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This article explores three aspects of teaching effectiveness (TE) and its evaluation: (1)
The construct of TE and its importance, (2) The importance of TE evaluation and its
models/approaches, (3) Frequently used TE evaluation models and approaches in Taiwan’s
EFL context. In addition, an actual case is provided at the end to depict what efforts can be
made to improve an evaluation scheme in order to make it more constructive to language
teachers in that specific EFL context.

INTRODUCTION

Instruction is greatly determined by content. Some instructional principles or methods are
interdisciplinary, while some are unique to a particular subject. The requirements of an
effective math teacher, for example, cannot be exactly the same as those of an effective
language teacher, although they may overlap somewhat. Therefore, the effectiveness of
instruction can be more appropriately evaluated in the light of teaching context — what subject
is taught, and under what circumstances it is taught.

In Taiwan, an EFL environment where English is commonly studied as an L2 and plays a
significant role in both education and work, the effectiveness of English teachers is frequently
discussed. To improve teaching quality, various data collection approaches are used to examine
English teaching effectiveness in formal educational settings, such as public schools and
colleges, as well as non-formal settings, such as private language institutes. The purposes of
this article are first, to explore what models/methods have been used in Taiwan to evaluate
English teaching effectiveness and to identify variables that have been insufficiently examined,
and second, to give suggestions for their measurement. Finally, an actual case is examined to
illustrate what variables are covered in that particular EFL setting and how the existing
evaluation scheme could be improved.

THE CONSTRUCT OF TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS (TE)

Teaching effectiveness is also variously referred to as teacher effectiveness, instructional
effectiveness, teaching efficiency, and teacher performance. Teaching effectiveness, simply put,
is the quality of the teaching force. Anderson (2004) portrays effective teachers as
goal-achieving people who want to achieve goals set by themselves, educational authorities, or
school administrators (p.22). Stronge (2007), synthesizing research findings, portrays effective
teachers as well-trained professionals who manage the classroom well and know how to plan,
teach, and monitor student progress (p. xi).

Teaching effectiveness is a multidimensional concept that means different things to
different parties. Catano & Harvey (2011) reported nine teaching effectiveness competencies
identified by students: communication, availability, creativity, individual consideration, social
awareness, feedback, professionalism, conscientiousness, and problem-solving. Conversely,
from the perspective of educational professionals, effective teachers are those who improve
student learning by enhancing several factors: student motivation, persistence, creativity,
knowledge applicability, and global competency (Byrd & Rasberry, 2011). In addition,
effective teachers are able to help their peers improve their expertise (ibid).

Effective English language teachers require a certain set of abilities. Coniam and Falvey
(1999) illustrated the core competencies needed by effective EFL teachers, listing teaching
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ability, language awareness (knowledge about language), and language ability (knowledge of
language). To achieve the goal of effective teaching, first of all, EFL teachers must have good
teaching skills. Second, they should know quite a lot about the English language systems, how
the English language works, and how people learn it and use it. Third, they must have good
English language proficiency. For non-native English speakers teaching EFL classes,
developing all these competencies is especially challenging because of the multiple roles the
teachers need to take on — those of language teacher, language analyst, and language user
(Edge, 1998).

The above analysis depicts what effective teachers are like and what qualities effective
EFL teachers require. These theoretical constructs lead to the following discussion of some
essential issues about TE — the importance of TE, the empirical evidence that supports that
importance, how TE has been evaluated in Taiwan, and the purposes TE serves.

THE IMPORTANCE OF TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS AND ITS
EVALUATION

High-quality teaching is a strong contributing factor in learning outcomes. A large-scale
empirical study showed how differences in achievement gains for students are associated with
teacher credentials (Clotfelter, Ladd, & Vigdor, 2007). It collected end-of-course test scores in
multiple subjects taken by ninth or tenth graders in North Carolina and matched them with
administrative information on teacher references. That study found several significant
predictors of student achievement: teacher’s experience, teacher certification test scores,
regular licensure, certification of teaching skills, and academic background. In addition,
students exposed to teachers with weaker credentials (i.e., no teaching experience; low teacher
test scores; no regular licensure; certification, but not in the specific/a related subject; no
certification by the National Board; no graduate degree) tended to have lower achievement
than students exposed to teachers with stronger credentials.

In Taiwan, great efforts have been made to ensure good teaching quality. Teachers in all
disciplines in elementary schools and secondary schools have been encouraged by their schools
or by government authorities to undergo performance evaluations on a voluntary basis. Such an
approach to evaluation has also been adopted on many university/college campuses, with a
legal status supported by the University Act, which gives universities/colleges the right to
“carry out self evaluation on teaching, research, services, instruction, academic affairs,
administration, student participation and other proceedings; regulations for the evaluation shall
be formulated by the universities” (Article 5). Actually, teaching effectiveness is evaluated not
only for the benefit of teachers but also for the benefit of students and school administrators.
For students, particularly college students, the evaluation results may serve as course selection
references. For school administrators, the results may be useful in making promotion decisions,
improving curriculum structure, and collecting data for future research.

The main purpose of evaluation is to collect information for making two types of
decisions, formative and summative. These types of decisions are made based on the evidence
revealed by the evaluation results, and both of them greatly affect teachers’ professional lives
(Berk, 2005). Formative decisions are made by teachers to improve their teaching performance,
while summative decisions are made by administrators to judge their personnel. These
decisions in particular need to be made on a fair basis because they have crucial importance to
a teacher’s career. Thus, it is important to identify appropriate evaluation models or methods
that best fit different educational settings and disciplines.

MODELS OF TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATION
The present literature and current practice show that TE is measured either by a single
method or by a combination of multiple methods. Methodologically speaking, if only a
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one-dimensional approach, such as teacher ratings or teacher self-report, is chosen to measure
teaching performance, data bias may arise. For this reason, researchers have concluded that it is
better to use information drawn from multiple sources because such information provides a
more comprehensive picture of teacher performance (Algozzine et al., 2004; Arreola, 2004;
Braskamp & Ory, 1994; Cashin, 1995; Emery, Kramer, & Tian, 2003; Felder & Brent, 2004).
In a similar vein, Berk (2005) proposed the triangulation of evaluation data in hopes that the
strengths and weaknesses of different data sources could compensate for each other. He listed
the following potential data providers: (1) students, (2) peers, (3) administrators or department
heads, (4) instructors, (5) graduates, and (6) graduates’ employers. The rationale behind the
first four data sources is quite clear: Students and instructors directly involved in classroom
teaching can provide first hand data, while peers and school administrators who observe classes
can critique the teaching from a professional perspective.

However, the information collected from graduates or their employers functions rather
differently. Graduates’ opinions are retrospective in nature, focusing more on the program or
the quality of the teaching force as a whole than on the teaching performance of a specific
instructor. The information provided by graduate employers covers graduates’ knowledge and
skills they present in the workplace. This information can help identify the strengths and
weaknesses of programs the graduates attended previously and thus could indicate areas
needing improvement. However, since the employers are not directly involved in the
teaching/learning process, employers’ opinions should be used with caution.

Data gathered for the TE evaluation can be either quantitative or qualitative. Frequently
used tools for quantitative data collection are rating scales, checklists, or achievement tests,
while tools for quantitative data collection usually include interviews, classroom observations,
and reviews of teaching materials. Questionnaires and forms can be self-constructed or
ready-made. Ready-made tools developed professionally would be a good choice, since their
reliability and validity have already been verified. Some ready-made questionnaires are
available free of charge, such as the Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran &
Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). There are also commercially-available student rating questionnaires,
such as the SIR II (or Student Instructional Report) developed by ETS and the IDEA System
from Kansas State University.

In Taiwan’s EFL context, ready-made tools are not popular for the evaluation of English
teaching effectiveness. In EFL in Taiwan, most evaluation tools are either self-constructed by
the schools/researchers themselves or modified versions of the evaluation form templates
developed by the Committee of Educational Research of the Ministry of Education (available
online at http://140.111.34.34/main/index.php).

One value of a scheme with multiple data sources is flexibility. If an evaluation scheme
has multiple data sources, each source can be weighted differently, depending on how much
impact each has in the context (Arreola, 2004). If, in a particular context, expert opinions are
more respected than teacher self-ratings and student ratings, an evaluation scheme that uses all
three as data sources may assign 40% to peer ratings and 30% respectively to teacher
self-evaluation and student ratings. Variable weight assignments can also be applied to
individual measurement items. For example, if a checklist item evaluating a teacher’s ability to
motivate students to learn has the same three data sources mentioned above, data from teacher
self-evaluations and peer ratings could be given less weight than data from student ratings,
since the students know best if their enthusiasm for learning increases due to the instruction
they receive.

In fact, over the past thirty years, teacher evaluation has been the most popular topic of
theses/dissertations on educational evaluation in Taiwan (F#t & #%, 2006). In the past ten years,
the number of English teaching effectiveness research/evaluation projects has been increasing.
However, evaluation itself is never a simple task. The above elaboration on how TE data can be
collected and measured makes it clear how diverse and complex TE evaluation can be. With
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this understanding, it would be interesting to examine how English teaching effectiveness has
been evaluated, since this is an issue of growing importance in Taiwan.

EVALUATION METHODS/MODELS OF ENGLISH TEACHING
EFFECTIVENESS IN TAIWAN

Generally speaking, methods used for collecting TE evaluation data in Taiwan are context
dependent; i.e., certain data collection tools are particularly popular in a specific education
setting. Based on the current state of practice and related studies of the evaluation of English
teaching effectiveness, this section examines how the most common TE data collection
methods/models are employed in Taiwan. Suggestions for measurement are provided later with
a critique of a real case.

Self-evaluation Ratings

Self-evaluation in the form of a rating scale is the data collection tool mostly widely
adopted by empirical studies of English teaching effectiveness conducted in elementary school
and secondary school settings. Most of these studies explore TE with other dependent variables,
variously professional knowledge (& & 7], 2006; M ix 3{5 , 2010), professional perception (&
T 42, 2006; %], 2006), professional growth (¥ #& &, 2005; 3 2 3k, 2008; [# 44,
2011), personality traits (F# #4#, 2011), teaching beliefs (i #8&, 2011), work stress (% - 4%,
2008), and classroom climate (%] %%, 2006). These studies share three things in common.
First, the research purpose is to figure out the relevance of/relationships among TE and one or
two other dependent variables. Second, they use self-constructed rating scales as the only data
collection tool. Third, all of the data come from teachers. Such an arrangement makes sense
from the researcher’s perspective, since rating scales allow a large amount of quantitative data
to be gathered very quickly and conveniently. In addition, it is much less effort to collect data
from one single source — teachers. Finally, as Berk (2005) has indicated, the picture of their
own teaching that teachers paint is provided from an insider’s perspective and thus
unobtainable from other data sources. However, drawing TE data exclusively from teachers
requires the researchers to presume that teachers are professionals who know quite well what
good teaching should be like—a questionable presumption at best. Also, since teachers
naturally present themselves in the best light, the self-evaluation ratings data, if not reflected in
outside evaluations, are just biased estimates.

To look at it from another perspective, self-evaluation has its irreplaceable importance in
Taiwan’s EFL context, especially for English teachers who are non-native English speakers.
Undeniably, native English speaking teachers (NS) win trust from learners more easily than
non-native English teachers (NNS). Such a tendency is particularly strong in the commercial
learning context, although NNS teachers have their own advantages — they are usually
grammatically analytical and familiar with the difficulties that learners might encounter during
the process of language acquisition. In this situation, NNS English teachers especially need to
evaluate themselves to justify their teaching beliefs and classroom practices; their collective
voice should not be ignored.

Student ratings

For more than a decade, student ratings have been the most popular evaluation tool for
measuring teaching effectiveness on Taiwan’s college/university campuses. Although teacher
self-evaluations are used by some universities as part of their teacher evaluation schemes (e.g.,
National Taiwan Normal University and Chang Jung Christian University), student ratings are
used by the majority of colleges and universities as their only data source for evaluating
teaching effectiveness. Originally, the purpose of student ratings was for formative use; i.e., the
results just served as a reference for teachers to improve their teaching. Today, however, the
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results are often used for the summative purpose. This change means that such evaluations
have an impact on a teacher’s promotion, salary, annual leave, and even the right to be funded
by schools to employ part-time teaching assistants.

The use of student ratings has aroused much controversy. Although student ratings can
provide important information for formative (Murray, 1984; Arubayi, 1986) and summative
uses (Murray, 1984; Thorne, 1980), they have spurred many complaints, too. Some of the most
common problems are biased data, provided by dishonest/unserious learners; penalties directly
associated with bad evaluation results; the unavailability of customized survey forms; and
unclear item wording, which may cause confusion. (% #<5x, 2009).

To make student ratings more valuable as a measuring tool, it is important to clarify what
purpose such a tool serves and what actions can be taken to improve its reliability and validity.
As Berk (2005) indicated, it is fine to use data from student ratings for making both formative
and summative decisions, but for the latter, drawing data from multiple sources is a must.
Therefore, at least, student self-evaluation has to be added to the survey in order to screen
unserious student raters, and, to avoid confusion and misunderstandings, student raters must
give reasons or examples to support or substantiate their opinions. Even though these extra
measures are being taken, survey results need to be interpreted very carefully since, in practice,
school-wide TE evaluation projects involve many situational variables that may affect the
rating results yet cannot be well-controlled, such as academic disciplines/subjects, class sizes,
and student levels (Emery, Kramer, & Tian, 2003).

In the EFL context, before results are analyzed and interpreted, it is necessary to answer
several basic questions that contain variables unique to English teaching: (1) Does the teacher
teach in English or in Chinese? (2) Is it a lecture-based course or a language skill training
course? (3) Is the same class of students shared by both NS and NNS teachers? (4) Are courses
of the same level taught by both NS and NNS teachers? The coexistence of NS and NNS
teachers might lead student raters to draw comparisons, which could be quite unfair to NNS
teachers. With so many confounding variables involved, drawing such comparisons among
teachers would be difficult and hardly helpful to instruction. Comparisons, instead, should be
drawn within an individual instructor, which means that a teacher’s baseline performance on a
specific course should be measured and used as the evaluation basis. When summative
decisions are being made, it is especially crucial to collect longitudinal data.

Peer Ratings

Peer ratings play an important role in a TE evaluation scheme that has multiple data
sources. As mentioned above, teacher self-evaluations can be valid only if the results are
reflected by those who are actually involved in the teaching process or are responsible for the
supervision of teaching quality. One good source is peer raters, since peers can give
suggestions from an expert perspective, whether on in-class teaching or on materials prepared
by teachers. Peer ratings can also serve as data to complement student ratings because, unlike
student raters, who might have personal biases in favor of or against their teachers, peer raters
are detached from the teacher-student relationship and thus can give judgments free of personal
bias. However, the results of peer ratings could also be affected by other variables, such as the
academic backgrounds of peer raters and their teaching beliefs, the lengths of in-class
observations, the number of visits, and the availability of qualified observers. These
weaknesses of peer ratings have led to doubts about whether peer ratings are a valid method for
the summative purpose (Center for Teaching and Learning of the University of Minnesota,
2011). In a model proposed by Brent and Felder (2004) covering multiple types of data —
student ratings, peer ratings, self-ratings, and administrator ratings — peer ratings can be used
for summative purposes if two raters work together. However, even with two peer raters, it is
still questionable for such a small group of people to make decisions with far-reaching impacts
on a teacher’s career, a very important aspect of life.
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In Taiwan’s EFL setting, getting feedback from peers is strongly encouraged by the
Ministry of Education (also known as the MOE) for use as a TE evaluation method at
elementary and secondary schools. Usually, such evaluations are done by the teachers’
colleagues at the same school, though sometimes they are done by university professors on
behalf of the MOE. Interestingly, the MOE has stated clearly that the observation results are
used for the formative purpose only, since so many teachers worry about their job security.

In the interpretation of the peer rating data, a key variable should be the years of teaching
experience of the teacher being rated. A good example is the in-class observation template
provided by the MOE. This form includes many core aspects of teaching, such as curriculum
design, instruction skills, and classroom management. Nevertheless, there is one more factor to
keep in mind: The demands for a novice teacher differ from the requirements of an experienced
teacher. This difference is true in all disciplines, including language learning. The teaching
quality of an experienced language teacher should differ from that of a novice. Therefore,
different evaluation criteria should be established for language teachers with different levels of
experience. Results need to be carefully interpreted, especially when one observation form
serves all teachers.

Parent Ratings

Unlike the above-mentioned measures, parent ratings are rarely discussed in the literature.
However, in Taiwan’s EFL setting, parent satisfaction has great importance, especially in
private schools. One such example is private elementary schools in Taiwan. These schools
generally allocate more hours to English teaching than do public schools, which is an important
incentive for parents to send their children there. As a result, private schools collect feedback
from parents to gauge the parents’ impressions of their English teaching program and to find
ways to further satisfy the parents.

However, from the methodological perspective, such data have some obvious flaws. First,
it is second-hand data; i.e., parents are not actually involved in the teaching or learning process.
Second, parents are very possibly unqualified raters, since most parents have limited
knowledge of what good English teaching should be like. The third flaw is that their opinions
might be affected by their children’s attitudes. Such weaknesses are very dangerous for a TE
evaluation scheme. If schools do want parents to play a role in the TE evaluation scheme,
parents are able at best to provide some facts about their children’s English learning at home,
such as signs of interest in learning English that their children show when they are with their
parents. In short, information gathered from parents should have, at most, minor importance in
any TE evaluation scheme.

Given the strengths and weaknesses of the TE evaluation models and methods above, an
actual case is provided here. This case is used to illustrate current practices, describe
limitations of that particular context, and propose possible methods to evaluate teachers on a
more equal basis.

AN ACTUAL CASE CRITIQUE

Case Description

A private language training institute, one which provides language courses throughout the
year, evaluates all teachers with student ratings. Teacher evaluations take place for primarily a
formative purpose once around the middle of the term, usually in week 5 or week 6. Except for
writing classes and specially-designed classes, for which surveys with extra subject-specific
items are used, all language courses are surveyed with a uniform survey. Classroom
observations, on the other hand, are done mostly for novice or newly-hired teachers, and all are
done by program coordinators. Due to the heavy workload of the coordinators, other teachers
are observed only when they are teaching new books, when the student rating surveys indicate
problems, or when the students file complaints. Low survey scores often lead to a group
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interview with the learners, and when a consistently high-performing teacher receives low
survey scores, the results are considered with caution. Teachers are given training when
specific problems are identified. The teaching staff is composed of both NS and NNS of the
target languages. Different combinations of teachers may share a half-day English class (3
learning hours per day with 2 or 3 subjects) or an intensive English class (6 learning hours per
day with 5 subjects). Normally, class size ranges from 8 to 16 students, and the vast majority of
students are adults.

Analysis and Improvement of the Evaluation

The timing of the survey and the formative focus allow training to be provided when
problems are detected. In this sense, the TE practices do help teachers to improve their
performance. However, in general, this language institute has two evaluation tracks: (1)
multiple measures (classroom observation and student ratings) for novice/new teachers, and (2)
a single measure (student ratings) for more experienced teachers. Such a single measure design
may expose experienced teachers to a higher risk of inaccurate evaluation. Since the manpower
shortage does not allow classroom observations of all of the teachers, some remedial measures
need to be taken to make up for the inequity.

One convenient solution might be to have teachers do self-evaluations and have course
coordinators review their teaching plans and materials. Another possibility is to employ
baseline measurement, a highly flexible and informative method. Though it is currently
employed in the language institute above, it could be more widely and systematically applied
either to individuals or to groups of teachers. An individual teacher’s baseline shows his or her
teaching quality over time, or longitudinal performance; thus, any result that is significantly
different from the baseline longitudinal performance can be easily detected. Baseline
measurement can also be applied to teachers of a particular course, teachers of a particular
level of a course, teachers with different cultural backgrounds (NS or NNS), or teachers of
different experience levels. However, it must be noted that such baseline information from
groups should not be used for comparisons. Instead, it should serve only as the baseline for an
alarm that alerts the program coordinators/supervisors to problems so that they can intervene
before the situation worsens.

Other survey techniques can also be applied to improve the existing evaluation scheme:

. Set different standards for teachers of different experience levels;

. Avoid surveying a teacher immediately after teaching;

. Survey teachers on separate days to avoid the contrast effect; and/or

. Discard quantitative data collected from a very small sample due to the low

statistical power, and instead collect qualitative data.

CONCLUSION

Establishing a teacher evaluation system that brings the greatest benefits to learners,
teachers, and school administrators is a challenging mission. Some context-specific limitations
cannot be overcome easily, and unexpected flaws in a TE evaluation scheme always exist, no
matter how well the scheme is designed. Nevertheless, any TE evaluation scheme should be
both outcome- and improvement-oriented so that students achieve better learning and teachers
advance their expertise. Such a scheme will eventually lead to the formation of an everlasting
virtuous circle.
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