibilities

6.7.1 Work-load and costs

We have seen that in an average-sized Hungarian secondary school (with about 60-odd 

teachers, including 10-12 heads of departments, the head and two deputies), the work-load for 

each appraiser would be approximately 10 observations (and post-lesson discussions) and 10 

Appraisal Interviews a year for each member of the management. The member of the 

management who is also the appraisal co-ordinator, in addition to the tasks above, has to plan 

the appraisal cycle for the new year (assigning the Teams for each teacher), has to process the 

data from student feedback for the whole staff, and has to prepare a written and an oral report 

about the previous year's school-level findings, and chair the Appraisal Meeting in September. 

The heads of departments are responsible for one observation for each of the members of their 

departments every year, and they take part in the Interviews of about half of them each year.

The appraisees receive one observation from (each of) their heads of departments every 

year, and one observation per cycle from the management member of their Appraisal Team. 

They fill in two questionnaires, and take part in their Appraisal Interview once during the 

cycle.
Copying the different sheets and questionnaires is inevitably money- and time consuming. 

The biggest burden of all is that a part of the tasks (the administration and processing of 

student feedback and the Appraisal Interviews) should be carried out in June, which is one of 

the busiest months anyway.

6.7.2 The appraisal co-ordinator

Ideally, at the school level, appraisal is organised, co-ordinated and supervised by the head 

herself or himself, or perhaps one of the deputy heads, i.e. the appraisal co-ordinator. Her or 

his responsibilities include the following:

- to design the two-year cycles for each member of the staff;

- to designate the members of the Appraisal Team for everyone;
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- to process the data from the student feedback and prepare the personal feedback sheets for 

each teacher at the end of the year;

- to conduct the Appraisal Meeting at the beginning of the school year, where s/he gives a 

report on the previous year's school-level results, the staff averages and the consequent 

steps and suggestions on behalf of the school management;

- to prepare a written report which summarises last year's school level findings and draws 

the necessary conclusions concerning immediate action and the school development plan. 

The deadline for the report is the Appraisal Meeting in September;

- to ensure the consistency of appraisal within the school;

- to provide all those concerned with confidential advice during the appraisal process.

6.7.3 The Appraisal Team

It is the Appraisal Team that is responsible for the appraisal of a particular teacher: one, or

- if the teacher belongs to two departments - more of its members is/are the appraisee's 

head(s) of department(s), and the other one is a member of the school management (i.e. the 

head or one of the deputies, always a different one in the consecutive cycles).

The Team member representing the school management

The Team member representing the school management is responsible for

- carrying out at least one classroom observation and the subsequent post-lesson discussions 

during the cycle; it is she or he that chooses the class to be observed;

- collecting all the information concerning the performance of the teacher (gathering the 

Observation Sheets from all the observers, obtaining a copy of the feedback report on the 

results of student feedback from the co-ordinator, handing out and subsequently collecting 

the filled-in Self-Appraisal and Opinions sheets);

- preparing, organising and chairing the Appraisal Interview;

- finalising and filling in the Appraisal Statement Sheet; handing over a copy of it to the 

appraisee and the originals and its supplements to the co-ordinator for filing.
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The head(s) of departments) In the Team

- is/are responsible for carrying out at least one class observation (each) a year and the 

subsequent post-lesson discussions during the cycle. It is the head(s) of the department(s) 
who choose(s) the class to be observed;

- take(s) part in the Appraisal Interview;

- sign(s) the Appraisal Statement.

6.7.4 The school secretary

- is responsible for organising the administration of student feedback at the end of the year;

- is responsible for doing the photocopying, sorting and filing of documents, pro formas etc.

6.7.5 The appraisees

- receive a member of the Appraisal Team in a lesson of the class selected by the observer; 
they have a say in choosing the time of the visit;

- take part in a post-lesson discussion session (as soon as possible but preferably 
immediately) after the observation; they receive a copy of the Observation Sheet — 

complete with the concrete justifications where necessary - within two weekdays of the 

post-lesson discussion;

- receive personal feedback on the results of student feedback in June every year;

- receive written and oral information about the school-level findings of previous year's 
appraisal from the appraisal co-ordinator at the beginning of the new academic year;

- provide information about personal factual data on the Self-Appraisal Sheet;

- fill in the Opinions Sheet to provide information about the way they perceive their own 

role, situation, possibilities, working conditions etc. in the school;

- can express their views on any aspect of the appraisal process, can ask for advice or help 

and take part in setting the personal targets for the next appraisal cycle during the 

Appraisal Interview;

- sign an Appraisal Statement at the end of the cycle which records the findings of and 

lessons learnt from appraisal and the agreed personal targets for the next cycle;
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- can lodge a complaint about any aspect of the Appraisal process with the appraisal co 

ordinator who is then obliged to have the complaint investigated by a committee assigned 

to this particular case.

6.7.6 The Teaching Staff

- vote on the suitability of the scheme before it is introduced for use by passing the school's 

Appraisal Handbook;

- can take part in working out/revising the elements of the scheme;

- can make recommendations for revising the scheme during the Appraisal Meeting;

- are informed about school-level summary data and means (which can then be used to 

compare one's individual performance with those of the whole staff) and also about the 

measures taken by the management concerning these results in September every year.

6.8 Documenting appraisal and using the information

6.8.1 Storing, handling and access to data

The safe and confidential handling of data is a key issue in appraisal so it is essential that 

special safeguards should be built into the system that effectively guarantee that all data are 

handled in accordance with, first and foremost, the Act LXIII of 1992 of the Republic of 

Hungary on the Protection of Personal Data (LXII torveny, 1992) - incidentally, according to 

experts, perhaps the strictest such act in Europe - which ensures the proper protection and 

disclosure of personal information and establishes the basic rules for processing information of 

a personal nature, and also the specific rules drawn up in the corresponding sections of the 

Appraisal Handbook.

The appraisee receives copies of the observation sheets within two days after the post- 

lesson discussion sessions, and the summary results of student feedback at the end of each 

year, and fills in the Self-Appraisal and Opinions Sheets herself/himself. These documents 

will form a supplement of the Appraisal Statement and should be kept until the end of the new 

cycle (when they will be replaced by the new documents). The storage of Appraisal
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Statements and its supplements is the responsibility of the appraisal co-ordinator, and access to 

them is limited to the appraisee in question, the Head, the deputies and the appraisee's head(s) 

of department(s). All Appraisal Statements should be kept on file during a teacher's 

employment. If the teacher's employment terminates, all the statements should either be 

handed over to the teacher or be destroyed, i.e. they cannot by any means be handed over to 

any new employer.

6.8.2 Using the data

The appraisees

- have access to all the information and data collected about them, and can look into any 

documents drawn up about them. First and foremost it is their responsibility to utilise the 

information from the appraisal and draw conclusions and learn lessons from the findings;

- can turn to the head and ask for help in solving the revealed problems, who is then obliged 

to help the appraisees by allowing them to take part in some kind of an in-service training 

course or by assigning a mentor from the staff;

- can use the findings of the appraisal to defend their position in the case of a motion from 

the management to terminate their contracts. (It is very important, however, that a 

dismissal motion cannot be initiated on the basis of the findings of the appraisal! See 

details under the next heading.)

- can request the head to provide information based on the findings of the appraisal to 

parties outside the school.

The employer (the head)

- has access to all the appraisees' Appraisal Statements and their supplements;

- if requested, is obliged to allow the appraisee to take part in some kind of an in-service 

training course or to assign an experienced colleague (a mentor) to help the appraisee in 

solving the problems revealed by the appraisal and documented in the appraisal statement;

- may take the findings of appraisal into account (using them as one - but by no means as an 

exclusive one - of the sources of information) in any decisions concerning wages,
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promotions, appointments if these decisions are made personally by herself/himself or 

within the exclusive company of the deputies and/or the head(s) of the teacher's 
departments);

- can use the information from this source to improve the management of the school (to 

improve the distribution of assignments and facilities/equipment, to help in decisions on 

staff appointments etc.) if these decisions are made within the circle above;

- can use the information from this source in decisions concerning in-service training if 

these decisions are made within the circle above;

- can use the information from this source as further argument in motions to terminate a 

teacher's contract. (It is important though that no such motion can be initiated on the basis 

of the findings of the appraisal!)

- can use the summarised school-level information for PR/marketing purposes;

The head, however, cannot use the personal data or any other appraisal information

- as an argument to influence decisions made by a wider circle than the one mentioned 

above;

- to initiate disciplinary actions;

- as an argument in disciplinary actions initiated for reasons independent of the appraisal;

- to initiate the termination of contracts (It is important, though, that the management is 

allowed to use the data from appraisal as an argument in the case of motions initiated to 

terminate a teacher's contract for reasons independent of the findings of the appraisal);

- to provide information to anyone outside the school, unless specifically requested by the 

teacher.

6.9 Procedural regulations

The operation of the scheme should in every respect be conducted according to the 

principles, methods and tools drawn up in the Appraisal Handbook. As the collection of data is 

only possible from the areas described in the Handbook, it is not allowed to gather and use 

information

- which comes from an anonymous source (with the exception of student feedback);

- which was collected or received without the knowledge of the appraisee;



261

- which is not related to the teacher's professional activities;

- about which the appraisee has not been informed before the Appraisal Interview.

Before introducing the scheme, the members of the teaching staff vote on and pass the 

Appraisal Handbook by a majority at an Appraisal Meeting. The members of the staff can 

initiate the revision of any aspects of the Handbook at the annual Appraisal Meeting. 

However, a particular teacher's appraisal should be conducted according to the rules that were 

valid at the beginning of the cycle.

It is only in connection with the criteria of the classroom Observation Sheet that the 

members of the Appraisal Team form a personal judgment, which should be done in an 

unbiased way, with relevant written justification if the judgment is unfavourable. In the case of 

all the other criteria the teacher in question and the members of the Appraisal Team should 

reach a consensus during the Appraisal Interview. If this is not possible, the participants in the 

Interview are to take a majority vote on the issue with the appraisee's vote being the decisive 

vote in the case of an equal number of votes.

Apart from the appraisal co-ordinator's report on anonymous all-staff results, no other lists 

or league-tables should be created, and no one should have access to all the data except the 

head (and the co-ordinator). It is the personal responsibility of all participants to make sure 

that all personal information is handled confidentially and that they do not discuss it with 

anybody else. The only exceptions here are the head, the deputies and the appraisee's head(s) 

of department(s), but even them only in this exclusive circle. The teachers themselves are not 

supposed to discuss their results with any other members of the staff either.

The appraisee can lodge a complaint any time before signing the Appraisal Statement. The 

complaint should be filed with the head in writing, who should then set up a committee to 

investigate the case. The members of the committee should be the following:

- the head herself/himself, if she/he is not a member of the appraisee's Appraisal Team. If 

she/he is, it is the co-ordinator or one of the deputies who takes her/his place;

- a member of the teaching staff assigned by the appraisee;

- another member of the teaching staff chosen at random (using any sensible randomisation

principle, say, the youngest member of the staff);

The committee investigate the case confidentially and eventually the members take a 

secret majority vote on responding to or rejecting the complaint.
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7 Piloting the proposed scheme

The pilot consisted of two parts: the actual piloting with the analysis of the data collected 

during the process, which focused on issues of the construct and content validity of the 

experimental scheme, and the pilot review stage, which surveyed the reactions and opinions of 

the appraisees and appraisers who participated in the process in order to draw conclusions 

about the face validity of the scheme.

7.1 Aims and objectives of the pilot

The aim of the piloting process was to put the proposed system into practice i.e. to try out

and evaluate an experimental model in the real world on a similar population it was meant for.

The principal objective was to study the scheme in operation and analyse the received data in

order to arrive at conclusions concerning the construct, content and face validity of the system,

i.e. to attempt to confirm whether the fundamental elements and instruments and management

regulations really suited the requirements laid down in the basic principles and that the scheme

really fulfilled the aims it set out to fulfil. In order to achieve this, I planned to draw

conclusions from the findings of the analysis of pilot data and the results of the review to

confirm or disprove whether the scheme met the following requirements which concerned the

key standards (utility, accuracy, feasibility and propriety) recommended by Weir & Roberts

(1994) against which the fulfilment of the main objectives of a scheme should be judged:

i. The piloted scheme has the potential for improving the quality of education by helping

teachers identify problem areas concerning their teaching and non-teaching school

activities and work towards realistic goals. The targets/action points, the details of lesson

observations and student feedback serve as a useful point of reference in identifying an

individual teacher's strengths and weaknesses, ensuring an increased awareness of

performance and improving skills and performance.

ii. In an indirect way - through enhancing the exchange of information - it is suitable for

improving the quality of school management.

iii. It is relatively simple, unambiguous, and completely transparent and it does no threaten 

the harmony and respect of staff in any way.
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iv. It is time and energy efficient and also relatively cheap.

A secondary aim of the pilot was to seek answers to some of the questions I was not able 
to clarify during my preliminary studies (see 3.5, 4.5 & 5.3 for details).

7.2. Pilot design

The piloting was to take place in a typical four-year, 'gimnazium'-type secondary school. 
As the scheme suggests an ongoing process, I knew I would not be able to pilot all aspects of 
the system. Certain elements, such as reviewing the accomplishment of targets of the previous 
appraisal etc. would be missing, but this would not seriously hinder the piloting of the 
potentially most problematic aspects of the scheme, such as the components of appraisal or the 
use of criteria and forms. I knew I would not be able to pilot the whole staff either, as the 
piloting would have to be done on a voluntary basis.

First, I planned to sit down with the Head to inform him about the details of the scheme 
and to present all the documents and forms in Hungarian. These would include the following:

• a Teacher Appraisal Handbook with the detailed description of the proposed scheme

• a Class Observation Form

• a Student Feedback Sheet

• a Self-Appraisal Form which focuses on factual data

• an Opinions Sheet which focuses on perceived roles, opinions and concerns

• an Appraisal Statement Pro Forma
After the head's final approval I would act as if I were the appraisal co-ordinator (a sort of 

a trainer or facilitator) for this one single occasion: I would start by handing out copies of the 
documents listed above to the staff and a week or two later I would conduct a staff meeting for 
those interested in the pilot to discuss the key principles and elements of the proposed scheme 
and to review the scheme and clarify and/or modify elements or items on the forms.

If and when the participants of this meeting had accepted the revised scheme, I would sit 
down with the school management (including at least some heads of departments) in order to 
set the agenda for the appraisal process, but from this point on I would recede into the 
background because I thought I would be able to monitor the appraisal better if I did not make 
my presence felt. I would receive all documents (with either real names or any other form of
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identification (code numbers/names/words of the participants' choice), but my only perceptive 

participation in the process from now on would be limited to the procession of the student 

feedback, as they would not as yet have the necessary software and the know-how to do it 
themselves.

When the school had identified the volunteers who were willing to take part in the pilot, 

the process could begin. After completing the lesson observations, the student feedback sheets 

would be administered, which 1 would process immediately so that the appraisal interviews 

could be held as soon as possible. I planned to pay more attention to the analysis of the data on 

student feedback and classroom observation than the other components of the process, because 

I expected these two components to be the most problematic aspects of the pilot.

I would process the data as they came in but I would not give the participants any more 

feedback on my findings after the report on student feedback.

In the final phase I would follow up the piloting process by conducting a survey into the 

feelings and reactions of the concerned parties, i.e. teachers and school management, through 

a review questionnaire, which would include questions that concern some of the requirements 

mentioned above. The main aim of this review would be to examine how the scheme had been 

received and whether the key aspects of the scheme were accepted and found suitable by the 

staff. After processing and analysing the findings, I would draw conclusions from my findings 

in order to finalize the scheme before presenting it to the whole staff.

7.3 TheSzt. Ldszlo Gimndzium, Budapest pilot

7.3.1 Selection

Having completed my preliminary study (the analysis of the current context, the literature 

review, the review of existing models and the surveys) to my research, in the spring of 2002,1 

approached a number of secondary school heads in the hope of getting permission to run a 

pilot of my proposed scheme in the next academic year. While - in theory at least - all of them 

seemed to be fairly interested in the general idea initially, two of the first five heads I 

approached soon refused my offer without giving very much thought to the details of the 

scheme, saying that they did not think it was the right time to talk about such issues. (It should
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be noted that this was the time of the general elections in Hungary, which was a particularly 

hectic and nervous period, dividing staffs - and even families for that matter - along political 

lines, not to mention a general feeling of frustration as a result of the truly terrible wage 

conditions of teachers at the time.) The other heads studied the outlines of the scheme and 

made positive comments, but made it clear that they would rather give it a try some time later, 

in more peaceful times. Typically, heads were apparently somewhat afraid of their staffs 

reaction to anything that might be interpreted as adding to the burdens of teachers or might 

threaten the atmosphere in their staff-rooms, and it was obvious that they all considered 

raising the issue of appraisal to be a potential threat.

I was in luck though with the sixth head I approached, the head of Szt. Laszlo Gimnazium, 

Budapest, who showed enthusiasm for the idea immediately and said that he had been 

planning to introduce some kind of an appraisal scheme in his school for some time anyway. I 

was very happy with this opportunity as this school is a typical example of Hungarian 

secondary schools of the "gimnazium" type, representing the golden mean with all its features.

7.3.2 Preparations

In early June, 2002, I outlined the fundamental principles and features of my proposed 

scheme, which he found quite promising, and we agreed that we would make an attempt at 

piloting the scheme during the 2002/2003 academic year. I promised him that I would prepare 

all the necessary Hungarian language documentation for my proposed scheme - an Appraisal 

Handbook with the corresponding questionnaires and pro formas - by autumn, which would 

then first be presented to him, modified if necessary, then to a committee consisting of his 

deputies and some other key members of the staff and me, which would discuss and revise it 

again. These new documents would then be presented to the whole staff, along with a request 

for volunteers who would be ready to pilot the scheme. (The idea of having volunteers came 

from the head; I would have preferred to pilot the scheme with the whole staff rather than a 

smaller self-selected sample.) The results of the pilot (together with a survey of the 

participants' opinions) would then be analysed by me, and the findings would form the basis 

for recommendations for yet another revision session before the documents were eventually 

presented to the Initial Appraisal Meeting for approval at the beginning of the 2003/2004 

academic year.
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I handed over the Hungarian language documents (a 13-page Appraisal Handbook with my 

recommendations for the basic principles, aims, components, tools, and standard procedures 

etc. together with the corresponding questionnaires and pro formas, described in details in 

Chapter 6 of the thesis) to the head in mid-September. We met in mid-October when we 

discussed the proposed scheme and decided to change certain elements, practically all of 

which concerned certain criteria in the Classroom Observation, Student Feedback Sheets and 

aspects of the teachers' non-teaching activities listed in the Self-Appraisal Sheet (see 6.6.1, 

6.6.2 and 6.6.3 for details). I made the necessary revisions and sent back the new documents at 

the beginning of November. (See translations of the original and revised documents in 

Appendices C/2, 3 and 4.) The head handed out the revised documents to the members of his 

confidential committee of deputies and key staff representatives in December.

The meeting of the committee (the management, some representatives of the teaching staff 

of Szt. Laszlo Gimnazium and myself: seven of us altogether) - took place in January, 2003, 

and lasted for more than three hours. A large number of issues were raised which concerned 

practically all the different aspects and elements of the scheme:

- the basic principles of appraisal (its relation to the school's sketchy job descriptions, 

whether it should be developmental or judgmental, who should do the classroom 

observations, the role of the Opinions Sheet and particularly the Self Appraisal Sheet, the 

role of the Interview etc.)

- the aims of appraisal (how it is related to disciplinary actions)

- the criteria of classroom observation in the case of different subjects

- the frequency of classroom observation

- the criteria of non-teaching activities (qualifications, out-of school activities, extra non- 

teaching activities with students)

- the inclusion of student achievements

- the scoring of non-teaching activities

- the criteria of the student feedback sheet
In the case of the majority of these issues I managed to clarify or explain why I had 

recommended a particular element or a set of criteria, and my reasoning seemed to have been 

convincing to those present, but there remained certain areas which were still considered 

problematic. Eventually we agreed that in the most hotly debated areas 1 would make
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immediate revisions, while in the less controversial areas we would just go ahead with the 
pilot and see how it worked in practice. 

We decided that I should:

- revise the Classroom Observation Sheet, by allowing more room for the individual needs 

of different subjects and clarifying, re-wording certain criteria and even adding a new one 
(see 6.6.1 for details and revised document in Appendix C/2.2);

- revise the Student Feedback Sheet (by leaving out one particular question and slightly 

changing the wording of certain criteria, (see details in 6.6.2 and revised document in 

Appendix C/3.2) and prepare it in a format suitable for computer scanning;

- revise the Self-Appraisal Sheet (see details in 6.6.3 and revised document in Appendix 

C/4); get rid of the proposed scoring and come up with a new idea instead.

- prepare a FAQ sheet to inform the teachers about issues they are likely to inquire about. 
(See Appendix C/7.) 

At the same time, the management should:

- put an electronic copy of the documents on the local school web-site;

- post printed copies of the documents on the staff-room notice board;

- ask teachers to volunteer for the pilot and brief them about the details of the process;

- administer the student feedback for volunteers as the first step in the pilot at the end of the 

term (early February);

- conduct the observations for volunteers as soon as possible (at the beginning of the second 

term);

- have the participants in the pilot fill in the Self-Appraisal Sheets as soon as the 

observations were completed;

- prepare and organise the Appraisal Interviews during the early spring of 2003.

When all of this had been completed, I would review the findings of the pilot and ask the 
participants to fill in a questionnaire about their opinions and feelings concerning the appraisal 
process. I would then analyse the questionnaires, and - comparing the findings with the results 

of the pilot, I would draw the necessary conclusions for recommending the necessary revisions 
before the Appraisal Handbook went before the whole staff in September 2003.
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7.3.3 The piloting process

Student feedback

Data collection

Immediate preliminaries

Although at the January meeting we agreed that the school would identify the volunteers 

who would be willing to take part in the pilot by the end of the month so that we could do the 

student feedback in early February (at the end of the first term), the first steps in the process 

were repeatedly postponed. When I contacted the head, he apologised, saying that the end of 

the term had proved to be considerably more hectic than expected, and promised they would 

resume working on the scheme as soon as things had quietened down a bit.

Unfortunately, however, as the mid-year chaos slowly subsided, we were getting 

dangerously close to the quadrennial head teacher elections. This is, quite understandably, a 

particularly sensitive period for the school management, and the head appealed for my 

understanding that he could not possibly start anything that might unsettle his staff before the 

election day which was due at the end of March.

At long last, some time during April, fourteen volunteers were identified and actually did 

the student feedback component with their respective classes. To my misfortune, the Head had 

given them the draft feedback sheet, which was not suitable for computer processing, so I had 

to start the job of processing by manually copying hundreds of questionnaires onto machine 

readable forms. I completed the processing - scanning and analysis - in four days, and sent 

back the personal packages (consisting of an envelope containing a personal report sheet, 

summary results for all the teachers taking part in the pilot and a covering letter plus some 

chocolate to show my sincere gratitude) to those concerned.

That being done, the head teacher called me and said they were too busy to do anything at 

the moment, so perhaps the following week they could start the observations. The following 

week, however, I was told that they just could not do it, they were too busy taking care of the 

ordinary end-of-the-year duties, and regrettably there was now not enough time left to do
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either the observations or the interviews...

The appraisees

There were 14 teachers - all of them volunteers who responded to the request of their own 

accord - involved in the student feedback pilot, which means that only about one-fifth of the 

staff took part in the project. Not surprisingly, most of them (12) were language teachers 

(teachers of English, German, Italian, Latin, and some of them also had Hungarian Language 

and Literature and in one case Geography as a second or third subject) which can be explained 

by the fact that it is language teachers that are most likely to have had some previous 

experience of student feedback (either as appraisers as university students, or appraisees as 

language school teachers), and perhaps by the fact that foreign languages are taught in smaller 

classes and are usually more popular with students than other school subjects. In addition, to 

some of them at least, my name might have sounded somewhat familiar (half of the volunteers 

were teachers of English). The remaining two teachers were teachers of Mathematics and 

Physics. It is a telling sign, too, that there were only two men among the volunteers, which 

makes men further underrepresented in a staff where the female-male ratio is not particularly 

favourable for men anyway. Not surprisingly again, the average age of those involved in the 

pilot was some ten years lower than the average age of the whole staff (34.6 years), with the 

majority of them around 25, and only five of them over 40. There were two heads of 

departments among the volunteers, and the Head also took part in the project, in his capacity 

of ordinary teacher of his subjects, of course.

I could not help wondering about the teachers (and their motives) who did not choose to 

take part in the pilot. My conversations with the head lead me to suspect that the majority of 

them - knowing it was voluntary at any case - did not even read the lengthy Appraisal 

Handbook, and some of those who did might have opted out because they either did not like 

the idea of appraisal or they were afraid of what the findings might reveal.

I was not particularly happy with either the relatively small number of participants or the 

self-selected nature of the sample as they did not exactly increase the reliability of my data, 

but these mere facts provided me with some important data about the reception of the idea of 

appraisal.
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The students

The 443 students in the sample came from 31 different (although in certain cases 

overlapping) classes of the gimdzium, proportionally representing all four years. (Years 9-12, 

aged 14-18.)

Analysis and discussion

The students' attitude towards the feedback

The score-sheets reveal that practically all of the students took the feedback seriously, and 

the vast majority of them (more than 96%) appear to have awarded their scores after due 

consideration. There are only 2 score-sheets where all the answers were As (i.e. 105 points), 

and only 13 which awarded more than 100 points - which, however, might very well represent 

the honest opinions of the respondents, of course -, whereas at the other end of the spectrum 

there were only 3 sheets which awarded conspicuously low scores (4 on two sheets and -5 on 

another one). Interestingly though, however biased some of these scores may seem, even these 

extreme results seem to fit in with the general trend in their classes in the case of the teachers 

in question.

Aggregate results

The average score (out of the theoretically possible 105) of the 14 teachers was 75.5, with 

84.5 being the highest average score and 54.6 the lowest. There were 4 teachers who excelled 

in the sample with an average score of above 80, and there were 3 whose averages were 

clearly below par with scores below 70. (Table 31.)

Table 31: Average scores for the 14 teachers in the sample 
Teacher_____________Average__________

1 82.1
2 79.0
3 76.2
4 78.2
5 84.5
6 54.6
7 81.5
8 79.5
9 60.0
10 76.6
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11 69.9
12 78.9
13 81.6
14 74.3 

ALL_______________75.5____________

As far as the individual questions are concerned (Table 32), there are huge differences 

between the scores the sample received for the different aspect of their performance. There is a 

clear tendency for students to think that, generally speaking, their teachers are a good deal 

better at aspects that have to do with the professional knowledge of their subjects than they are 

at pedagogical aspects of the profession and particularly at aspects that are concerned with the 

teachers as individuals. They received the highest scores in aspects like "is very good at 

her/his subject", "is obviously prepared for her/his classes", "is a teacher whose opinion I'd 

trust in any question concerning my studies of this subject", and as the odd-man-out in this 

category, "looks upon students as partners at work and pays attention to student views". 

(92.2%, 89.6%, 85.6% and 84.6% respectively, expressed in the percentage of the possible 

maximum score here.) At the same time, however, aspects like "can maintain discipline 

without difficulty", "is a person whose opinion I would trust even in personal matters", and 

"can make students like her/his subject" (53.0%, 53.9% and 56.3% respectively) received 

relatively poor scores, and items like "turns up for and finishes lessons on time", "teaches at a 

pace that is appropriate for me", "creates an atmosphere in class which is good for my 

learning" and "presents subject matter/uses tasks in ways that are interesting or obviously 

useful to me" (63.5%, 69.5%, 69.7% and 69.8% respectively) are not particularly impressive 

either.

Table 32: Average 
also shown in the

Question
Question 1
Question 2
Question 3
Question 4
Question 5
Question 6
Question 7
Question 8
Question 9
Question 10
Question 1 1
Question 12

scores awarded for the individual questions, 
percentage of the possible maximum score

Average
4.61
2.63
4.13
2.79
3.74
3.13
4.45
3.78
3.43
3.54
3.47
3.61

Percentage
92.2%
53.0%
83.3%
56.3%
75.3%
63.5%
89.6%
75.6%
69.5%
69.7%
69.8%
73.0%
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Question 13
Question 14
Question 15
Question 16
Question 17
Question 1 8
Question 19
Question 20
Question 21

3.83
3.67
4.23
3.84
3.72
3.74
4.29
2.71
3.84

76.3%
72.6%
84.6%
76.5%
74.0%
74.8%
85.6%
53.9%
76.9%

The findings above get further corroboration if we look at the data from the point of view 

of the percentages of As, Bs, Cs and Ds awarded for each question (Table 33). These more 

sophisticated average results of the 14 teachers in the sample reveal that the message that is 

conveyed by them is not just a trick of statistics: in the case of "can maintain discipline 

•without difficulty" (30.3% C & D answers!), "is a person whose opinion I would trust even in 

personal matters" (29.1% C & D), "can make students like her/his subject" (26.2% C & D), 

and "turns up for and finishes lessons on time" (25.5% C & D), for example, it is more than a 

quarter of the students that do not agree with the statements, so there can be no doubt that 

these issues are a rather serious school-level problem. At the same time, however, it is 

reassuring that there are practically no students in the sample who would not agree that their 

teacher "is very good at her/his subject", "is obviously prepared for her/his classes" (0% D 

answers!), "is a teacher whose opinion I'd trust in any question concerning my studies of this 

subject" (0.5% D), "demonstrates enthusiasm about teaching her/his subject" (0.7% D), 

"presents subject matter/uses tasks in ways that are interesting or obviously useful to me" 

(1.1% D), and "looks upon students as partners at work and pays attention to student views"

Table 33: The
Question:
Question 1
Question 2
Question 3
Question 4
Question 5
Question 6
Question 7
Question 8
Question 9
Question 10
Question 1 1
Question 12

percentaj
A

81.3%
19.0%
64.6%
24.4%
52.6%
44.7%
76.3%
51.7%
44.9%
40.0%
37.2%
50.3%

»e of As, Bs,
B

18.1%
50.8%
30.2%
49.4%
35.2%
31.8%
22.1%
38.6%
39.3%
47.9%
51.7%
34.3%

Cs and Ds
C

0.7%
26.2%
4.5%
21.2%
10.8%
15.1%
1.1%
7.2%
12.2%
8.8%
9.9%
13.8%

awarded
D

0.0%
4.1%
0.7%
5.0%
1.4%
8.4%
0.5%
1.8%
3.6%
1.8%
1.1%
1 .6%
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Question 13
Question 14
Question 15
Question 16
Question 17
Question 18
Question 19
Question 20
Question 21

53.5%
53.7%
69.1%
59.1%
50.1%
51.2%
69.1%
28.7%
51.5%

36.3%
30.0%
25.1%
30.2%
38.4%
36.6%
26.6%
42.2%
42.0%

8.1%
10.8%
4.7%
5.4%
9.0%
10.8%
3.8%
19.2%
4.7%

1.6%
3.2%
1.1%
4.7%
2.5%
1 .4%
0.5%
9.9%
1 .8%

From these results the picture of a teacher is emerging, who is an enthusiastic expert in 

her/his subject, but who is not quite as well equipped with the necessary skills to make it all 

interesting and enjoyable for the students, and whose opinions as an individual are not 

particularly convincing to the students. These findings are all the more interesting in the light 

of the relatively low average age of the teachers in the sample (34.6 years).

Individual results

The individual results pinpointed the strengths and weaknesses in each case, and outlined a 

very clear picture of the differences between the features of the performances and personal 

qualities of the 14 teachers - as the students perceive them. In the following I will take as 

closer look at three teachers' results to illustrate how the student feedback fulfils its role of 

identifying and highlighting areas that are satisfactory and/or require further development. 

Two of the teachers I have chosen represent the extreme ends of the score spectrum, and the 

third one is the person whose results were closest to the average of the whole sample.

Teacher #5, (see Report Sheet in Appendix 11) with her/his outstanding average score of 

84.5 (evaluated by 21 students from 2 classes) surpasses her/his colleagues first and foremost 

as a result of the extremely good scores awarded for her/his qualities as an expert at her/his 

subject. S/he received a fantastic 100% for "is very good at her/his subject", 94.3% for "is 

obviously prepared for her/his classes'", 92.4% for "is a teacher whose opinion I'd trust in any 

question concerning my studies of this subject", 92.4% again for "is predictable, her/his 

behaviour is not influenced by her/his momentary moods'", 90.5% for "looks upon students as 

partners at work and pays attention to student views", 88.6% for "creates an atmosphere that 

is good for my learning", 89.5% for "is seldom absent" and 86.7% for "demonstrates 

enthusiasm about teaching her/his subject". In addition, 92.4% of the respondents thought s/he 

was an excellent teacher and the school should be proud to have her/him as a staff member.
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At he same time however, although her results are better than average in these fields, too, 

there seems to be room for improvement even for her/him in aspects like "turns up for and 

finishes lessons on time" (24.8%!, but we do not know if it means starting late or stealing the 

students' breaks), "can maintain discipline without difficulty" (56.2.3%), "sets sensible and a 

reasonable amount of homework' (60.0%), "presents subject matter/uses tasks in ways that 

are interesting or obviously useful to «e"(73.3%), "teaches at a pace that is appropriate for 

me" (75.2%), "is a person whose opinion I would trust even in personal matters'" (75.2% 

again), and even "can make students like her/his subject" (79.0%). While in the majority of the 

questions s/he did not receive any C or D answers, in the case of three aspects (discipline, 

punctuality, homework) the number of Cs and Ds is alarmingly high, which calls for action in 

these areas.

Teacher #6, (see Report Sheet in Appendix 12) with her/his average score of 54.6 

(evaluated by 25 students from 2 classes) ended up with the worst scores of all because she/he 

received rather poor scores across practically all the aspects included in the questionnaire. 

Relatively speaking, her/his scores are not so bad in aspects which require work discipline and 

concern the knowledge of the subject matter (80% for preparation, 76% for knowledge of 

subject, 71.2% for homework, 68% for treating students as partners, 63.2% for marking tests 

in time, 60.8 for both punctuality and predictability), which, however, are not enough to 

compensate for the conspicuously poor scores awarded for aspects that focus on basic 

pedagogical skills (24.8 for her/his ability to make her/his students like the subject, 28% for 

pace, 28.8% for discipline, 34.4% for her/his opinion in personal matters, 37.6% for both 

impartiality and absences). The outstandingly high number of D answers makes certain 

aspects like impartiality (32%), pace, ability to make student like the subject, opinions in 

personal matters (all three of them 24%) and making full use of course time (20%) particularly 

problematic. It is obvious that this teacher's attitudes and activities divide the students, and 

there are quite a lot of them who find it hard to tolerate her/his style. These rapport problems 

are further corroborated by the fact that it was in this sample that there were three students 

who - one must at least suspect - maliciously underscored the teacher's performance with a 

hardly veiled intention to take revenge (two of them awarded a full score of 4, and a third one 

-5).
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Teacher #3, (see Report Sheet in Appendix 13) with her/his average score of 76.2 
(evaluated by 31 students from 2 classes) gives the impression of a conscientious, enthusiastic 
teacher who is very good at her/his subject (97% for punctuality, 94% for knowledge of 
subject, 93.5% for enthusiasm and predictability, 91% for preparation, 89.7% for homework, 
87.1% for opinions concerning the subjects, 84.5% for useful work), but who lacks some 
important basic pedagogical skills (40.6% for discipline, 59.4% for pace and 58.1% for 
impartiality), and cannot really make her/himself understood by the kids and does not really 
understand them either (only 29.7% for opinions in personal matters, 44.5% for making the 

students like the subject, 55.5% for paying attention to students as individuals, and 57.4% for 
creating a favourable atmosphere).

Summary

It would be just as easy to analyse and interpret the findings in the case of all the teachers 

in the sample, so on the basis of the analysis of the pilot student feedback data we can say that 
- supposing that all those concerned can agree on the validity of the criteria which the student 
feedback sheet is based on, and that there is a large enough student population involved in the 
feedback - this tool seems to be suitable for identifying certain areas of strengths and 

weaknesses.

Classroom observation

Data collection

Immediate preliminaries and the circumstances of the visits

In September 2003 I sat down with the head again to work out the agenda for the second 

part of the pilot. We agreed that they would start the classroom observations in early October 
so that they could complete the round of fourteen visits by early December. As it turned out, 
they were unable to keep this deadline either, and the last observation took place at the end of

January.
The observations were carried out by the head (three visits), the two deputies (two visits 

each) and - with the overwhelming majority of teachers participating in the pilot being
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language teachers - the head of the Languages Department (seven visits). The head teacher 

and the two heads of the department (the other one did not do any visits as none of her 

teachers participated in the pilot) also took part in the pilot in their capacity of teachers of their 

subjects and were visited by the deputies. To the best of my knowledge and on the evidence 

provided by the documents produced during the process, the observations were carried out 

strictly according to the rules and regulations laid down in the Appraisal Handbook.

The Languages Department decided to add two special subject-related criteria to the 26 

basic criteria: one of them was identical to the criteria I recommended (command of language, 

awareness), but for the second extra criterion they came up with a new item: pupils' language 

competence.

Analysis and discussion

Aggregate results

Altogether there were 9 criteria which the observers could not evaluate with some 

appraisees during their visits, four of which were particularly common: dealing with 

unexpected situations (12 cases), pupil evaluation (7) and also the ability to evaluate pupils' 

performance objectively (7), and clarity of explanations (6). Beside these, there were only two 

more criteria that occurred more than once: the use and preparation and variety of teaching 

aids and materials.
The average score for all the appraisees was 4.4 out of the maximum 5, with 3.3 being the 

lowest and 4.9 the highest score of all. Appraisers awarded the worst scores for the items in 

the implementation section, followed by the quality of planning section, while the best marks 

were awarded for the personal qualities and subject specific items, particularly the knowledge 

of subject section. No worse mark than a D was awarded in any criteria to any of the teachers.

As for the individual items (Table 34), there were only four items which received the 

maximum score with all the participants, three of which belonged to the personal qualities 

section: attitude to teaching, presence, style & rapport with students, ability to adopt to the 

students' cognitive level and pupil evaluation, but this last item could not be assessed in half 

of the cases, as we have seen. On the evidence of the Observation Sheets, the most 

problematic criteria were: clarity of instructions (11 qualified with a B and one with a C), time
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management, pace & dynamics (8 Bs and one C), ability to keep up attention and discipline (6 

Bs one C and one D), timing (6 Bs), implementation of activities (5 Bs and two Cs) and ability 

to pay attention to all the pupils (6 Bs). Some criteria could be labelled as being moderately 

problematic with quite a number of Bs, such as design and preparation of activities (5), 

variety and balance of task types and work modes (4), appropriate number, shape and balance 

of activities (4), treatment of errors (3) and achievement of aims and objectives (3). There 

were some items, however, which cropped up less frequently but often received rather bad 

marks: clarity and appropriacy of aims and objectives (two Bs and two Cs), class 

management (one B and three Cs). There were occasional problems with items like involving 

students in the work (two Bs), the atmosphere of the lesson (two Bs), questioning techniques 

(two Bs), knowledge of subject (one B and one C), and another subject specific criterion of 

their own creation: the pupils command of the language (one B and one D).

Table 34: Marks awarded
Criteria

Criterion # 1
Criterion # 2
Criterion # 3
Criterion # 4
Criterion # 5
Criterion # 6
Criterion # 7
Criterion # 8
Criterion # 9
Criterion* 10
Criterion # 1 1
Criterion* 12
Criterion* 13
Criterion* 14
Criterion* 15
Criterion* 16
Criterion* 17
Criterion* 18
Criterion* 19
Criterion # 20
Criterion # 21
Criterion # 22
Criterion # 23
Criterion # 24
Criterion # 25
Criterion # 26
Criterion # 27
Criterion #28
Total

for the

A
14
14
6
8
14
6
14
10
10
9
10
8
8
10
5
7
11
2
7
12
12
11
11
7
2
12
5
6

251

various criteria of the Classroom Observation Sheet.
Mark awarded

B C D E
— — — —
— — — —
611 —
6 — — —

— — — —
1 _ _ _

— — — —
2 2 — —
4 _ _ _
5 — — —
4 _ _ _
6 — — —
2 — — —
I J ——— ———

8 1 — —
5 2 — —

— — — —
11 1 — —

1 — — —
2 _ _ _
2 _ _ _
3 — — —
3 — — —

— — — —
— — — —

Li ———

1 1 — —
1 — 1 —

76 11 2 —

N=14

X
—
—
—
—
—
7

—
—
—
—
—
—
4

—
—
—
3

—
6

—
—
—
—
7
12
—
7
7

53
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Individual results

There were five teachers in the sample who excelled with averages of over 4.7, which 

means they delivered less than perfect performance on two or three criteria only, while there 

were four people who were well below par with average scores lower than 4.0, which means 

that the appraiser found some problems in the majority of the criteria, with probably even 

three or four more serious ones among them. (Table 35.)

Table 35: The average scores of appraisees and comparison of rank orders reached in 
class observation and student feedback

Classroom observation
Appraises
Teacher # 1
Teacher # 2
Teacher # 3
Teacher # 4
Teacher # 5
Teacher # 6
Teacher # 1
Teacher # 8
Teacher # 9
Teacher* 10
Teacher # 1 1
Teacher # 1 2
Teacher # 13
Teacher #14

Order
2
7
9
6
1

14
3
5
13
10
12
8
4
11

Average score
4.8
4.4
4.2
4.5
4.9
3.3
4.8
4.7
3.6
4.1
3.7
4.4
4.7
3.9

Student feedback
Average score

82.1
79.0
76.2
78.2
84.5
54.6
81.5
79.5
60.0
76.6
69.9
78.9
81.6
74.3

Order
2
6
10
8
1

14
4
5
13
9
12
7
3

11

If we look at the data of the individual teachers (identified by the code numbers used in the 

analysis of the student feedback), we cannot fail to notice the striking similarity between the 

results of classroom observation and those of student feedback (Table 36). This is best 

demonstrated if we compare the rank order positions the various teachers reached in the two 

evaluations: half the teachers received identical rankings, and only one of the remaining seven 

moved more than one place in the order.

Although somewhat less emphatically, (and certainly less reliably as the marks here come 

from a single appraiser who awarded them on the basis of a single visit) the individual results 

highlighted the appraisees' strengths and weaknesses in each case here, too, outlining the 

differences between the features of the performances and personal qualities of the teachers in 

the sample. In order to illustrate how the classroom observation fulfils its role of identifying 

and highlighting areas that are satisfactory and/or require further development, I will now take 

a closer look at the results of the same three teachers as in the case of the student feedback.
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two of whom represent the two extreme ends of the score spectrum (Teacher 5 with the best 

and Teacher 6 with the poorest results), while the third is the person (Teacher 3) whose results 

were closest to the mean of the whole sample.

Table 36: The results
No. of criterion
Criterion # 1
Criterion # 2
Criterion # 3
Criterion # 4
Criterion # 5
Criterion # 6
Criterion # 7
Criterion # 8
Criterion # 9
Criterion # 10
Criterion # 1 1
Criterion* 12
Criterion # 13
Criterion* 14
Criterion* 15
Criterion #16
Criterion* 17
Criterion* 18
Criterion* 19
Criterion # 20
Criterion # 21
Criterion # 22
Criterion # 23
Criterion # 24
Criterion * 25
Criterion # 26
Criterion # 27
Criterion # 28

Teachers 5, 6 & 3
Teacher 5

A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
B
A
A
A
A
A
X
A
A
A

achieved on Classroom
Teacher 6

A
A
A
B
A
X
B
A
C
B
C
B
B
B
A
C
B
A
B
X
A
A
B
X
A
A
C
D

Observation.
Teacher 3

A
A
C
B
X
X
X
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
B
B
X
A
X
A
X
B
B
A
C

There is not much to say about Teacher #5, whose results are outstanding again: with the 

solitary exception of clarity and vividness of explanations (and dealing with unexpected 

situations, which was not observable) s/he received maximum scores all along the line.

Teacher #6, on the other hand, is obviously not such an unproblematic case: his or' her 

results reveal conspicuously poor performance in the area of lesson planning and 

implementation in general and a C on command of language, which is quite unusual in this 

sample. According to the comment made on the Observation Sheet, this class was a rather 

boring traditional grammar-centred English lesson, which consisted mostly of the teacher's 

presentation of the new material and a number of fairly mechanical controlled practice
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exercises. It would seem to be quite easy to draw the conclusions from this observation sheet 
(particularly together with the data from the student feedback) - supposing s/he was ready to 
do so. (S/he received a B on his or her ability to evaluate own performance objectively, these 
data might offer an outside angle to forming a more realistic picture of his or her own 
performance.)

Teacher #3 seems to be a typical example in this pilot population: his or her results are 
usually fairly good, but there are a few criteria in which there is room for improvement. S/he 
is certainly not the only teacher in the sample to have received slightly poorer marks on 

aspects such as clarity of instructions, time management/dynamics and ability to keep up 
attention and discipline.

Summary

On the basis of the results of the analysis of the data from the piloting of Classroom 

Observation we can say that - particularly if and when the information comes from a number 
of visits during the appraisal cycle - this tool will also be suitable for identifying certain areas 
of strengths and weaknesses. It should be remarked though that even in the case of this self- 
selected - and thus probably more tolerant - sample, appraisers awarded conspicuously better 
marks in areas where they were supposed to assess more sensitive aspects such as personal 
qualities and capacities. This phenomenon might be interpreted as a sign of appraisers finding 
it more difficult to evaluate these aspects quite as objectively and honestly as other criteria 
which focus more on aspects that imply judgments of the appraisees' actual performance.

Self-Appraisal Sheet

Data collection

Immediate preliminaries and the administration of the sheets

The Self-Appraisal Sheets were handed out to the participants in late January 2004 when 

all the fourteen classroom observations had been completed. The appraisees were asked to 
return the sheets in a week's time when the Interviews were to begin. All fourteen participants 

returned the questionnaires in time.
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Analysis and discussion

With self-appraisal having functions that go far beyond fact-finding (a means for setting 

standards, a channel for discussing personal aspirations and career opportunities etc.) the 

analysis of the review stage might provide more relevant information on the validity of this 

tool than the analysis of these fundamentally factual data, but it may be of some importance to 

check whether these sheets are suitable for revealing new information about the appraisees' 

non-teaching school activities and identifying areas where more effort is required. As these 

aspects are a matter of discussion and agreement rather than judgment or evaluation (as many 

of the criteria on the sheet depend more on individual circumstances and ambitions than on 

anything else), the results below only provide information on the practicality of the sheet 

rather than on the performance of a particular teacher.

Aggregate results

Question #1 (Post-graduate qualifications.')

There was only one appraisee who was planning to start PhD studies in the near future, no 

one else expressed such aspirations, so all of them received a ^ for this criterion. 

Question #2 (In-service courses.)

10 respondents have attended such courses in the past few years, and there were four who 

said they would like to enrol for a course like this in the near future, so they all agreed on a S 

for this criterion. 
Question #3 (Paid school-level non-teaching assignments.)

There were three teachers who had such assignments and none of the others expressed the 

desire to take on any such duties. They all got a ^. 

Question #4 (Non-paidschool-level non-teaching assignments.)

12 appraisees had assignments of this sort and it was agreed that the two others would take 

on some sort of a task like these. (Starting a new society for one, and organising a Christmas 

party for the other.) 
Question #5 (Form-level non-teaching activities.)

12 out of the 14 appraisees had been or still were involved in plenty of such activities and 

the other two admitted they could devote more effort to such engagements. 

Question #6 (Professional activities.)
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Two of the appraisees had been involved in such activities and they and two more of the 
teachers in the sample said they were planning to give talks at conferences. 
Question #7 (Pupils' outstanding performance at school-level competitions.)

6 appraisees had students who had been successful at such competitions and all the others 
said they were willing to put in more effort to preparing students for them. 

Question #8 (Pupils' outstanding performance at national competitions.)

Only one teacher had a student like this, but all the others said they were ready to prepare 
students for such competitions. 

Question #9 (Verbal condemnations and warnings)

Four of the teachers had received condemnations, for relatively minor "offences". 
Question #10 (Disciplinary actions.)

None of the appraisees had been involved in such actions.

Individual results

Three of the teachers in this sample were extremely active members of the staff; one of 

them actually belonged to the management proper and all three of them undertook managerial 
duties and responsibilities. There were five more teachers who were involved in many 
different school activities, probably much more than the average teacher. Four of the 
remaining six teachers were averagely active, and there were two who were rather inactive.

Summary

It came as no surprise to me that all three of the extremely active teachers took the top 
three places of the combined student feedback/classroom observation rank order, and - with 
the exception of one moderately active teacher who actually finished in fourth place - there is 

a clear correlation between the intensity of their activity and the position they took on this 

virtual list of excellence.
On the evidence of the analysis of the data from the Self-Appraisal Sheet we can claim that 

there is no evidence that it failed to fulfil its role as a tool for collecting relevant information 

on teachers' non-teaching responsibilities.
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Opinions Sheet

Data collection

Immediate preliminaries and the administration of the sheets

The Opinions Sheets were handed out to the fourteen participants together with the Self- 

Appraisal Sheets and were all returned by the specified deadline. It was particularly pleasing 

to see that all the fourteen appraisees obviously enjoyed filling in the questionnaire and wrote 
exhaustive and detailed answers.

Analysis and discussion

Just as in the case of the Self-Appraisal Sheet, the focus here is on the practicality of the 

sheet rather than the actual results.

Aggregate results

Question #1 (Job role and major tasks.)

11 of the teachers mentioned the teaching of their subjects as the number one priority of 

their job. Three teachers put general education and the transmission of values in the first place, 

while there were only three respondents who did not even mention this role. Almost every one 

of them mentioned other roles, such as taking part in the organisation of school life (summer 

camps, student exchange programmes, competitions, mentoring, etc). 

Question #2 (Contribution to improving the quality of the school's performance.}

With the exception of two teachers who also mentioned their management roles, all of 

them only mentioned teaching as their main contribution. 

Questions #3 and #4 (Personal improvement.}
Most teachers mentioned various courses here (in-service, mentor training etc.); in addition 

to changes in certain personal qualities, such as more tolerance, better communication with 

pupils and colleagues etc. 
Question #5 (Areas they would like to improve their performance and the help they would

need.}



284

The teachers mentioned things associated with the efficiency of their work, such as 

working out ways of marking tests in a shorter time, better time management, and taking part 

in various in-service courses to improve specific aspects of their performance. 

Question #6 (Things that make it difficult to improve performance.)

The majority of appraisees mentioned the teaching load and lack of time as the main 

obstacles. Three of them did not mention anything here, while there was one teacher who said 

that sometimes pupils were the most serious obstacles in the way of improvement. 

Question #7 (Strength and skills not adequately utilised.)

Ten out of the 14 teachers did not mention anything here, some mentioned special subject 

knowledge that was not utilised, one said s/he wanted to be a form teacher, and one said 

her/his computer skills were not adequately utilised. 

Question #8 (Areas where the school's work needs to be improved.)

The overwhelming majority claimed that theirs was a well-operating school, and they saw 

no particular areas where improvement was badly needed. Some mentioned areas such as 

more discipline in administrative matters, more co-operation between teachers and more 

attention to national competitions. 

Question #9 (What would you do with a lump sum of £50.000* for the school?)

Suggestions included the following ideas: more rooms (?), a self-access centre, more 

computers, and facilities for the disabled.

Question #10 (What would you do with a regular supply of an extra £5.000" a month for the 

school?)

Suggestions included ideas such as offering more optional lessons and student societies, 

inviting lecturers, and improving facilities in general with an emphasis on computers.

Individual results

There seemed to be an obvious correlation between the quality of performance and also the 

amount of effort the individual teachers put into their jobs and how detailed and enthusiastic 

answers they gave to the questions on the Opinions Sheet. It is interesting, for example, that 

younger and less experienced teachers would not offer an answer to the questions concerning

* Expressed in Hungarian forints, and both of these amounts would be considered as substantial in Hungarian 
terms.
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financial matters at the end of the questionnaire, while their more experienced colleagues did 

not find the space provided for the answer enough to write down their suggestions. It is also 

conspicuous that, on the evidence of the answers, there seem to be two discernable basic types 

of attitude towards the role of a teacher: one that I would label as the technocratic approach, 

which looks upon teaching as a craft, requiring a repertoire of specialised techniques and 

skills, the honest attitude of an employee and commitment to the subjects they teach, and 

another one that I would label as the romantic approach, which thinks of teaching more as a 

life-style than a profession, requiring personalised techniques and procedures and total 

devotion to duty, as well as a commitment to education and abstract values. Most probably 

both approaches have a place under the sun, and the person who conducts the appraisal should 

be aware of these differences.

Summary

On the evidence of the amount and quality of the information from the Opinions Sheet, 

there seems to be no doubt that the questionnaire fulfilled its functions of encouraging 

appraisees to develop self awareness, helping to identify training and development 

requirements and giving appraisees a chance to air their views on general school issues in 

order to supply the school management with useful information.

Appraisal Interviews/Appraisal Statements

Data collection

Immediate preliminaries and the organisation of the interviews

The Interviews were held within a two-week period between 1st and 15th February 2004, 

during the relatively peaceful spell at the beginning of the second term. It was the head who 

'chaired' all the interviews, except for his own session of course, which was conducted by one 

of the deputies. There were three people present at each interview: the appraisee, the 

management member of the Appraisal Team (in this case the head) and the head of the 

department. The person who had conducted the observation was present in each case.
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The 'chair(s)' followed the agenda I recommended in the Appraisal Handbook and went 

through the items with each appraisee conscientiously. The interviews usually lasted about 20 

minutes, but there were two interviews which lasted considerably longer, one for 40 and the 

other one for 45 minutes. According to the head, all the interviews went without any problems 

and were in fact conducted in a pleasant, friendly and open atmosphere. Typically, the issues 

raised in the Opinions Sheet generated the most heated discussions, and there was hardly any 

disagreement concerning the data from the student feedback, classroom observation or self- 

assessment. The Appraisal Statements were finalised in a few days after the interviews, and all 

participants signed them without any reservations.

Analysis and discussion

The Appraisal Statements summarised the findings of each area of data collection, so there 

were no surprises here: the most successful and most problematic aspects we identified in the 

analysis of the aggregate results of a particular tool are accurately reflected in the records.

Aggregate results

Under the "Findings of Classroom Observations" heading there were a great many 

references to personal qualities and general attitude to teaching in the column "Outstandingly 

good areas", and many references to problems of lesson planning and implementation in the 

"Areas that need special attention" column.

Under the "Findings of Student Feedback" heading there were numerous references to 

aspects that are related with the teachers' knowledge of their subjects in the column 

"Outstandingly good areas", and several references to pedagogical aspects of the profession 

and particularly to aspects that are concerned with the teachers as individuals in the "Areas 

that need special attention" column.
Under the "Findings in other areas" heading there were various achievements and 

contributions listed in the column "Outstandingly good areas", and several references to 

different duties and responsibilities teachers were ready to take on and also to plans for further 

training and participation in professional activities in and outside the school in the "Areas that 

need special attention" column.

The personal targets for the next appraisal cycle included targets formulated to bridge the
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gap between the deficiencies experienced during the appraisal and the declared standards of 

performance embodied in the criteria of the various tools. There were two major types of 

targets: one that was concerned with prioritising aspects of the appraisee's work by indicating 

areas which required a personal plan of action (either on their own or - in two cases - with the 

help of colleagues or the head of the department) and one that indicated directions of 

development by seeking further training possibilities. The majority of the targets were 

formulated as concrete plans of action, but there were three or four statements where the 

targets merely expressed the wishes of the participants of the interview (i.e. "to improve 

rapport with pupils", "to improve co-operation with colleagues".

Individual results

Individual targets of the first type included, among other things, the following plans of 

action:

- working out codes of conduct for pupils in order to deal with discipline problems more 

efficiently;

- discussing lesson plans with the head of department for a few weeks;

- working out a personal schedule to cope with administrative duties;

- starting up a special course to prepare pupils for national competitions. 

Targets of the second type included training plans such as:

- taking part in special in-service courses focusing on particular areas (such as methodology- 

update courses);

- taking part in a mentor-training course,

- starting PhD studies.

Summary

On the evidence of the analysis of the data from the Appraisal Statement we can say that 

the Appraisal Interview fulfilled its functions of offering an opportunity for discussing 

performance in key areas of a teacher's responsibility, identifying successes and areas that 

require improvement, discussing job roles, career aspirations, identifying training needs and 

agreeing targets for action.
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7.4 Reviewing the pilot

7.4.1 The aim of the survey

There is hardly any doubt that a useful test of any particular strategy for appraisal is 
whether those concerned consider it to have been worthwhile.

The purpose of this phase of the research was to assess the impact of the experimental 
scheme on the participants and its benefits in terms of its potential for school improvement, by 

following up the piloting with two small-scale surveys: one into the reactions of the appraisees 

through two review questionnaires, and another one into the opinions and feelings of 
appraisers through interviews.

The questionnaires and the interviews included questions that were meant to help confirm 
the fulfilment of the requirements advanced in the section describing the general aims of the 

pilot (7.1). The main aim was to assess the face validity of the proposed scheme from the 
specific points of view of the two cohorts of respondents, i.e. to examine how the various 

component of the scheme and the whole of the appraisal process had been received and 

whether the key principles had been accepted and found suitable by the participants. With 

appraisal being such a sensitive issue, this aspect is one of the most important criteria for the 

system to be valid and successful. Another aim was to seek the answers to some of the 

question that were left open after my preliminary studies.
I expected that the findings from the survey would help me draw conclusions so that I 

could modify and revise the original scheme where necessary.

7.4.2 Feedback from appraisees

For practical reasons this part of the survey was carried out in two phases, like the piloting 

process itself (see details in 7.3/Data collection/Immediate preliminaries). As a consequence, I 

was forced to use two questionnaires instead of the originally planned single form.
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The questionnaire on student feedback

Research design

I sent out this first questionnaire to the 14 volunteers involved in the piloting process a few 

days after they had received my report on their results. The questionnaire reviews four broad 

areas (see Appendix C/l 1 for a translation of the whole questionnaire):

• their opinions concerning the criteria in the feedback sheet (Questions 1, 2 and 3.)

• their perception of the students' attitude towards the process (Questions 4, Sand 6.)

• their feelings about the findings of the feedback (Questions 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11.)

• their attitude towards student feedback in the light of what they have experienced

(Questions 12, 13 and 14.)

The questions that inquire about the suitability of the criteria ask the appraisees to decide if 

there are any questions they would not ask and to add any questions that they think are 

missing from the questionnaire. There is also a question which was intended to find out if the 

teachers think the criteria are formulated in a way that corresponds with the students' maturity.

The questions that focus on the student respondents' attitude towards feedback as the 

appraisees perceived it include a general question about the acceptability of the findings as a 

realistic picture the students might have formed about their work and performance, and then 

ask whether the appraisees think the students took the process seriously and whether they 

think there were any students who maliciously underscored their performance.

The five questions that investigate the teachers' feelings about the feedback procedure ask 

questions about how anxious they were to learn about their students' opinion, about their 

reactions to being confronted with the findings of the feedback, and also whether they want to 

change anything about their practice as a consequence of the findings.

The questions that concern the teachers' attitude towards feedback in the light of what they 

have experienced inquire about how useful they find it, whether they would mind if the school 

management had access to the findings and whether they think a feedback sheet like this one 

should be part of a scheme which is meant to assess a teacher's performance.
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Data collection

I sent out the fourteen questionnaires a week after the reports, which was two weeks before 

the end of the school year - obviously the busiest part of the whole academic year. Despite my 
premonition that the teachers would not respond to yet another request at such a bad time, I 
received nine answers, three of which even included lengthy letters that detailed the writers' 
feelings and ideas about student feedback. Although a 64% return rate is not too bad in itself, 

with such a low number of participants one has to be very careful in drawing conclusions, so 
the findings here should be interpreted as modest indicators of particular trends rather than 
well-grounded statistical deductions.

Analysis

(See a summary of the results in Appendix C/12.)

Question #1: Eight out of the nine respondents thought the questions on the sheet were all 
suitable. There was one teacher who questioned three of the criteria: Question 21,5 and 7 (is 

excellent, the school should be proud to have her/him on staff, absences and preparedness for 
lessons), saying that the students are not in a position to pass valid judgments on these issues. 
Two other teachers — neither of whom made any objections here -, however, made a remark in 

the letters they attached that Question 20 (is a person whose opinion 1 would take heed of even 
in private matters} could perhaps be better formulated, claiming that the rather poor results 
across the whole sample in this criteria might very well be due to the wording of the question 

being open to misinterpretation.

Question #2: Four out of the nine respondents did not miss any questions or aspects, but 
there were five who made comments here. One mentioned that it would be better to separate 

the two issues included in Question 6 (turns up for and finishes lessons on time), another one 

made a similar remark about Question 9 (teaches at a pace that is appropriate for me; Does 
that mean too slow or too fast?), another one said that it was not absences but whether the 

teacher made up for these lost lessons or not that really mattered (Question 5).

This teacher and two others remarked that the question on pace (Question 9) was not really 
clear because pace might depend on the abilities of the class as a whole. One other teacher 
would want a question about the teacher's requirements, and another one would add three 

more questions: one on the clarity of explanations, another one on the teacher's ability to
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integrate the subject with other subjects, and a third one on the teacher's readiness to 
acknowledge her/his own mistakes.

Yet another teacher would include a self-appraisal-type question about the respondent's 
attitude to the subject, and also about the student's own contribution to the success of the 
course.

Question #3: Except for one teacher - who marked partly - all the other respondents 
agreed that the questions were appropriate to the students' maturity.

Question #4: There were only two partly answers here, although another teacher remarked 
that it would be good to know whether it is a 'good' student or a 'bad' one who has made the 
judgment.

Question #5: Three out of the eight respondents said that all the students had taken the 
feedback seriously, and all the others marked most of them.

Question #6: There were two teachers who did not think any of the students had 
maliciously underscored their performance, and six of them thought some of them had.

Question #7: Eight out of the nine respondents said they were very anxious to learn about 
their students' opinions. One of the teachers did not respond to this question.

Question #8: With the exception of two respondents all the teachers found items whose 
results came as a surprise to them.

Question #9: Four respondents said they were pleased with the results, four said they had 
mixed feelings and only one admitted s/he was disappointed.

Question #10: Although the question was only addressed to those who were not really 
pleased with their results, some of those respondents also answered who said they were happy 
with their results, so probably this question was not very well worded. Two of the teachers 
found it very difficult to digest the criticism from the feedback, four said it was a bit difficult 
for them, two said they had no difficulty, and one did not answer this question.

Question #11: Four of the respondents are planning serious changes in their practice, and 
five of them perhaps one or two smaller changes. No one said they would not change

anything.
Question #12: The respondents were unanimous in acknowledging student feedback to be 

useful. One remarked, however, that the word useful is more appropriate than necessary here.
Question #13: With the exception of two teachers - incidentally, those with the two worst
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results, who answered a bit here - none of the other teachers would object to giving the school 

management access to the findings of the feedback.

Question #14: Five of the respondents said they would endorse the idea that a feedback 

sheet like this should be part of a scheme devised to assess a teacher's performance. While 

none of them said no, four of them said they partly agreed with the idea, but they did not go 

into details about the reasons for their opinions.

Discussion

In spite of the fact that the size of the sample allows no statistically proven conclusions, 

there are certain marked trends that are clearly discernible:

The teachers' opinions concerning the criteria of the feedback sheet

On the whole, the questions (criteria) included in the questionnaire seem to be acceptable 

to the teachers. As for Questions 21,5 and 7 which were criticised by one teacher on the basis 

that the students were not in a position to judge these issues, most teachers seem to understand 

that these questions were only meant to investigate these aspects from the students' - rather 

limited - point of view, and are quite acceptable as long as they are not used at their face- 

value (i.e. to pass a final judgment on the appraisee's suitability) but rather as small - 

admittedly fragmentary - pieces of the big jigsaw puzzle.

In the case of Question 6 (turns up for and finishes lessons on time) and Question 9 

(teaches at apace that is appropriate for me), where one teacher said it would be a good idea 

to separate the two issues included in them, I agree with the other teachers who do not think 

this is necessary (although the more detailed information would, of course, be quite useful) as 

it is the appropriateness of the teacher's conduct that we are looking at here and the aim is not 

to offer a diagnosis of the problem -just as we do not intend to find the causes of a teacher 

receiving poor scores on maintaining discipline, his/her inability to make the students like the 

subject, or the reasons why s/he is so often absent.

The objection in the case of Question 5, where a teacher said that it was not absences but 

whether the teacher made up for these lost lessons or not that really mattered is dismissed 

again as a rather unrealistic premise: students have strict timetables and it is practically 

impossible for most teachers to make up for lost lessons.
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The objection concerning pace (Question 9), which claimed that pace might very well 

depend on the abilities of the class as a whole seems to be a valid one, and anyway, it seems 

logical that if there were students in an ordinary mixed-level/ability class for whom the pace 

was too fast inevitably there would also be others for whom it was guaranteed to be too slow. 

This argument makes good sense to me, so I will have to consider leaving this question out 
altogether.

As for the additional questions proposed, most of them (e.g. the self-appraisal-type 

question about the respondent's attitude to the subject, or the one about the student's own 

contribution to the success of the course) are clearly intended to provide further information 

that could help to explain (or clarify) the underlying reasons for particular phenomena, which 

would be more than welcome, but not within the framework of student feedback: our primary 

purpose here is of a fact-finding nature, and we will have to work out the underlying reasons 

either through careful and honest self-examination or through help from other professionals. 

(The Classroom Observation and the Appraisal Interview components might have a very 

important role here.) Some other additional questions (like the one on the clarity of 

explanations, the one on the teacher's ability to integrate the subject with other subjects, and 

the one on the teacher's readiness to acknowledge her/his own mistakes) are far too subject- 

specific or go into unnecessary details which would be properly covered by Classroom 

Observation, or other, more comprehensive questions in the student feedback questionnaire.

There is, however, one proposed additional question - the question about the teacher's 

requirements —, which focuses on an important aspect of a teacher's performance that is 

missing from the set of criteria, and seems to fit in with the logic of the questionnaire as well. I 

think it would be a good idea to include a question that covers this area.

Although I do not believe the results would have been significantly better if the wording 

had been different, I can accept the opinions of the two teachers who remarked in their letters 

that Question 20 (is a person whose opinion 1 would take heed of even in private matters) 

could be better formulated. There is hardly any doubt that both the phrase private matters and 

the expression take heed o/are rather strong and easy to misinterpret, so I think I will have to 

find a more straightforward - or just the opposite - a less direct wording here.
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The teachers 'perception of the students' attitude towards the process

Although the data here undoubtedly confirm that the teachers in the sample acknowledge 

students as responsible and capable appraisers of their performance, there seems to be some 

(however small) discrepancy between the way I interpreted the students' attitude towards the 

feedback and the way the teachers saw it: they seem to be somewhat less sure that they all 

took it as seriously as it appeared to me, and they seem to have sensed rather more malice than 

I detected. There must be a - perfectly understandable - psychological reason (some sort of 

sub-conscious self-justification) underlying this discrepancy: I have examined the original 

answer sheets again, and - except for the three pupils who gave very poor scores to Teacher 6 

(see 7.3.3/Individual results for details) - I still cannot notice any conspicuous signs of excess 

malice or frivolousness.

The teachers 'feelings about the findings of the feedback

It is clear from the answers that teachers are very interested in their students' opinions, and 

the overwhelming majority of them also admit that student feedback is more than just a formal 

reinforcement of things a self-reflective teacher should sense anyway by intuition.

Half of the respondents claim they were pleased with their results, and there is only one 

who admitted she was disappointed (incidentally, this is one of the teachers who attached a 

long, honest, self-exploratory letter), but - even if I did not know from my own experience - 

in the light of the (occasionally) contradictory answers to Question 10 (How difficult was it to 

digest the findings?} I have the gut feeling that for most of them it could not have been very 

easy to face the results. In both of the letters the teachers mentioned that they were quite 

shocked to learn of the perceptions students had of them, and they immediately started 

searching for clues. They both admitted that their natural first reaction was to try and blame 

the results on the tools (badly formulated questions, malicious respondents etc.), but on second 

thoughts they both found that the problem deserved deeper investigation. One of them, for 

example, tells me that she was utterly shocked to see her very poor result on her ability to 

maintain discipline in class, so she asked the students what it was that they found missing or 

objectable in her practice. To her surprise, the students answered there was nothing wrong 

with her practice, they thought it was perfectly all right, and she should leave everything as it 

was. That is how she realised that sometimes there is a big difference between the way one
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senses certain things that take place in the classroom and the way things should really happen 
on the one hand, and, on the other hand, that the mere fact that the students accept or even 
welcome a certain practice does not necessarily mean that it is the right practice, and that one 
should not be satisfied with everything that does not manifest itself as an acute problem. It is 
also a telling sign that each and every one of the respondents said they would like to change 
something about their practice as a consequence of the findings of student feedback.

The teachers' attitude towards student feedback in the light of what they have experienced

In the light of the answers to the questions in the first part of the questionnaire it is not 
surprising that the teachers in the sample think that student feedback is useful, and that they 
would not mind having it as a component of an appraisal scheme, but it is somewhat more 
unusual that practically none of them would object to sharing the findings with the school 
leadership. This may very well be due to the universal acceptance of the present school 
management (which has just been re-elected for another five years in office) and the 
favourable school climate, but we must not forget that our respondents were volunteers who 

are probably more open people than most of the rest of the staff anyway.

Summary

All in all, the review of the appraisees' opinion on the piloting of the Student Feedback 
Sheet seems to justify the use of this component in the appraisal scheme. It has been 
demonstrated that it as a valid tool, because

• teachers can accept it as such, and they agree with most of the criteria included in the 
questionnaire;

• they acknowledge that the students are competent to pass judgments on their teachers' 
performance if the questions are properly formulated;

• they are interested in their students' opinions, and are ready to learn from the findings of 
the feedback, although they find it quite difficult to digest criticism;

• students take it seriously and pass responsible judgments;

• teachers think it is suitable for revealing new information (i.e. identifying areas of strength 
and weakness that might not be identified in other ways) about a teacher's performance in 
a way that is simple, transparent, confidential and relatively cheap.
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• they think it is a useful technique that should be part of a scheme which is meant to assess

a teacher's performance;

We must not forget, however, that the pilot population was a small, self-selected sample, 

so these conclusions should be treated with due care.

The questionnaire on classroom observation, the Self-Assessment Sheet, the Opinions Sheet 

and the Appraisal Interview

Research design

This second questionnaire reviews the following areas (see Appendix C/13 for the whole 

questionnaire):

• The participants' opinions concerning the criteria of the Observation Sheet (Questions 1, 2 

and 3), the Self-Assessment Sheet (Questions 8, 9 and 10), and the Opinions Sheet 

(Questions 12, 13 and 14). These questions inquire about the suitability of the criteria; they 

ask the appraisees to decide if there are any questions they would not ask and to add any 

questions that they think are missing from the questionnaires.

• The participants' opinions about their potential observers and the number of observations. 

(Questions 4 and 5). These questions inquire about how competent and unbiased the 

observers appear in the eyes of the appraisees and whether the participants would want 

more or fewer visits or they think the proposed number is acceptable.

• The appraisees' reactions to the findings of the observation (Questions 6 and 7) and the 

self-assessment (Question 11). These questions aim to find out whether the observations 

and the self-assessment have revealed information that can shed new light on their 

classroom practice, and whether this new information might lead to any noticeable 

improvement in their habitual teaching routine.

• The participants' opinions concerning the usefulness and the atmosphere of the interview 

(Questions 15 and 16).

• The appraisees' opinions about the feasibility and practicality of the agreed targets 

(Question 17), and the usefulness of the Appraisal Statement (Question 18).

• The participants' opinions about the whole scheme and the appraisal process (Questions 19 

and 20).
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Again, we must remember that the sample was a small, self-selected one, so the data from 

the pilot review should be handled quite as carefully as in the case of the pilot data.

Data collection

I sent out the questionnaires to the participants in mid-February 2004, when the Appraisal 

Statements had already been signed and the whole appraisal process had been completed. As 

this is a (relatively speaking) quiet period during the term, to my delighted surprise, all 14 

participants sent back the questionnaires.

It should be noted that there was a marked consistency between the basic attitudes of 

individual respondents in respect of the sort of answers they gave to the various questions on 

this questionnaire and also the one on student feedback. Respondents with a more sceptical 

attitude were usually consistently more doubtful about most aspects, so most of the less 

"positive" opinions came from the same respondents.

Feedback on Classroom observation

Analysis and discussion

Question #1 (Any criteria you would not have included?}

All the fourteen respondents said that all the criteria in the revised Observation Sheet were 

acceptable to them. 

Question #2 (Any criteria missing from the sheet?)

Again, all the respondents agreed that no important criteria were missing from the revised 

sheet. 
Question #3 (Is the sheet suitable for giving a realistic picture of your performance?)

With the exception of one respondent, who marked "partly", all participants said the sheet 

was suitable for giving a realistic picture of their performance. 

Question #4 (Are your potential observers suitable for their job?)

With the exception of two respondents, who marked "partly", all participants said they 

thought their potential observers were suitable for handling the sheet in an unbiased and 

competent way. One respondent remarked, however, that the members of the management 

might change.
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Question #5 (Number of visits during the cycle. )

Six respondents marked "too few" and eight marked "satisfactory" here. 
Question #6 (Any surprising results?}

Only two of the respondents said that some of the results came as a surprise to them. 
Question #7 (Do you plan any changes?)

Three of the respondent said they were planning serious changes, eight said they were 
planning one or two smaller changes.

Summary

The analysis of the data from the review of the piloting of the Observation Sheet seems to 
confirm that the Sheet is acceptable to the overwhelming majority of the respondents as it 
stands, as they think that the Sheet is suitable for revealing new information which might lead 
to improvement in their teaching practice. They also accept the number of visits the scheme 
suggests, and - at least in this community - they accept their observers as well. There was a 
clear tendency that the poorer scores respondents received on the student feedback and the 

classroom observations, the more hesitant or negative answers they gave.

Feedback on the Self-Assessment Sheet

Analysis and discussion

Question #8 (Any criteria you would not have included?)

None of the respondents marked "yes" here. 

Question #9 (Any criteria missing from the sheet?)
There were no affirmative answers here either. 

Question #10 (Is the sheet suitable for giving a realistic picture of your performance?}
There was only one respondent who marked "partly" (incidentally the one with the worst 

results in student feedback and classroom observation); all the others said they found the sheet 
suitable for this purpose. 
Question #11 (Do you plan any changes?)

Two respondents said they were planning serious changes, they said they wanted to change 

one or two smaller things in their practice. Interestingly, the two teachers who said they would
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want to make some serious changes belong to the top region of the virtual rank order of 

student feedback and classroom observation results.

Summary

The review of the opinions of the participants on the piloting of the Self-Appraisal Sheet 

seems to justify the use of this component in the appraisal scheme, as it has been demonstrated 

that most appraisees find its criteria relevant and they agree that it is suitable for revealing new 

information about certain aspects of their performance.

Feedback on the Opinions Sheet

Analysis and discussion

Question #12 (Any criteria you would not have included?)

All the respondents agreed that all the criteria were acceptable. 

Question #13 (Any criteria missing from the sheet?}

There were no affirmative answers here either. 

Question #14 (Do you think it is useful?)

All the respondents found the sheet useful.

Summary

The Opinions Sheet proved to be a particularly popular component of the scheme, as it is 

considered to be relevant and useful by all of the participants.

Feedback on the Appraisal Interview and the Appraisal Statement

Analysis and discussion

Question #15 (Do you think it is useful?)

All the respondents marked "very much" here. 

Question #16 (How did you feel during the interview?)
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11 respondents marked "normally" and three (not surprisingly the teachers with the best 

results in the student feedback and classroom observation) marked "very well" here. No one 

said they felt uncomfortable. 

Question #17 (Didyou manage to agree on sensible and realistic targets?)

One respondent marked "no" here (the one with the worst results), while all the others 

gave an affirmative answer. 

Question #18 (How accurately does the Appraisal Statement reflect your performance?)

12 respondents marked "very" while two of them marked "I do not know" here.

Summary

The data from the review of the pilot of the Appraisal Interview seem to confirm that 

participants found it a useful event that was not unpleasant for them at all, and resulted in a 

number of realistic targets for the next appraisal cycle.

Feedback on the whole Appraisal process

Analysis and discussion

Question #19 (The most useful and the most problematic features/elements of the scheme.) 

The best features included things such as the confidentiality of the scheme (mentioned on

11 questionnaires), the use of student feedback (which was mentioned on 8 questionnaires), 

the fact that it does not generate open competition between teachers (mentioned on 6 

questionnaires), the Opinions Sheet (mentioned 5 times), the fact that the scheme covers all 

the major aspects of a teacher's responsibilities (mentioned 5 times), self-appraisal (mentioned 

three times), raising the awareness about problems, the fact that the scheme makes classroom 

observation compulsory again, feedback from the head of department, the fact that the scheme 

is so comprehensive.

The most problematic features included things such as lack of time, the danger of the 

scheme becoming a formality after a while, the difficulty of getting (some) teachers to accept 

the idea of student feedback, the danger that some teachers might feel offended, particularly 

because of the findings of classroom observation. 

Question #20 (Would you support the introduction of this scheme in your school?)
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With the exception of one respondent, who also marked "yes, though with reservations 

only", all the participants said they would support the introduction of the scheme. The odd- 

man-out (the teacher with the worst results again) added that his or her reservations were due 

to his or her doubts that the observation can really be done in an objective and unbiased way.

Summary

On the evidence of the respondents' answers to these questions we can claim that the 

participants of this pilot are in favour of the introduction of a scheme like this.

7.4.3 Feedback from appraisers

Research design

My aim with the interviews with the appraisers was to assess the face validity of the 

scheme from the point of view of those who were responsible for managing and conducting it. 

More specifically, I hoped to find out more about the following four issues:

• How did they feel while doing the appraisal? (Did they find it difficult or embarrassing?)

• How useful did they find the process and the outcomes both from the point of view of 

individuals (the teachers) and the school?

• How practical did they find the scheme and the individual tools?

• How did they see the balance between the benefits that accrue from appraisal and the

amount of effort required from all those concerned?

I planned to conduct short, structured interviews focusing on these issues with three 

appraisers who took part in the pilot: the head, one of the deputies and the head of the 

Languages Department, then I would analyse the findings and draw the conclusions.

Data collection

I sat down for the interviews with the three appraisers separately on the same day in early 

March, a week after the pilot had been completed. Each interview lasted about 20 minutes.
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Analysis and discussion

The most conspicuous thing about the findings of the interviews is that the information 
coming from the three appraisers was practically identical: all three of them described their 
feelings about the whole process and the various components in very similar ways.

Each of them said that it was the class observation that they found the most uncomfortable 
component of the appraisal, first and foremost because all of them found it rather difficult to 
communicate their critical comments to their appraisees. This was particularly embarrassing 
for the head of the department who was supposed to pass subject-related judgment about her 
colleagues; she pointed out that she had found it extremely difficult to award a worse score 
than a B for the criterion on the appraisee's language competence for example, even if she 
would have had plenty of evidence to support a more negative score. This was reinforced by 
the remarks of the members of the management, who said they were glad they didn't have to 

evaluate these aspects.* The deputy mentioned a further reason why he might have found it so 
difficult to communicate his judgments about the teachers' performance: observation was only 
a one-off occasion during this pilot, and because of this there was an air of uncertainty and 
unfoundedness about his judgments as they were based on the evidence of a single visit 
(which was not even conducted by an expert in the given subject in these cases) - regardless 
of the evidence he was able to support his opinion with. The head of the department also 
remarked that - although they had conducted class observations from time to time before - it 
was in fact the first time they had assessed the teachers' performance according to any 
declared criteria. So far it had been easy to avoid embarrassing issues, but this time they just 
could not do it as it was part of the observation sheet. She added that anything new required 
some time to get used to both on the part of the appraisee and the appraiser, anyway. The head 
teacher also remarked that whole staff discussions and staff approval of the scheme would also 
help 'legitimatize' the criteria and the resulting judgments. All in all, however, it should be 
noted that head teachers and heads of departments who have developed non-hierarchical

* An explanation to this phenomenon was suggested by a British colleague of mine who has been living in this 
country for more than 15 years. He said there was an interesting cross-cultural difference here: although he 
admitted that this kind of thing was not easy to do anywhere, for some unclear cultural-social-psychological 
reasons Hungarians seem to find it more difficult to distinguish between their private and professional 
selves/roles than British people. Hungarians do not seem to accept two different attitudes from one person, 
regardless of the situation. (Personal communication, Christopher Ryan, 2004) This is manifest in our political 
life (where we have enemies rather than opponents) and might also explain the phenomenon I mentioned in 7.3.1.
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cultures might find difficulty in integrating the collaborative-developmental and the 

managerial-evaluative functions of appraisal.

All three of them agreed, however, that they did not have any uncomfortable or unpleasant 

feelings about the other components, including the interview, which had sounded somewhat 

formidable to most of them to start with, but actually turned out to be quite a pleasant and 

useful event. All things considered, they all said, there was no doubt in their minds about the 

usefulness of the scheme: the process had obviously unearthed and revealed new information 

for both the teachers and the management, and - as far as they could judge on the basis of the 

Appraisal Statements and discussions between members of the school management, the 

outcomes might prove to be similarly beneficial for everyone.

As for the practicality of the scheme, they all agreed that each tool was quite simple to use 

and fairly easy to process, though the head remarked that processing the student feedback 

could prove to be quite difficult if were done for the whole school (in the case of 350 pupils it 

would amount to about 3500 questionnaires). This time it was my job to process the data, and 

the report I sent back to the teachers looked frighteningly detailed and elaborate to him, which 

suggested there was a great deal of work involved. I explained to him that the bulk of the work 

was actually done by the computer, but I admitted that it was a big job, which could easily 

take two or three afternoons for one person to do. He also made a remark about the amount of 

paper and the photocopying capacity the scheme required.

When asked directly whether, on balance, they thought it was well worth the effort, 

however, I experienced more hesitation: all three of them said they were not quite sure. The 

system is quite complex, they argued, and the procedure adds to their burdens considerably. 

When I asked whether they were aware that during the four-month pilot period they had to 

simulate a two-year cycle, they admitted that this obviously made a difference, but they said 

that in the present circumstances practically any new task (regardless of how beneficial it 

might be) would be considered as an overload. They all said they had no doubts in their minds 

that the scheme had a potential for the improvement of the quality of school management 

(they particularly appreciated that the scheme might help management to identify and solve 

problems related to the individual needs of teachers and improve communication between the 

teachers and the school management, thus providing information for managerial decisions on 

necessary investments, appointments, promotion, pay and bonuses), but, they said, very often
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the sheer quantity of their duties was a more serious matter for concern to them than issues of 
quality.

The head also raised another issue here: he reminded me how difficult it had been to find 

the volunteers for the pilot. There were just fourteen of them (most of them language teachers) 

out of a staff of more than sixty, which meant to him that there was a strong resistance to the 

idea of appraisal; either because teachers too were overloaded with work or because 
assessment was automatically seen as a threat.

Summary

All things considered, the review of the appraisers' opinions on certain aspects of the 

piloting of the scheme seems to prove that from the management point of view the appraisers 

in the sample consider its introduction professionally feasible, as it has been demonstrated that 

it as a valid tool, because

• with the exception of certain aspects of the observation, they all felt quite easy in their 

minds and comfortable during the appraisal process. It is, however, quite clear that it might 

be useful to re-think the inclusion of certain questions, and that classroom observation is a 

component of the scheme that needs particular attention at the time of the initial stages of 

the introduction of the scheme;

• all of them made encouraging remarks about the usefulness of the process and outcomes of 

the scheme either from the point of view of the individual or the school. 

On the other hand, though, they expressed their doubts about the administrative feasibility

of the scheme, because

• they were somewhat worried about the costs (paper and photocopying) under the present 

financial circumstances;

• all of them agreed that it would considerably increase the administrative burden on 

management in a situation where they already felt they had more on their shoulders than 

their fair share;

• there was a danger that some teachers would mount resistance to the idea of introducing

appraisal.
Looking back on the slow, dragging process of both the first and the second phases of the 

pilot, and being aware of the duties of school managements and the financial conditions in
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schools, these worries seem quite justified. (Interestingly, these findings roughly coincide with 
some of the worries expressed by the appraisers in Kyriacou's (1997) study: they also 
complained that they found the process time-consuming, logistically difficult to set up, and 
said they felt appraisal to be an extra burden of work. Other difficulties the participants in that 
survey expressed included the problem of dealing with an appraisee who was nervous or felt 
threatened by the process, or with some appraisees who resented or were hostile towards being 
appraised. See also 4.3.1.)

7.5 Conclusion: the viability of the scheme

7.5.1 The validity of the proposed scheme

In order to assess the content, construct and face validity of the scheme I will now 
summarise the conclusions drawn from the findings of the analysis of pilot data and the results 
of the pilot review to examine the proposed scheme in terms of the four key standards (utility, 
accuracy, feasibility and propriety) against which the fulfilment of the main objectives of a 
scheme should be judged. With the judgment of the validity of any scheme being primarily a 
matter of personal opinion which depends on the way one conceives the teaching profession, 
my conclusions will only reflect the opinions of my small, self-selected (and presumably more 
enthusiastic than the average), thus by no means representative pilot population.

Both the findings of the analysis of the pilot data and the results of the review indicate that 
the proposed scheme has the potential for improving the quality of education by helping 
teachers identify problem areas concerning their teaching and non-teaching school activities. 
The overwhelming majority of the participants find most of the criteria acceptable and suitable 
for providing new information, and they think that the findings of lesson observations, student 
feedback, self-assessment and the interview serve as useful points of reference in ensuring an 
increased awareness of performance and improving skills and performance.

It has been confirmed that the scheme has a potential for improving the quality of school 
management by opening up new channels for the exchange of information between 
management and staff, which might help management identify and solve problems related to 
the individual needs of teachers on the one hand, and provide useful information for
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managerial decisions that are supposed to be based on the performance of individual teachers, 

such as appointments, promotion, pay and bonuses on the other.

The findings support the assumption that the scheme is unambiguous and transparent, and 

by ensuring reasonable confidentiality it does not threaten the harmony and respect of staff in 

any way. At the same time, it is very important to emphasise that, in spite of their willingness 

to make improvements, it remains quite difficult for most teachers to digest criticism - both 

from the students and the observers, which reinforces the significance of interpersonal skills 

on the part of the appraiser, and the importance of a supportive professional atmosphere at the 

interview. It is also a warning sign that appraisers found classroom observations the most 

problematic element of the scheme because of the difficulties of communicating unfavourable 

judgments, which suggests that this is a component that would need particular attention at the 

time of the initial stages of the introduction of the scheme.

While it has been confirmed that the scheme is as time and energy efficient and cheap as 

possible under the circumstances, and that probably it would be impossible to come up with a 

similarly comprehensive system which is less demanding on the resources of the school, the 

findings revealed that even these investments might prove to be too much of a burden for 

schools like the pilot school. For all its potentials, the scheme was found to further increase the 

workload of the already overburdened staff and management, and would require additional 

financial resources in a situation where funding is already an acute problem. The findings 

reflect well-founded fears that these problems might seriously jeopardize the operation of the 

scheme partly because both teachers and the members of the management may find it too 

demanding and partly because there is not enough money to operate it.

All in all, the question whether the revised scheme - which seems to have passed the test 

of the participants in the pilot - could be presented to the whole of the staff in September the 

next academic year has remained open.

7.5.2 Lessons to be learnt from the piloting of the scheme

In spite of the overwhelmingly reassuring message that emerges from the findings of the 

pilot, there are a number of important lessons to be drawn from it, some of which indicate the 

necessity of revising certain details of the scheme.
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Revision of the Student Feedback Sheet

On the grounds of the findings of the piloting of the Student Feedback Sheet, the omission 

of one question, the inclusion of one additional criterion and the rewording of one question 
proved to be entirely justifiable: I will leave out Question 9 (appropriate pace), and the new 
question (the new #9 on the questionnaire) will be: "... has reasonably high requirements". 
Question 20 will be reworded: "... is a person -whose opinion I would consider worthy even in 

non-professional matters". (See revised Student Feedback Sheet in Appendix C/3.2.)

Revision of the Observation Sheet

On the basis of the findings of the piloting of the Observation Sheet, and particularly the 
data from appraisers in the pilot review, it is clear that it might be useful to re-think the 

inclusion of certain questions, and that this is a component of the scheme that requires 
particular attention at the time of the initial stages of the introduction of the scheme.

First and foremost that would mean the in-depth preliminary staff- and department-level 

discussion of the criteria of the sheet and then - when the scheme has been approved - some 
sort of training for observation, both with the participation of both appraisers and appraisees. 
What I could imagine in the present financial situation of schools is the whole-staff 

'benchmarking' of video-taped lessons, which could help them internalize the criteria, practise 
evaluation and get used to the idea of passing responsible judgments and being assessed on the 
basis of declared criteria. (See 6.4.5 for more details on ideas about training.)

The other crucial question, however, is to identify what distinguishes the criteria of 

observation from, for example, those of the appraisal interview, which also require the passing 
of subjective judgments, but did not prove to be problematic either for appraisers or 

appraisees. Most probably the key difference is that the criteria used here are of a considerably 

more sensitive nature, particularly the ones that are concerned with existing (or lacking) talent, 
capacity or aptitude rather than abilities or skills that depend on one's attitude, diligence or 

willingness. It is considerably easier to tell someone that they have not put enough effort into 
preparing for a lesson than to tell them that their knowledge of their subject (e.g. language 

competence) is not quite up to scratch. One thing we could do is get rid of these items of the 
observation sheet altogether, and leave the job of evaluating these aspects to the (anonymous) 

student feedback, thus renouncing an expert opinion. This solution seems quite sensible



308

because these sorts of questions are of an inherently judgmental nature anyway, and there is 

not much chance of any teacher making a spectacular improvement in these capacities and 

aptitudes as a result of the findings of observation: after all, the main purpose of the whole 

scheme is to encourage development rather than pass judgments. This may very well be the 

case when, to quote Stake (1989) one more time, "The harmony and respect of staff, and thus 

the teaching environment, should not be put at risk just because teacher evaluation might make 

some things better." Interestingly, however, practically no one in either the survey population 

or the piloting group objected to the inclusion of these criteria, which might be due to the fact 

that these items have traditionally been used in such sheets and that there is no doubt that these 

aspects are important ones. The piloting of this scheme has revealed, though, that these criteria 

might not be best assessed through this tool.

If we wanted to omit these criteria from the Observation sheet, we would have to get rid of 

Question 1 (attitude to subject, material and teaching), Question 7 (ability to evaluate own 

performance} and definitely Question 27 (knowledge of subject). I would leave the decision to 

the staff, but I would warn them about these problems in the proposed Appraisal Handbook.

Other issues

There are two more very serious problems that the piloting process has revealed. The first 

one is the relatively small number of volunteers willing to participate in the project (both in 

terms of schools and the teachers within the pilot school), which suggests that there is 

considerable resistance and aversion to the idea of appraisal. The second one is the burden the 

operation of the scheme imposes on the participants (including the school as an institution).

Both of these problems, however, lie somewhat beyond the scope of this dissertation, as, 

besides recording the existence of the problem and speculating about possible solutions, there 

is nothing we could do to solve them by changing the structure or certain details of the 

scheme.

What we could do, though, is take more care to familiarize staffs with the proposed 

scheme so that the issue can become a conversational topic in staff rooms. The essential aims 

would be to convince appraisees and appraisers that the scheme has a potential for improving 

the quality of education and that possibilities for 'loss of face' are minimised in a 

fundamentally developmental scheme like this one.



309

Another thing we could do is abandon the central processing (but not the administration) 
of student feedback data and leave the interpretation exclusively for the appraisees. Obviously, 
in this case the appraisers would not have first hand information of these results. There seems 
to be very little to save by doing this and too much to lose, so I do not think this is a feasible 
solution.
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8 Overview of the project: conclusion and summary

8.1 The findings of the research in the broader contextual perspective of 

Hungarian education

8.1.1 The present position of teacher appraisal in Hungary

The macro-scale context for teacher appraisal in Hungary has not changed substantially 

over the almost five years I have spent working on the project. As the 1999 Amendment of the 

1993 Education Act imposed the mandatory inclusion of a quality assurance element in school 

development plans as of September 2002, schools were forced to adopt some sort of quality 

management system, which, in most cases, was the ISO 9000 system. A system such as this 

one is supposed to include a component which focuses on teacher appraisal, and the biggest 

single issue currently facing school managements is how they should appraise their staff and 

what the implications of the process are.

Judging by the findings of a small-scale informal survey that I have conducted during the 

past few months, in the vast majority of cases school managements are still struggling 

desperately to find something that can fulfil this requirement and is feasible in financial and 

practical terms. (In the rest of the schools, however, they do not seem to care at all.) So far, 

hardly any schools have been able to come up with anything more than the occasional 

classroom observation and post-lesson discussion carried out without any declared criteria by 

a member of the school management.

8.1.2 Outlook for teacher appraisal in Hungary

Although head teachers are now required by law to implement appraisal, the outlook is 

hardly promising: the number of compulsory lessons for teachers has increased in the past 

couple of years, the steady demographic decline in student numbers continues to threaten 

teaching posts, and the general financial situation of schools is deteriorating rapidly. With the 

general climate so unfavourable, with no funds allocated for the new tasks and with the
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attendant emotional baggage that the notion of appraisal still carries, the introduction of an 

appropriate appraisal scheme would be fraught with difficulty at the school-level.

At the same time, however, there seem to be growing numbers of heads and teachers who 

are aware of an increasing need for real appraisal: some think poor teacher performance is also 

partly responsible for the downward trend in secondary school qualities (referring to, among 

other things, the alarming findings of OECD's international PISA survey of student 

performances of 2000)*, others truly believe that appraisal could have considerable potential 

for self-imposed individual improvement. The former, as a rule, favour strict judgmental 

evaluation while the latter support the idea of developmental appraisal.

Bearing in mind that the success of an appraisal scheme will depend to a great extent on 

the perceptions teachers have of it and their willingness to co-operate, evidence from the pilot 

selection (both the selection of schools willing to take part in the pilot and the selection of 

volunteers in my pilot school) suggests that 'sceptics' have an outright majority over 

'enthusiasts', and a significant and potentially vociferous number of teachers are likely to be 

opposed to the idea. On the other hand, however, the results of the survey conducted among 

teachers and the pilot review show that once teachers have become familiar with the real 

aims, principles and processes of appraisal, their attitudes and opinions tend to undergo a 

profound change and the overwhelming majority supports the idea of introducing appraisal.

These conflicting findings lead to some inescapable conclusions about the feasibility of 

school teacher appraisal in the present day Hungarian societal and educational context. It 

seems that - no matter how properly constructed and presented the actual appraisal systems 

may be - there are certain vital conditions which must be satisfied if there is to be any 

realistic chance that appraisal will ever be an effective and useful tool in quality management 

in this country. They are the following: 

- Only a theoretically sound and practicable scheme of a primarily developmental nature

which is tailored to the needs and norms of a particular staff stands any chance in Hungary

today. There seems to be no point in experimenting with fundamentally judgmental,

* The most important underlying real reasons for the indisputable decline in educational standards in Hungarian 
secondary schools are, in fact, the dramatic decline in student numbers for demographic reasons in the past 
decade or so (while the number of secondary schools, particularly those of the traditional "gimdzium" type, has 
remained practically the same) on the one hand, and the sharply rising proportion of primary school students who 
continue their studies in secondary schools (over 60% today, as opposed to 46% a decade ago) on the other. A 
large number of the pupils who can now easily get into these 'grammar schools' simply cannot cope with the
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central schemes, which are only likely to weaken the case for appraisal.

- It is essential that all those concerned should be properly informed about the aims, 

principles, processes and conditions of appraisal: the National Educational Evaluation and 

Examination Centre (a government agency responsible for servicing, managing and co 

ordinating quality-related issues) should pay more attention to appraisal-related training, 

awareness-raising and publicity issues.

- The educational authorities should take steps to properly enforce the existing laws on 

quality management in schools, and should not just turn a blind eye to merely formal 

solutions. Some pressure seems to be essential here.

- The educational authorities should allocate the necessary funds for the tasks required by 

law, which would not be an impossibly high sum in this case.

8.2 Final reflections on the phases of the project

8.2.1 Phase 1

In the aim I set myself in Phase 1 of the investigation, my main purpose was to identify 

areas and aspects of teacher appraisal that were relevant in the current Hungarian context. In 

order to achieve this, I first studied the general context for quality management in Hungary, 

then reviewed the relevant Hungarian and international literature on appraisal-related issues, 

and finally conducted a survey of the opinions of key Hungarian stakeholders.

The analysis of the general context for appraisal in Hungary

I had no difficulty in analysing the context for appraisal, as I have been part of it all my 

professional life, and also in a number of different capacities. I spent the first 11 years of my 

career in maintained sector secondary education, where I had first-hand experience both of the 

conditions and of what was called "appraisal" at the time, and I have spent the past 13 years in 

higher education, where I have had the teacher trainer's perspective on education and I have 

also had a chance both to take part in devising an appraisal scheme and to be subjected to it.

requirements that these traditional schools cannot and will not reduce...
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The literature review

The review of the literature, however, did not prove to be quite so easy a task. On the one 

hand, very little has been published about teacher appraisal in Hungary, simply because it has 

not happened over the past 15 years or so, while I had a different problem with the 

international literature: the almost infinite abundance of available sources on general quality 

management, which made orientation rather difficult. I have probably read and studied far 

more books and articles than I should have: as it turned out, there were surprisingly few which 

bore directly on my immediate topic. Some of these, however, proved to be so perfectly 

relevant and thus so useful that it was difficult not to rely on them. For obvious reasons - the 

languages I speak on the one hand, and issues of relevance and availability on the other - my 

review of the literature is deliberately somewhat one-sided as, except for a few special cases, I 

focused on the Hungarian and English language literature, predominantly of British origin.

Another interesting circumstance is that the period of my project has in good part 

coincided with the introduction of mandatory appraisal and the preceding and following 

debates in Britain, which has made it difficult to keep pace with the ever-changing 

developments from the distance and to keep my review as up-to-date as possible.

The review of selected models of appraisal

In addition to the problems I detailed in the introduction to this part of the project (i.e. that 

the literature offers only a very small number of descriptions of models, that there are hardly 

any established and well-founded schemes in effect in the maintained sector in the world today 

and that many institutions look upon their appraisal policies as their intellectual property and 

are not particularly willing to share them), I was also faced with the problems I mentioned 

above in the case of the only fully documented and comprehensive scheme, the English-Welsh 

Appraisal Regulations. Two (or rather three) different versions of the Regulations were born 

during this period and keeping abreast of the changes from Hungary was not an easy task. It is 

also regrettable that all my efforts to obtain further information through professional networks 

operating on the world net (such as ELTeCS for example) proved to be virtually fruitless.

At the same time, however, having been involved in the planning and operation of a 

similar scheme in a Hungarian context, I was in an unusually good position to discuss and 

evaluate the way it was implemented and received. I was also lucky enough to find a relatively
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detailed description of two Hungarian schemes of exceptionally high professional standard: 

the Kossuth Lajos Gimndzium, Mosonmagyarovar and the Illyes Gyula Gimndzium es 
Kozgazdasdgi Szakkozepiskola, Budaors schemes.

All in all, I think that the selected set of 20 markedly different earlier and existing models 

represent a satisfactory sample of the various concepts of appraisal in the world today, which 

provided me with a great deal of useful information that I could use in devising my own 
proposal.

The surveys

The preparation for the surveys was one of the least spectacular but in fact perhaps the 

most intensive phases of the project. This was the period when I first devised the basic 

principles, components and criteria of the appraisal scheme I would propose. I had to think 
things over very carefully so as to include (all) the appropriate questions in my questionnaires; 

after all, the whole outcome of the second phase of my research depended on the success of 

this component. Except for the selection of the population, which I would have preferred to be 

really representative (unfortunately I had no influence over this, as it was conducted by Gallup 

Hungary), the surveys went practically without a hitch and I obtained a great deal of data. My 

limited experience of data processing made this somewhat daunting, but in fact the analysis of 
the data from the surveys was a very instructive and exciting phase of my research, which 

supplied me with invaluable munitions for the rest of the investigation.

In retrospect, I think I have fully accomplished the aims I set for this phase of my research.

8.2.2 Phase 2

In the second phase of the investigation my main purpose was to devise and pilot a 

"pioneer" appraisal scheme which would satisfy the requirements of a theoretically sound, fair 

and practical scheme specifically designed to meet the particular needs and conditions of 

Hungarian secondary schools, and which could serve as a starting point for further 

professional discussions about appraisal. In order to achieve this, I first outlined the basic 

principles, the processes and the detailed criteria of the proposed system, and then piloted it in 

a typical secondary school. After analysing the data from the pilot, I conducted a review of the 

pilot and drew conclusions from the findings to enable me to revise the original scheme.
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Designing the pioneer scheme

The designing of the scheme took place in the form of devising and writing a 12-page 

Appraisal Handbook and the necessary attachments in Hungarian. I had written up at least 10 

different drafts before I presented the proposal to the pilot school, where it was further

modified before the pilot, but there is no doubt in my mind that the 'final product' successfully 

fulfilled its aim to serve as guidance and a useful starting point for further discussions.

The piloting process

The piloting was by far the most problematic part of the research, first and foremost 

because in this phase I had hardly any control over procedures in the pilot school, and more 

often than not they did not go in quite the way I would have wanted them to go. In retrospect, 

my greatest regret is that I did not have a chance to communicate with the whole staff in 

person, and thus I could not persuade more of them to take part in the process. Nevertheless, 

interrupted and fragmentary as the whole process was, I received full compensation for my 

trials and tribulations by what I got from those who eventually took part in the pilot. I am 

immensely grateful for their contribution, which often went far beyond what I actually asked 

of them.
Another regret of mine is that, as I see it now, the assessment of the education personnel's 

perceptions of the scheme could perhaps been carried out more thoroughly. I had decided to 

choose the questionnaire format to survey the opinions of the teachers because I had expected 

a larger number of respondents: in retrospect, with the relatively small number of participants, 

a non-quantitative interview technique would probably have yielded richer and more revealing 

data - as I think it did in the case of appraisers.
All things considered, in spite of all the difficulties and the relatively small number of self- 

selected participants in the pilot, I consider Phase 2 of the project successfully accomplished, 

and thus the original aim fulfilled.
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8.3 Summary of the achievements of the dissertation

8.3.1 Phase 1

By successfully accomplishing the tasks required by Aim 1, i.e. having identified areas and 

aspects of teacher appraisal that are relevant in the current Hungarian context - in addition to 

providing a systematic in-depth review of the relevant academic background, reporting the 

findings of a sample survey of different models of appraisal and presenting an overview of the 

wider socio-political and historical context for quality management in Hungarian education - 

Phase 1 of the research project claims to have made an original contribution to knowledge in 

the field of teacher appraisal in terms of having produced, processed and analysed data which 

have not been available so far about the way key Hungarian stakeholders in secondary school 

quality management see the major issues involved in teacher appraisal. The study also 

provides a possible methodological model for surveying the opinions of key stakeholders.

This contribution is of crucial significance as it provides invaluable further information 

about aspects of the context which is essential for putting together an accurate composite 

picture of the current background for teacher appraisal in Hungarian secondary schools.

8.3.2 Phase 2

By achieving Aim 2, i.e. having devised, piloted and critically analysed an appraisal 

scheme which satisfies the requirements of a fully contextualised scheme which might serve 

as a starting point for further professional discussions about appraisal, Phase 2 of the 

investigation claims to have made a contribution to knowledge in terms of having designed a 

scheme of unprecedented thoroughness and practicality which has specifically been devised to 

meet the particular needs and conditions of a particular Hungarian secondary school. By 

combining time-tested and innovative ingredients, a new and unique scheme has been created, 

which provides a suitable starting point for introducing appraisal on the Hungarian educational 

scene or even in other educational settings with a similar societal background and similar

traditions.
Although most of the components of the proposed scheme have been well-established 

(especially in international practice) for some time, the concept of using student feedback in
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school teacher appraisal in particular, and also some of the specific criteria of certain 
individual appraisal tools, constitute new contributions to knowledge in the field.

8.3.3 The main objective of the project: linking appraisal to a specific context and the 

stakeholders' norms

In theory, an appraisal system can be imposed from the top down without taking into 

account the characteristics of the specific context and the needs and expectations of those 

involved in the process, in which case it is likely to degenerate into a game of ticking boxes 

and meeting limited requirements. On the basis of research evidence from the two phases of 

the investigation, however, we can conclude that if an appraisal system is to work as a 

mechanism for quality enhancement in a professional setting, it is crucially important that 

those involved in appraisal should look upon it as a process which is in full compliance with 

the specific professional, legal and moral requirements of the given context.

While the international literature duly calls the attention to importance of the context in 
general, it is conspicuous that they do not really consider the significance of the norms 
professional teachers have in that context, obviously because they take their own socio 
political, educational and cultural backgrounds for granted as the context for appraisal. Thus it 
is hardly surprising that the international literature lacks a vital dimension when it comes to 
application to countries that have a different educational environment.

The main objective of this dissertation has been to attempt to bridge this gap between 

academic and practical work and satisfy the needs of administrators and professional teachers 

by providing a theoretical and methodological solution that could remedy this major 

deficiency and offer detailed guidance on the design of individualised appraisal schemes in 

specific educational contexts.

The hypothesis of the research

By having fulfilled both aims of the project, it has been demonstrated that both the careful 

and comprehensive examination and analysis of the distinctive features of a particular 

educational setting and the norms different stakeholders have in that context play a pivotal 

role in the development and the fundamental characteristics of an appraisal system which is 

supposed to function effectively in a particular context. Consequently, it seems entirely fair to
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claim that the original hypothesis of the research - i.e. that it is possible to design an 

appraisal scheme that will work as a suitable mechanism for quality enhancement in a given 

institution if the distinctive features of the educational context and the opinions and 

expectations of key stakeholders are properly investigated and taken into account - has been 

accepted. Thus it seems possible and justifiable to draw conclusions from the findings and 

formulate (i) the general theoretical principles of how teacher appraisal schemes should be 

linked to these factors and (ii) generalise a design process that can help Hungarian 

administrators tailor appraisal to their own contexts.

A general theoretical framework for linking schemes to specific contexts

Both the literature review and evidence from the research support the preliminary 

assumption that valid appraisals of teacher performance cannot be separated from either the 

appraisal of other potential influences on performance which can be attributed to the specific 

features and individual characteristics of a given wider and immediate teaching environment 

nor the feelings, opinions and expectations of the key stakeholders. It has been demonstrated 

that - while there is no generic formative appraisal model which is applicable in any context - 

by obtaining and analysing relevant information, it is possible to formulate the general 

theoretical principles of a design process and thus provide a suitable conceptual model for 

schools to tailor appraisal schemes to their own individual teaching contexts. The findings of 

the research suggest that the systematic in-depth analysis of a particular context and the 

examination of the opinions of stakeholders in that context should be performed at two levels: 

at the national (or at an equivalent regional) level and the local (school) level. The real 

significance of the national-level analyses lies in the fact that they reveal information that can 

help to work out the general, 'roughly-tuned' characteristics (such as the basic purposes, the 

fundamental structure, the financial conditions etc.) of the system, and the role of the local- 

level analyses is to shape the 'finely-tuned', immediate context-sensitive features of the 

scheme (such as the specific criteria, the details of the management of appraisal etc.).

The examination of the context and the norms at the national level

There are then two distinct dimensions to be considered in the national level analysis, 

namely (i) the overview of the necessary and sufficient societal, political and legal conditions
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for the introduction of teacher appraisal such as the social environment and the politics of the 

educational system on the one hand, and (ii) a survey of the current tendencies in professional 

thinking concerning appraisal on the other.

(i) The analysis of the general conditions for appraisal requires the overview of the 
following aspects:

- the factors, influences and key developments that have directly or indirectly led to creating 

a demand for teacher appraisal, which are important aspects because they may have a 

considerable influence on forming social expectations about the desirable purposes of 

appraisal;

- the statutory prerequisites of appraisal (legislation directly or indirectly addressing teacher 

appraisal, such as the National Education Act and the Data Protection Act), which provide 

essential information about the legal requirements and restrictions of the management of 

appraisal;

- the available financial provision for appraisal, as the existence of adequate resourcing is 

indispensable for covering the costs related to the time taken up in appraisal, the cost of 

photocopying, the cost of training and resourcing the outcomes of appraisal.

(ii) The survey of the current general tendencies in professional thinking concerning 

appraisal should be focused on the analysis of the feelings, opinions and professional interests 

of teachers at different levels of the organizational hierarchy and also on the views of some 

important lay stakeholders such as the pupils and their parents. The survey should provide data 

for the systematic analysis of context-dependent aspects of teacher appraisal such as:

- the purposes of appraisal;

- involvement in the appraisal process;

- the key areas and methods of data collection;

- the criteria used in the different tools;

- the management of appraisal;

- the ethical principles of appraisal.
The in-depth analysis of the results of such a survey can supply the designer of the system 

with invaluable information about the expectations and preferences of stakeholders - most
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important of all of those directly involved in the appraisal process - which may play an 

important role in shaping the basic principles, methods and criteria of the scheme.

The examination of the context and the norms at the local level

In the local-level analysis there are two dimensions to be considered again: (i) the 

examination of certain key documents and the organisational policies of the school on the one 

hand, and (ii) taking the opinions and expectations of the staff into account when making 

decisions about all aspects of the scheme on the other.

(i) The study of key documents and the organisational policies of the school require:

- the examination of the school development plan, as the performance of a teacher can only 

be judged in the context of the institutional goals laid down in this document;

- the examination of the hierarchical structure and the organisational policies of the school, 

as the way the profession is organised is another major factor that can have an important 

effect on the expectations of staff members;

- the examination and revision of job descriptions which define the basic tasks of teachers 

and establish a minimum definition of the criteria for appraisal.

(ii) The examination of the opinions and expectations of the staff means:

- exploring the views of staff members about the aims, principles and fundamental nature of 

appraisal;

- involving staff members in the preparations for the introduction of the scheme, or even 

better, placing the introduction of the scheme in the hands of a staff committee;

- providing appropriate training for appraisal;

- involving staff members in the compilation and fine-tuning of the criteria;

- putting the final proposal of the scheme (the Appraisal Handbook) to the vote;

- giving stakeholders the right to put forward proposals to change any element of the 

scheme;

- recommending elements that ensure that appraisees can comment on any procedures or 

findings during any phases of the cycle.
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A methodology for designing a roughly-tuned national-level proposal for teacher appraisal 

in a specific context

The research methodology used in this dissertation provides the suitable practical model 

for administrators to design a roughly-tuned national-level proposal which can then be used as 

a starting point for local-level discussions about tailoring a scheme to the specific and norms 

of a particular staff.

In summary, the main stages of the process are as follows:

• The point of departure for such a course of action should be a list of the possible 

principles, aims, methods, criteria and management techniques of appraisal. In practice 

this means the review of the relevant literature on the subject or the careful study of a 

suitable handbook and the study of existing models of appraisal. The purpose of this 

overview is to build up an extensive theoretical repertoire which can serve as a basis for 

selecting the elements which suit the given context best.

• The next stage of the process should be the study of the factors, influences and key 

developments that have directly or indirectly led to creating a demand for teacher 

appraisal, the statutory prerequisites of appraisal and the available financial provision for 

appraisal. The aim of this study is to provide general information about the socio-political, 

legal and financial conditions for appraisal, which may determine the nature of certain 

features of the proposed system.

• The following stage of the process should be the analysis of the results of a national survey 

of the opinions and views of key stakeholders in appraisal, namely those of teachers, 

school managers, students and parents, in order to form a picture of their norms and 

expectations, which will provide invaluable information which can be taken into account 

when developing the fundamental features of the proposal.

• On the basis of the conclusions from the findings of these three stages of the study it is 

possible to compile a sample Appraisal Handbook that is based both on sound academic 

principles and the valid estimation of the specific national-level conditions for appraisal, 

which can then be taken as a useful starting point for discussions about a finely-tuned 

scheme for use in a particular educational environment.
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A methodology for tailoring appraisal to the specific contexts and the norms of individual 

secondary schools in Hungary

On the evidence of hands-on experience from the research and the general theoretical 

principles in 8.3.3, it seems to be possible to generalise a design process that can help 

Hungarian schools tailor a roughly-tuned national-level proposal for appraisal to their own 

needs and contexts. The process might consist of the following stages:

• As a preliminary to starting the process, a member of the school management should head 

a voluntary staff committee that should review and, if necessary, revise job descriptions.

• The first stage of the process should ideally be some sort of an organised training 

programme for the whole staff about the basics of teacher appraisal, but in the absence of 

the necessary financial resources an introductory presentation by an expert may serve as an 

acceptable substitute.

• The next thing that should be done is to discuss the issue of appraisal in an initial all-staff 

meeting. This discussion should be focused on discussing the quality assurance chapter of 

the school development plan and it should include an in-depth discussion about the most 

sensitive issues, eventually developing a shared understanding of appraisal. The meeting 

should generate some of the key principles for the necessary arrangements, and offer an 

opportunity for staff members to discuss the key organisational issues presented by 

appraisal, in addition to responding to concerns of staff regarding appraisal, and, most 

important of all, creating a favourable climate for appraisal.

• The Appraisal Handbook described in Chapter 6 of this dissertation - which was, of 

course, worked out on the principles detailed in 8.3.3 - lends itself to being taken as the 

point of departure - a sort of a moot document - for the second stage of the process. This 

13-page document should be handed out to the staff (either as a printout or an electronic 

copy) who should read the material in a week's time. It should be emphasised to the staff 

that the document is meant to be only a departure point for the discussion.

• The next stage should be another all-staff meeting where the proposal laid down in the 

Handbook is fully discussed, and all the problematic issues are put to the vote. In the event 

of disagreement over certain issues, the problematic questions should be assigned to 

voluntary teams or committees whose task would be to work out a proposal for the next 

meeting. The criteria of the Classroom Observation Sheet should also be discussed and
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revised and approved of by the members of the different departments.

• The final stage of the introductory procedures should be another all-staff meeting, which 

would finalise the proposal and put the whole scheme to the vote.

8.4 Beyond the scope of this research project

Although the stated objective and twin aims of this dissertation, of course, concern only 

the first of the conditions listed in 8.1.2 (i.e. only a theoretically sound and practicable scheme 

of a primarily developmental nature which is tailored to the needs and norms of a particular 

staff stands any chance in Hungary today), and - except for a few words of warning - they do 

not directly concern other important issues such as the enforcement of existing laws, adequate 

financial provisions and providing extensive publicity, with the validity of the pioneer scheme 

confirmed and the legal conditions of appraisal ensured - in spite of the rather grim outlook 

forecast for appraisal in the near future in 8.1.2 - it does not seem to be entirely hopeless to 

assume that in a small country like Hungary - by creating new concepts and helping to 

reshape ideas - the findings of a research project such as this one might have a perceptible 

influence on professional thinking and - assuming a 'best-case' scenario - might even have 

significant repercussions on the politics of the educational system.

As Howard Bradley puts it in the Foreword to Bollington, Hopkins & West (1990):

We have only to listen to our own children when they return home from school to 
realize that no matter how perceptive and far-sighted the National Curriculum, no matter 
how well the school manipulates its funds under local management, the single most 
significant factor in a child's learning is the teacher. Children are quick to recognize and 
appreciate teachers whose enthusiasm shines through their work and whose skills can be 
observed in every interaction they have with a pupil. It is fortunate that so many teachers 
bring this professionalism to bear on their work because teachers are also the school's 
most expensive resource. In industry, any expensive piece of plant which had to perform a 
delicate task for 40 years and which had the capacity to make or mar the product would be 
the subject of constant care and attention. We have been very slow to realize in education 
circles that teachers need and deserve support, reassurance and encouragement to go on 
extending their skills and exploring the frontiers of their knowledge. That is why the 
introduction of teacher appraisal is likely to have more far-reaching consequences for 
success teachers have in their work than any other of the current crop of innovations.

(Bollington, Hopkins & West, 1990, p. ii.)

I have no doubt in my mind either that teacher appraisal could play a pivotal role in
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improving the quality of education in our schools so I am sure it would be a great mistake to 

renounce the potential benefits that can derive from the process.
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