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Abstract

This article first provides an overview of teacher effectiveness and evaluation in Hong
Kong. Several studies related to classroom environment and teacher behavior in selected
subjects are referenced, as are recent studies of teachers’ instructional leadership. Finally,
the preliminary use of the Revised Classroom Observation Instrument (RCOI) from the
Louisiana School Effectiveness Study in three secondary schools is reported. The results
from using the RCOI in Hong Kong indicate that some items may be irrelevant in the
Hong Kong context (e.g., physical characteristics), while more items may be needed to
reflect good teaching in Hong Kong (e.g., questioning skills). In addition, the potential
use of teacher profiles to drive staff development and school improvement is explored.
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INTRODUCTION

More than two decades ago, the fields of school effectiveness research (SER) and teacher

effectiveness research (TER) developed separately with little overlap and integration.

Recently, there has been an advocacy for merging and linking the two fields (Creemers

and Reezigt, 1996; Teddlie and Reynolds, 2000), as indicated in the following quote:
...the USA was the only country to have extensively utilized classroom
observations to generate teacher effects data within the context of
SER...in the future, there should be an increased emphasis on the
utilization of classroom observation data in the development of school
improvement plans. (Teddlie and Reynolds (2000, p.317)

Compared with the USA (which has a long history of teacher appraisal), teacher
evaluation was hardly an agenda item in educational policy and practice in Hong Kong in
the 1980s. The Advisory Inspectorate Division of the Education Department (now called
the Quality Assurance Division of the Education and Manpower Bureau) was mainly
responsible for both the supervision and appraisal of school teachers as well as the
monitoring of teaching quality. Even in the early 1990s, teacher appraisal was not
commonly practiced in local schools (Mo, Conners & McCormick, 1998). With
publication of the Education Commission Report No. 5 (Education Commission, 1992),
the importance of the quality of teachers was recognized. Moreover, the introduction of
the School Management Initiative (SMI) in 1991 (Education and Manpower Branch and
Education Department, 1991) recognized the need for teacher appraisal as part of a
comprehensive school reform policy (Walker & Dimmock, 2000). Though a handbook on
Staff Appraisal in Schools (Advisory Committee on the School Management Initiative,
1992) was issued, it was primarily based on a traditional approach to supervision, and
some teachers were skeptical of the function of the appraisal system (Walker & Dimmock,
2000, p.160). Because of the limited number of schools joining the SMI, the impact of
introducing teacher appraisal across the school system has been limited.

Hong Kong schools tend to display some commonality through their shared East Asian
culture of schooling. This culture highlights students’ hard work, effort and perseverance,
and prizes academic excellence. The role of a teacher emphasizes the teacher’s authority
as well as the students’ obedience to—and respect for—their teacher.

' Editor’s note. This special issue of the Journal of Personnel Evaluation in Education compares the
relationships among different educational practices and research traditions (e.g., teacher evaluation, SER)
in different countries. Hong Kong became a Special Administrative Region of the People’s Republic of
China in 1997 after a 150 year plus history as a colony of the United Kingdom. As this article indicates, the
pedagogy practiced in Hong Kong is an offspring of Chinese pedagogy (Marton, 2000).



Most classrooms in the 1980s and early 1990s tended to be overcrowded. Classroom
activities focused on the maintenance of classroom order and the efficiency with which
knowledge was transmitted, and little time was devoted to group and individual activities
(Lee, 2000). In the late 1990s, quality education in schools emerged as a policy item, and
there were concerns about student performance decline (Cheng and Tsui, 1996). Since the
sovereignty change in 1997, the development of measures related to teacher evaluation
and the professional development of teachers has been emphasized. The Education
Commission (1997) issued the report entitled Quality School Education, which advocated
“a fair and open performance appraisal system for principals and teachers” (p.39).

Aided schools in Hong Kong are not used to having a formal and rigorous staff appraisal
system. In the past, a subject-trained teacher was assumed to possess the necessary
teaching abilities. However, the society has been shifting from providing compulsory
education to focusing more on educational quality. Recently, the Curriculum
Development Council (2001) issued a document, Learning to Learn, which points the
way forward in curriculum development. The new curriculum reform, on the one hand,
emphasizes the cultivation of generic student skills and the use of diverse teaching
strategies. On the other hand, it calls for changes in the role of teachers within the school.
Teachers have to cope with these changes through continual professional development
inasmuch as they no longer can depend on their previous academic qualifications alone
(Education and Manpower Bureau (EMB), 2003a).

It was not until the introduction of the School Based Management approach in Hong
Kong that School Management Committees (SMCs) were asked to set up such staff
appraisal systems. In the consultation document on School Based Management, the
committee wrote:
Subject to approval by the SMC, where appropriate, the school will decide
its own personnel policies, including the establishment, mix of staff,
recruitment, deployment, professional development, rewards and
compensation, performance management, and dismissal. (Advisory
Committee on School-based Management, 2000, p.6)

Recently, schools were
...reminded that they should put in place a fair and open Staff Appraisal
System before the end of the 2001-2002 school year with a view to
enhancing the professional development of staff. The management
expectations and assessment criteria should be made known to teachers
beforehand. (Education Department, 2000a)

To implement the recommendations of the Education Commission, the School-based
Management Section of the Education Department in May 2000 (now under the School
Development Division of the Education and Manpower Bureau) began organizing a
series of sharing sessions entitled “How to Establish a Teacher Appraisal System” with
school principals and teachers. In these sharing sessions, speakers quite often discussed
ways in which teachers and principals can lessen the anxieties and the possible negative
side effects brought about by teacher observation, which is regarded as one of the



essential components of the teacher appraisal system. These speakers first introduce the
appraisal system by helping teachers feel at ease with it. They do this through collegial
lesson planning and peer observation. In such “warm up” sessions, peers learn to
appreciate each other’s strengths and recognize their own weaknesses before being
appraised by the principal or department head (Education and Manpower Bureau, 2003a).

There have been only a few SER studies in Hong Kong (e.g., Cheng, 1996; Lo et al.,
1997; Lee, et al. 2001) but even fewer studies have attempted to establish the link
between teacher evaluation and SER. This is to some extent congruent with the trend of
most countries reported in this Special Issue that there has been a lack of integration of
the school and teacher effectiveness literatures (Teddlie, Stringfield, & Burdett, this issue).
As school improvement has become more prevalent (e.g., Lee, 2001), there has been an
increasing need for both school reform researchers and practitioners to put the teacher
and school effectiveness knowledge bases to use enhancing school development.

In the People’s Republic of China, education professionals also regard teacher evaluation
as crucial in raising teacher and overall school quality. However, in practice, teacher
evaluation has not been very effective in achieving what is expected. Traditionally,
teacher evaluation has focused on the following four domains. Together, they make up a
total score of 100, as illustrated by a case school selected by Ying & Fan (2001):
e Morality (political inclination), scores 10;
e Diligence (attendance), scores 5;
e Abilities (workload, preparation, teaching performance, assignments, research),
scores 45; and
e Student performance (academic subjects, non-academic subjects/activities), scores
40.

Ying and Fan contend that these domains do not match current trends in educational
development. Moreover, the evaluation system is not systematic and scientific, as
reflected by a lack of reference points and inappropriate quantification. In practice, the
teacher evaluation outcomes involve simply meeting procedural requirements without
enhancing the professional development of teachers and improving the quality of
education.

Ying and Fan further contend that, in order to break from the limitations of this traditional
system, the new system should (a) adhere to three basic principles and (b) strike an
appropriate balance in the three pairs of relationships. The three basic principles are:
e holistic evaluation to cover all tasks and all clients,
e dynamic evaluation to reflect the change or relative improvement in the
teacher’s performance, and
e integrating views from different persons (especially teacher subject groups).

This article will be divided into three parts. Part One provides an overview of teacher
effectiveness and evaluation in Hong Kong. Part Two will cover the literature related to
classroom environment and teacher behavior in selected subjects. The discussion will
include recent studies of teachers’ instructional leadership in Hong Kong, as well as the



use of RCOI from the Louisiana School Effectiveness Study (Teddlie and Stringfield,
1993) in three secondary schools. In addition, selected practices that are related to teacher
evaluation will be discussed. Part Three discusses issues related to the improvement of
future teacher evaluation research and practice in the local setting.

PART ONE: AN OVERVIEW OF TEACHER EVALUATION IN HONG KONG

This part provides an overview of teacher evaluation in Hong Kong. The policy context
and related issues on implementation of teacher evaluation at the school level are first
discussed. Examples of teacher appraisal and language proficiency assessment for
teachers at the system level are then highlighted.

Policy context and current thrusts of teacher evaluation and effectiveness in Hong Kong
For appraising the teaching labor force, Tam (1992) identified six areas of teacher
evaluation: evaluation of pre-service teachers, state-controlled and peer-controlled
licensure, in-service new staff selection, professional development, and staft appraisal.
With regard to pre-service teacher evaluation, Lee and Wong (1996, 1997) found that the
majority of student teachers still held traditional quantitative conceptions of teaching and
learning. Additionally, more than half of the pre-service teachers in the study primarily
engaged in technical reflection that focused on subject matter/content knowledge,
pedagogical methods, and curriculum as content (instead of learner characteristics,
teaching contexts, and educational goals).

There have been attempts to use portfolios in initial teacher education in order to enhance
teacher’s self-evaluation and reflective practice (Klenowski, 1998). Stimpson et al. (2000)
conducted the QUEST (Quality Enhancement of Supervising Teaching) project, partly to
establish a framework for supervisory skills development. These researchers also hoped
to identify what student teachers perceive as supportive supervision and to describe the
problems they have encountered in existing teaching practices.

With regard to licensure, only registered or permitted teachers are allowed to teach in a
Hong Kong school. Registered teachers must possess an approved teaching qualification
and/or approved teaching experience, as spelled out in the Education Ordinance.
Permitted teachers generally should possess one or more Hong Kong Certificates of
Education in an aggregate of five separate subjects, including Chinese Language or

English Language at Grade E or a higher grade (Education and Manpower Bureau,
2003b).

Implementation of teacher evaluation at the school level

There are three school-level teacher evaluation mechanisms: recruitment and selection of
new staff (whose purpose is diagnostic-selective), professional development (whose
purpose is diagnostic-formative), and in-service staff appraisal (with the goal of assessing
performance output). Iwanicki (1990) stressed that teacher evaluation should be linked
closely with staff development and school improvement and that all three components
should work together for enhancing school effectiveness. To achieve this, teacher
evaluation should include objectives of accountability, professional growth, school
improvement, and selection. This echoes partly the theoretical links among TER, SER,



teacher evaluation, staff development, and teacher/school development (Teddlie,
Stringfield, & Burdett, this issue).

In contrast, a study by Walker and Cheng (1996) found that Hong Kong primary school
administrators tended to emphasize the need for hardware and technical support, and to
downplay the importance of professional development, in school improvement. Lo (2001)
concurred, indicating that teacher development was not the central concern in reform
efforts in Hong Kong. He also contended that teachers in general lacked the much
needed professional time and opportunities for reflecting on their work and effecting
change initiatives.

In a recent study focusing on Hong Kong educators’ opinions toward classroom
observation, roughly 66% of respondents reported that “principal observes teachers” was
the most common pattern practiced in their school. In contrast, roughly 29% of
respondents reported that “teachers observe one another” (Lam, 2001). The study also
demonstrated that those educators who perceive that staff appraisal is more important
tended to be more reluctant to welcome observers into their classroom than were
educators who perceived that staff development is more important. Three major
difficulties were identified: (a) pressure felt by teachers; (b) lack of time; and (c) lack of
understanding and experience in classroom observation.

In another study, Ngan and Lee (2000) found that primary school teachers’ receptivity to
peer teaching observation was associated with two sets of variables. On the one hand,
teachers’ receptivity was positively associated with (a) school support, (b) perceived non-
monetary cost and benefits, (c) practicality, and (d) other support. On the other hand,
teachers’ receptivity was also positively associated with school cultural elements such as
(a) collegiality, (b) professional values, (c) mutual empowerment, and (d)
transformational leadership.

Teacher effectiveness evaluated in staff appraisal system

With regard to teacher evaluation, a differentiation is usually made between professional
duties / responsibilities and actual teaching practices (in the classroom). The Education
and Manpower Bureau website (2003¢) presents appraisal forms used at seven different
schools. This section describes similarities and differences among the forms used at
these schools.

Since schools design their own appraisal system, there is a variation in the forms’ focus
and purpose. School appraisal forms tend to include a comprehensive review of the
teacher’s performance in such areas as administration, guidance, discipline, and
extracurricular activities, thus emphasizing behaviors other than teaching performance.
The proportion of the appraisal system dedicated to actual teaching practice is therefore
limited. For instance, the teaching performance at one school (School A) is assessed
through the information presented in Table 1.

The appraisal form developed by another school (School B) has more items, and teachers
are appraised on a scale of 1 to 8. A third school (School C) uses a 6-point scale, and



includes generic skills such as the power of oral and written expression and technology
skills. The number of items on the first three teacher performance scales varies. What the
scales have in common is that the evaluation of teaching performance is restricted to
broadly stated items, with few details regarding assessment standards. Moreover, the
scales on the Education and Manpower Bureau web site are exclusively quantitative
measures. Additionally, every scale includes appraisal items about the handling of
assignments, which may not be directly related to teacher classroom behavior. (See
Tables 2 and 3.)

The final four schools include attach more comprehensive classroom observation reports,
thereby indicating that these schools place more emphasis on classroom assessment.
Major areas for observation are further subdivided to provide more specifics, rather than
just giving a general summary of teacher performance. Moreover, these forms include
qualitative sections for commenting further on the items and for putting forth suggestions
to address the main objective of teacher development. Furthermore, one of these four
schools (School D) seems to view the appraisal as having teacher development objectives,
and titles its form “Staff Development Appraisal”. Classroom climate is not treated as a
separate major category but has been incorporated in sub-items under classroom
management. (See Table 4.)

In summary, after examining all appraisal forms available on the Education and
Manpower Bureau web site, it seems that actual classroom teaching practices do not
receive a particularly strong emphasis as compared to the professional duties performed
by teachers. Moreover, one may wonder whether the criteria names alone are adequate
for teachers and their appraisers to understand what the assessment involves. Hopefully,
the appraisal forms were uploaded to the web site for brainstorming and sharing purposes,
and can be appropriately adapted to make them more comprehensive, informative, and
user-friendly.

Language Proficiency Assessment for Teachers at the System Level

The Education and Manpower Bureau allows schools much leeway in designing their
own teacher appraisal systems. Conversely, the 2001 mandate on language proficiency
assessment for teachers teaching English and Putonghua (the official language in the
People’s Republic of China) has a much higher and more structured profile, despite
teacher opposition. The Education and Manpower Bureau reassures teachers that the
Language Proficiency Requirement is not about ‘“re-licensing”, yet schools are
responsible for ensuring that (a) their teachers' performance is up to a minimally
acceptable level, and (b) language teachers demonstrate a minimum acceptable level in
language proficiency (Education and Manpower Bureau, 2003d).

Teachers are expected to meet the language proficiency requirement before the end of
August 2006. The policy reflects the will of the government to ensure that all language
teachers possess at least basic language proficiency in order to promote teaching and
enhance the quality of education. The English proficiency assessment consists of five
areas: (a) reading, (b) writing, (c) listening, (d) speaking, and (e) classroom language
assessment. With regard to classroom language, the assessment guideline (unlike the
teacher appraisal forms illustrated in Tables 1-4) includes detailed explanatory notes on



the following four criteria (Education and Manpower Bureau, 2003e): (a) With
Appropriate Grammar; (b) With Appropriate Pronunciation, Stress and Intonation; (c)
The Language of Interaction in Eliciting, Responding, and Providing Feedback; and (d)
The Language of Interaction in Presenting, Giving Instructions, and Signaling.

Each of these criteria is assessed on a five-point scale, with detailed descriptors. Two
“grammatical accuracy” descriptors are presented in Figure 1 by way of illustration.
Since the assessment exercise has just started (2001), it will take some time for the
Education and Manpower Bureau to evaluate whether the initiative is improving the
overall quality of language education.

PART TWO: RECENT STUDIES OF TEACHER EVALUATION RESEARCH
AND PRACTICE IN HONG KONG

This part presents the literature related to SER and TER and practice, as well as research
related to teaching strategies, classroom environment, and instructional analysis. Recent
findings from two studies—one, on the instructional leadership of teachers, the other on
the assessment of teacher evaluation (using the RCOI) — are also discussed.

Current status of school effectiveness and TER and practice

The volume of SER in Hong Kong has increased greatly since the mid 1980s. A number
of empirical studies and large-scale research projects have been conducted in order to
investigate various factors related to the effectiveness of Hong Kong schools, including
leadership, teacher effectiveness, environmental characteristics, organizational culture,
and school change (Cheng, 1996). In the area of TER, Chan and Cheng (1993)
investigated principal perceptions of instructional leadership through a study involving
700 teachers from 60 secondary schools. They also explored the relationship between
principals’ instructional leadership and teachers’ affective and attitudinal outcomes in
terms of teachers’ sense of efficacy, sense of community, and professional interest. They
found that instructional leadership functions were significantly related to teachers’
affective and attitudinal outcomes. Among various instructional functions, promoting
instructional improvement and professional development were the most significant
predictors. Moreover, parental support was found to be an important contextual variable
that accounts for much of the variance in teachers’ affective and attitudinal outcomes.

Lo et al. (1997) undertook a major study into the effectiveness of the Hong Kong
secondary school system. In that study, teacher effectiveness was investigated in terms of:
(a) teachers’ instructional leadership; (b) modes of instruction; (c) teacher attitudes
towards work; (d) teacher efficacy in teaching, and (e) teacher stress in work. To study
instructional leadership, the researchers utilized an instrument adapted from Hallinger
and Murphy’s inventory (1985) and Chan’s (1992) 12 dimensions of instructional
leadership. They found that teachers ascribed more importance to providing incentives
for individual students, providing incentives for academic achievement, and enforcing
academic standards, while placing less emphasis on coordinating curriculum and
instruction, encouraging participation in decision-making, and maintaining high visibility.



According to Lo and his colleagues, secondary students believed that teachers were more
concerned with encouraging participation in decision-making, monitoring student
progress, and providing incentives for individual students. The students also believed that
teachers place less emphasis on framing instructional goals, coordinating curriculum and
instruction, protecting instructional time, enforcing academic standards, and providing
incentives for academic achievement. While teachers and students appear to have
achieved a common agreement on the importance of providing incentives for individual
students in instructional leadership, their views were otherwise contradictory. For
instance, teachers and students disagreed on the importance of encouraging participation
in decision-making or enforcing academic standards. Their views also diverged on the
relative importance of dimensions of instructional leadership.

A recent study on the implementation of the Accelerated Schools for Quality Education
Project (ASQEP) in Hong Kong also used an instrument adapted from Lo ef al’s (1997)
study (Lo, 2001; Lee, 2001; Lee et al., 2002). Their study of student and teacher
perceptions of secondary teachers’ instructional leadership yielded the following findings.
(See Table 5)

e Both teachers and students believed that teachers tend to place more emphasis
on providing incentives for individual students and relatively less emphasis on
encouraging participation in decision-making.

e There seemed to be more differentiation in scores among different aspects of
instructional leadership from the teacher’s perspective. For example, providing
incentives for academic achievement, monitoring student progress, supervising
and evaluating instruction were more prevalent phenomena in the classroom
while coordinating curriculum and instruction tended to be neglected.

e With regard to student perspectives, they believed that teachers emphasize
providing incentives for academic achievement, monitoring student progress,
supervising and evaluating instruction, and promoting students’ initiatives.
Framing instructional goals was perceived as the least important aspect of
instructional leadership.

There are consistent findings (e.g., Lo ef al., 1997; Lee, 2001) concerning the prevalence
of providing incentives for individual students and the relative de-emphasis of framing
instructional goals (as perceived by students). The former refers to the recognition of
good performance and positive contributions by students and the provision of rewards
accordingly. The latter refers to ensuring students’ understanding of the academic goals
established through appropriate assessment or other measures and assisting students to
develop attainable academic goals. The relatively low scores in aspects of instructional
leadership such as encouraging participation in decision-making (perceived by teachers
and students) and coordinating curriculum and instruction (perceived by teachers) in the
Lee (2001) study deserve attention. It seems that a “teacher-centered” teaching approach
emerges from Hong Kong research (Lo, 2001, p.89).

Another recent study on primary school effectiveness in Hong Kong revealed that more-
and the less effective school differed on a number of dimensions (Cheng, Cheung & Tam,
2002):

10



e More effective schools have higher achievement in Chinese language, English
language and mathematics achievement than do less effective schools.

e With regard to classroom climate, more effective schools are characterized by
close affiliation, good classroom order and organization, good teacher support,
and strong teacher control. In contrast, less effective schools have relatively
distant affiliation, weaker classroom order and organization, moderate teacher
support, and moderate teacher control.

Nevertheless, it is noteworthy that both more effective and less effective schools are
characterized by the same standard curriculum delivery, teacher-centered teaching
methods, and moderate competition in classroom climate. In addition, teachers tend to
display dominant position power and weak reward power in both types of schools.
Classroom environment and instructional analysis

This section explores studies related to classroom environment and instructional analysis.
Cheng and Tsui (1996, 1998) advocate the concept of teacher effectiveness, and suggest
that there are multiple levels and domains of both teacher and student performance. This
multidimensional approach may encourage a shift away from one-dimensional
assessment, thereby yielding better insights into both teacher and school performance
According to these researchers, teacher evaluation activities that draw upon information
from teacher performance, student learning experience, and learning outcomes can
facilitate the development of teacher competence.

A study of primary students’ perceptions of classroom environment found that some
students described their language classrooms as enjoyable, having games and activities
such as drawing pictures and searching for information (Lee et al., 1999). Additionally,
students welcomed competent teaching (e.g., clear explanations), which enhances their
learning. With regard to school-wide implementation of Target Oriented Curriculum
(TOC), Lee and his colleagues found that the prevalent classroom organization involves
whole class teaching. Group work and individual work are comparatively rare. Research
also shows that the predominant form of classroom interaction is teacher-centered
instruction in which teachers question pupils (Morris et al., 1996). Mok and Ko (2000)
analyzed nearly two hundred lessons in the TOC Evaluation Project’s case study schools.
The results indicated that lessons are usually structured in the following form: a teacher-
led whole-class discussion with a focus on a specific theme, or the completion of a
learning task or worksheet by individual pupils or groups. A lesson might thus have a
flexible combination of whole-class, group, or individual learning activities. Nonetheless,
classroom interaction was still very much teacher-controlled (Mok and Ko, 2000, p.185).

Several studies have focused on classroom instructional activities (e.g., analysis of
routines followed in the classrooms). Siu and Siu (1988), for example, analyzed the
instructional routine of six teachers who had similar instructional routines and the general
sequence involved:

(1) writing the title of the lesson board;

(2) giving relevant examples for the concept;

(3) prompting the knowledge and experience of the learners;

(4) relating examples to concept;
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(5) stating the definition according to the essential attributes;

(6) giving more examples / non-examples for learners to identify / confirm the
concept attributes;

(7) giving learners some time to raise their queries; and

(8) consolidating the concept by restating the definition according to the essential
attributes (Siu and Siu, 1988, p.73)

Tam (1997) used the “teaching acts model” to compare novice and experienced teachers’
instructional routines, which were made up of teaching steps and teaching acts. These
teachers were observed, videotaped, and interviewed. In addition, two self-designed
instruments were used to evaluate their instructional activities. The researchers found, on
the one hand, that both novice and experienced teachers routinely utilized exposition, the
textbook and the chalkboard. Furthermore, the instructional routines of both novice and
experienced teachers were driven by content progress rather than student behavior. On
the other hand, the routines of experienced teachers differed from those of novice
teachers in a number of ways. Experienced teachers presented content in smaller parts,
asked more questions, and displayed better management skills, such as being more firm
and assertive in teaching. Novice teachers tended to adopt a more laissez-faire style.

Lee (1999) analyzed the instructional routines used by teachers in delivering elementary
Chinese lessons, based on four raters’ evaluations of videotape recordings. He found that
expert teachers used more routines than novice teachers in teaching. In the area of
exposition techniques, the expert teacher tended to use pictures, word cards and tape
recordings to help students learn. Students of the expert teachers maintained an orderly
environment while engaging in games. The expert teacher also used songs to help
enhance student interest and engagement in learning. In the area of exchange of teaching
and learning, expert teachers encouraged students to answer questions, tell stories, and
make presentations. Moreover, the expert teacher used activities to help reinforce student
learning of word shapes and to encourage them to practice, as well.

The Quality Assurance inspections of roughly 40-50 primary, secondary, and special
schools in 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 (Education Department, 2000b, 2001) revealed
three common, major teacher weaknesses in “class teaching”: (a) adoption of a teacher-
centered approach resulting in inadequate teacher-pupil interaction; (b) lack of variety in
teaching strategies and suitable learning activities, especially those catering to learner
differences; and (c) questioning techniques not effective enough to invite active pupil
discussion and to inspire higher-order thinking. (Education Department, 2000, p.15; 2001,
p.16) The inspections also revealed weaknesses in the area of “pupil learning” (e.g.,
many students were found to be too passive in learning and/or unable to pursue self-
learning on their own.)

Examples of practices that value and integrate teacher evaluation policy to enhance
school effectiveness

Lam, Yim and Lam (1999, 2002) undertook an action research project to help two
schools (one primary and one secondary) develop a lesson observation culture with peer
support. The first step in the process involved a workshop (utilizing the Environment,
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People and Self problem analysis method) that was conducted to help teachers reflect on
(a) the difficulties of and (b) the strategies for promoting lesson observation in their
schools. Teachers were then advised to be aware of two factors conducive to lesson
observation: (a) the school as a caring community; and (b) the extent to which teachers
value growth and learning rather than merely emphasizing performance.

The researchers used the Instructional Environment System developed by Ysseldyke and
Christenson (1993), which consisted of 12 components. After the workshop, the schools
started lesson observations, each round of which typically involved more than 10 teachers
from four to five subject areas. Finally a session was conducted to review and evaluate
the lesson observation project. Responses were generally favorable. Other specific
findings are summarized below.

e Teacher acceptance of the lesson observation project was positively associated
with variables of teacher commitment and sense of belonging to school, extent
of peer support in school, and school environment conducive to peer support.

e Teacher goal orientation was associated with teacher acceptance of the lesson
observation project. If the teachers’ goal orientation tended to be learning-
oriented, they tended to be positive in their evaluation of the lesson observation
activities with peer support. If teachers’ goal orientation tended to be
performance-oriented, they were less positive in their support of these activities.

Evaluation of Teacher Effectiveness Using the RCOI

A review of studies on school effectiveness in Hong Kong revealed that there had been
few empirical studies focusing on curriculum and teaching methods as well as using
classroom observation instruments (e.g., Cheng, 1997). In a recent study on school
effectiveness (Lee et al., 2001), a pilot study using the RCOI (Teddlie, 1999) was
conducted in three secondary schools in Hong Kong. Roughly 20-24 lessons were
observed at each school over the space of two to four days. The classes covered both
major subjects (e.g., language and mathematics) and others (e.g., science, social and
commercial subjects).

The three secondary schools differed in student intake and context. One school (Y) draws
its intake mainly from the high ability strata, while the other two schools (X and Z) draw
their students from the low ability strata. Schools X and Z are located in different
contexts. The former is located in a public housing estate in an urban area and had been a
“practical school” with classes only up to year 9 in the 1960s. School Z is located in a
very remote fishing community, away from the urban center. These three schools also
differed from one another in size and age range. What these three schools have in
common is a short history. School X was established in the early 1960s, while Schools Z
and Y were founded in the 1970s and the 1980s, respectively:

Of the three main areas of classroom observation (management, instruction, and climate),
management was rated highest by the observers across all three schools. (See Table 6). In
fact, the four attributes under the management area were the most highly-rated items of
the 14 RCOI attributes for all three schools. On the whole, the least variation was found
in overall time on task. At school Y, teachers tended to be tolerant and did not
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immediately scold noisy students. They kept the students’ attention, however, by asking
them questions. By comparison, some teachers at School Z took immediate measures to
monitor and keep the learning environment under “perfect control” This over-emphasis
on control might explain the overall low time-on-task for those lessons.

Though observers gave high-ratings to management items, they gave consistently low
ratings to the physical characteristics of classrooms (C14). These low ratings were found
at all three schools, and are typical of the majority of Hong Kong secondary classrooms.
Due to an inadequate number of secondary classrooms, a “floating class” system has been
adopted, and there is no base room for a class. Apart from the display board at the back of
the classroom, classrooms are rarely equipped with extra cabinets or shelves. As a result,
the classroom might not have space to exhibit student work or to display themes.

As for the other three classroom climate variables, high teacher expectations for student
achievement (C11) was consistently rated lower than the other two attributes. Again, this
pattern was consistent across all three schools. The highest teacher expectations were
found at School Y, which had a high ability intake, while the lowest was at the rural
School Z. The senior management at School Z reported that one of the school’s main
aims focused on “taming” the “wild students,” applying strict discipline, and teaching
students proper manners and acceptable behavior. Presumably, such an orientation might
influence the teachers’ expectations for academic achievement, as well.

According to summary data for the three schools, the greatest variation in teacher
performance occurred in the area of instruction. The overall mean ratings for the six
instruction attributes fell between 1.98 and 2.28. Despite the overall lower mean ratings
for the individual attributes, there was greater individual variance in teacher performance
in this area, as reflected by larger standard deviations.

Variable 16 (independent student practice) had the largest standard deviation of any
instructional item, and it also had the lowest rating in that area. This low rating was not
surprising since other studies have indicated that teachers in Hong Kong are more
inclined toward the teacher-centered mode of teaching, and leave a smaller proportion of
time for individual student practice. There was some variation, however, in the degree to
which teachers provided opportunities for individual practice to high-ability, as opposed
to low-ability students. The school ratings on this variable were as follows: School Y
(2.46), School X (2.10), and School Z (1.58). In Hong Kong, teachers who work with
lower ability students tend to spend more time lecturing students than on letting students
practice on their own. At School Z, not much class work was assigned to students, not
even in Mathematics, where students are normally given time for individual practice.

It appears that schools that serve high ability students tend to strive for academic
excellence and are inclined towards performance-based strategies. The traditional
approach to teaching (i.e., “chalk and talk”) appears to be more efficient and effective for
guaranteeing good performance on public examinations than other approaches that
introduce a variety of teaching techniques (Reynolds, Muijs, & Treharne, this issue). On
the other hand, teachers who work with lower ability students want to increase student

14



motivation and feel that utilizing a variety of teaching techniques can help accomplish
this end. This depends, however, on school context factors such as class size and
resource availability.

In the case of School Z, the school is handicapped by its small size—a problem that is
further exacerbated by the school’s need to reduce the number of classes (and thereby
reduce the number of teachers) due to declines in enrollment. School Z found it difficult
to locate teachers with subject training across the curriculum. This, in turn, exerted more
demands on non-subject trained teachers, who had to enhance their subject expertise and
acquire a variety of teaching techniques.

PART THREE: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The literature review, plus results from the research summarized in the last section (the
ASQEP and RCOI studies) suggest that teacher evaluation research and practice in Hong
Kong are characterized by certain salient features.

e Staff appraisal systems and the use of peer observation in schools are still in
development. Teacher evaluation seems to place more emphasis on professional
duties / responsibilities than on actual classroom teaching practices.

Teacher-centered strategies and pedagogy still dominate in the classroom.
There seems to be greater emphasis on providing incentives for individual students
and relatively lesser emphasis on coordinating curriculum and instruction.

e There is a relatively large variation among schools in the area of instruction,
particularly concerning independent student practice, questioning skills, and teacher
expectations for student achievement.

These features provide some implications for conducting future research in the areas of

teacher evaluation and practice in Hong Kong.

Key issues in linking teacher evaluation and school improvement

This article reveals that there is little linkage between teacher evaluation and SER in
Hong Kong. To strengthen the linkage between these two components, we recommend
that policy changes be made at the system level, and that organizational and cultural
changes be made at the school level.

Policy changes

As discussed in Part Two, teacher appraisal forms (on the Education and Manpower
Bureau web page) place too little emphasis on the evaluation of classroom teacher
behavior. The current trend is for teachers to be evaluated in other areas (e.g., personal
characteristics, administrative ability), which may not directly impact the quality of
teaching. It is unfortunate that the current appraisal system is aimed more toward
identifying candidates for promotion to administrative posts, rather than recognizing
teachers who have high proficiency in teaching.

When members of the public were invited to give their opinion to the recommendations

contained in Education Commission Report No. 7,
there were suggestions that teachers should be considered for
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promotion to higher ranks on the basis of their contribution to teaching
alone, and that functional and administrative duties should not be taken
into account.” (Education Commission, 1997, p.39)

Such suggestions indicate that teaching quality has not been treated as an important
attribute in teacher evaluation in comparison to administrative or functional team duties.
A promotion system that rewards teachers who demonstrate excellence in teaching might
lead to a re-orientation of teacher appraisal toward more emphasis on teacher
effectiveness at the classroom level. There is a need to explore the development of
performance-based evaluation or developmental teacher evaluation systems for the
purposes of teacher evaluation (e.g., Harris, 1986; Valentine, 1992).

Moreover, in view of the new curriculum reform and prevailing teacher-centered
pedagogy, Hong Kong appears to need teacher evaluation systems that are more learner-
centered. For example, the assessment indicators from the Professional Assessment and
Comprehensive Evaluation System (PACES) in Florida provide self-assessment strategies
for professional growth such as: assessment, communication, continuous improvement,
critical thinking, diversity, ethics, human development, knowledge of subject matter,
learning environments, planning, role of teacher, and technology (Ellett, 2001).

Organizational and cultural changes
Walker and Dimmock (2000) suggest that the Hong Kong appraisal system needs to
separate developmental and judgmental appraisal. For developmental appraisal, teachers
agreed that lesson observations enhance teaching quality. Teachers are more supportive of
lesson observation if their goal orientation is more learner-oriented than performance-
oriented.

According to Lam, Yim, and Lam (1999), teachers would be less supportive of classroom
lesson observation if the main objective were for appraisal purposes. Though peer
observation can promote communication among colleagues, teachers invariably perceive
this to be some sort of appraisal, whether it is top-down or bottom-up. Teachers feel more
comfortable if observers have absolutely no relationship to the appraisal system.

Researchers conducting recent SER in Hong Kong (Lee ef al. 2001) encountered little
resistance from teachers toward classroom observation. Providing data-driven
constructive feedback can be a practical method for enhancing teaching quality,
especially if outside observers have subject matter and professional expertise. For
judgmental appraisal, Walker and Dimmock (2000) also point out that outside appraisers
may be more suitable to give feedback, even if it is negative:

Whereas the Chinese are reluctant to provide feedback that may lead to

confrontation or a loss of face, they appear willing to receive such

feedback through a third party (p.174).

With regard to the results from the RCOI pilot study, improvement appears needed in the

following areas: (a) independent student practice; (b) teacher using a variety of teaching
techniques; (c¢) high teacher expectations for student achievement; and (d) physical
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characteristics of the room

Researchers have attempted to use data from teacher observation systems (e.g., the
Virgilio Teacher Behavior Inventory) to generate profiles that could then guide staff
development and school improvement plans (e.g., Teddlie & Meza, 1999). School
improvement programs may use these data to generate teaching profiles at several levels
(e.g., grade, department, inexperienced teachers only). For example, schools can use
these profiles to generate the following activities (based on Teddlie & Meza, 1999):

¢ Demonstration lessons may be arranged using a variety of teaching techniques,
that target inexperienced or new teachers in areas of teaching weakness;

e Teachers could be encouraged to undertake peer observation of experienced,
effective teachers. They could also be encouraged to analyze or code data
collected in their own classroom based on audiotapes or videotapes

e Videotapes of effective teaching practices could be presented to teachers
seeking improvement and better consensus on classroom behavior.

e External consultants could be solicited to provide support for enhancing the
overall quality of instruction.

Key items in a research agenda for improving teacher evaluation in Hong Kong

Adapting the RCOI for the Hong Kong Context

There has been discussion about whether TER variables are “transferable” across a
variety of settings, thereby potentially serving as the basis for cross-country comparisons
(e.g., Teddlie & Reynolds, 2000). On the whole, most RCOI variables made sense in the
local Hong Kong context; however, some of these variables were not very applicable
across levels of schooling. For instance, C14 (the physical characteristics of the room
noted in Table 6), is irrelevant to many local secondary schools, since teachers have no
base room. However, the variable would make sense in some primary schools that adopt
the activity approach to teaching and learning. In these schools (where students learn in
their base room), teachers may try to decorate the classroom to facilitate learning, thereby
making it relevant to evaluate the physical characteristics of the classroom.

The examination-oriented cultures of some Hong Kong schools local settings make some
RCOI items less frequently observable. It is common for teachers to have test and
revision sessions during normal class periods in order to prepare students for
examinations. Therefore, observers occasionally come across lessons that have been
allocated for revision purposes such that variable IS5 (teacher presents new materials)
must be scored “1” due to the absence of any new material being presented.

The comparatively crowded secondary school classrooms in Hong Kong make it less
possible for teachers to conduct lessons using a variety of teaching techniques (19). This
is especially the case in prestigious schools that have to accommodate 45 or more
students in rooms designed to hold just 40. Activities like group discussion, debate, and
project-based learning (that require special seating arrangements and multi-media support)
may only work in special rooms, which are more spacious and well equipped.
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Moreover, low scores on 19 (teacher uses a variety of teaching techniques) does not
necessarily indicate that teachers in Hong Kong lack pedagogical competence. The policy
of “streaming” secondary students into two groups (i.e., EMI students with English as the
medium of instruction and CMI students with Chinese as the medium of instruction)
could possibly influence a teacher’s classroom strategies. About a quarter of Hong Kong
secondary schools are in the EMI stream. In these schools, students may find it more
feasible to listen to their teachers’ instructions while jotting down notes in English, since
many of them are not as capable of effective oral communication. Teachers could have
some reservations about conducting interactive activities (e.g., group discussion, class
presentations), preferring to use the more unidirectional mode of chalk and talk teaching.

The use of question and answer techniques is very important in Hong Kong, due to the
examination oriented culture and other factors. The quality of the questions and the way
that teachers handle student responses is very important, and these factors in turn can
make lessons more thought provoking. The techniques that teachers use to arouse the
curiosity of their students and to enhance their motivation levels are also very important.

Thus, the RCOI might need to be modified in order to capture important aspects of the
Chinese classroom. To account for the importance of questioning techniques in Hong
Kong, it might be desirable to more heavily weight and/or subdivide I8 on the RCOI
(teacher demonstrate skills in questioning/answering questions) into more items for
further differentiation. Some of the following suggestions are based on items found on
the Virgilio Teacher Behavior Inventory (Teddlie, Virgilio, and Oescher, 1990):

e Other items might include “Teacher uses a high frequency of questions. He/she
uses appropriate wait time between questions and answers.” and “Teacher directs
questions to many students or engages students in active discussion. He/she
encourages students to raise and answer questions.” These new items suggest that
there are classroom scenarios where the teacher should interact with more
students even in relatively large classes. These items also echo previous literature
(Lee, 1999) that expert teachers tend to encourage students to answer questions
and facilitate their taking part in discussion.

e Another new item might be “Teachers regularly ask higher-order questions to
stimulate student thinking”. This echoes the previously referenced Quality
Assurance Inspection’s comment (Education Department, 2001) that teacher’s
questioning may not be effective enough to inspire higher-order thinking.

e Other new items might include: “Teacher asks timed questions; teacher anticipates
student’s reactions; teacher responds appropriately to students’ questions; teacher
probes further when responses are incorrect.” These items reflect teachers’ careful
lesson planning and competence in addressing individual differences.

These additional items could serve as a yardstick for assessing behaviors in Hong Kong
classrooms, as well as providing directions for improving these classroom processes.

Future directions for teacher evaluation and SER
“Good” teaching in the Chinese context is seen as a repetitive, teacher-dominated script
from a western (i.e., Western Europe and North American) viewpoint. The following
elements nonetheless exist (Biggs & Watkins, 2001, p.285):
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1. Concentrated listening: students listen intently, and participate actively (this may
be perceived as “covert activity”);

2. Vicarious learning: the teachers interact with only a few students in large classes;

Careful planning, timed questioning, and associated activity; and

4. Learner-trained learning: students learn stage-setting routines that allow teachers
to change activities without interruption.

(98]

Some scholars have concluded that Chinese students learn to do different things (finding
different solutions, focusing on different aspects) fo the same thing (the problem of the
day) while their American counterparts learn to do the same thing (applying the same
method of solution) fo different things (the problems they keep practicing) (Mok, et al.
2001, p.177). Future teacher evaluation and SER should pay more attention to these
different aspects of “good” or “eftective” teaching across different cultures.

Cheng, Cheung and Tam’s (2002) recent SER case studies concluded that both more
effective and less effective schools had similar teacher-centered teaching methods. This
raises two tentative propositions for possible future inquiry.

(a) There may be subtle differences in instructional routines (e.g., in terms of exposition
clarity and quality of questioning techniques) and in their consistency over time
between and within teachers. These may account for variance in school effectiveness
in the Hong Kong context. This is aligned with Creemers, Scheerens and Reynolds
(2000, p.287) view that teacher behavior “has an independent contribution to
effectiveness”. In addition, consistency in individual teacher behavior over time may
have an influence on variation in school effectiveness (Reynolds and Teddlie, 2000).

(b) When SER employs multiple outcome measures (e.g., “learning to learn” skills,
affective outcomes), there may be smaller variance between Hong Kong schools, as
compared to the variance reported on academic achievement. This proposition is
based on the assumption that teacher-centered methods may have more direct
influence on academic outcomes than on knowledge acquisition skills or affective
outcomes.

While research (e.g., Lee, et al, 2002) confirms that classroom practice in Hong Kong is
teacher-centered, change in the Chinese pedagogical system should be undertaken with
caution. Some scholars such as Ference Marton (2000, p.288) argue that:

Chinese pedagogical practice(s)...have been characterized by in-depth studies of
the object of learning, very often through discussions about the same specific
objects of learning with colleagues, and by thorough planning of the lesson
including the anticipation of student reactions...the pedagogy practiced in Hong
Kong is surely an offspring of Chinese pedagogy, the oldest and maybe the most
efficient pedagogy (in its more advanced forms) of which we know. Developing
this pedagogy further seems to be a much better idea than doing away with it.

Future studies on school and teacher effectiveness may investigate the effectiveness of

student-centered pedagogy in Hong Kong classrooms on the one hand and identify
different forms of effective Chinese pedagogy for enhancing school effectiveness on the
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other.
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Table 1: Teaching Performance Dimensions at School A

Teaching performance A B C

Teaching effectiveness

Communicating with students

Classroom management

Guidance outside classroom

Handling of assignment (design,
marking, etc.)

Standard of setting test and examination
papers

(Note : A - Excellent; B - Good; C - Up to standard; D - Below standard)

Table 2: Teaching Performance Dimensions at School B

Teaching performance 1 |2 134516

Lesson well prepared

Well sequenced and systematic teaching

Content clearly presented

Can arouse interest of students

Can maintain orderly classroom
discipline

Appropriate quantity of assignment to
students

Assignments marked with care

Examination paper set with care

Willing to take training for curriculum
development

(Note: 1 — very unsatisfied --------- 8 — very satisfied)

Table 3: Teaching Performance Dimensions at School C

Teaching Performance A|B|C

Classroom Management

Treatment of pupils (care, respect, fair)

Quality of work

Teaching effectiveness (use resources appropriately to improve
Student performance)

Knowledge of subject

Power of Oral expression

Written expression

Using information technology

Marking

(Note: A — very satisfied --------- F — very unsatisfied)
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Table 4: Teaching Performance Dimensions at School D

Appraisal Items

JUI[[IXY
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Comments

1.  |Preparation

a.[Relevance of content

b.|Suitability of content

.|Organization of content

o

2. |Teaching Process

.|Introduction & motivation

.|Presentation & explanation

.|Pupil participation in class

.|Planned ending

o |lalo |c e

.|Achievement of objectives

3. |Teaching Skills

.|Voice & speech

.| Two-way verbal communication

.INon-verbal communication

.|Use of chalkboard / A-V aids

.|Use of relevant examples / cues

.|Prompt feedback / reinforcement

e |- o (e|lo ||

.|Overall control of lesson

4. |Classroom Management

.|Class atmosphere / discipline

.Handling of misbehavior

.|Teacher alertness

a
b
c.|Attention to individual needs
d
€.

Attitude to pupils

Overall Comments and Suggestions:
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Table 5: Summary Statistics for Instructional Leadership Factors in a Study of Secondary
Schools

Mean score Mean score

(teacher) (student)
24 ASP 24 ASP
schools schools

(N=1234)  (N=13948)

Framing Instructional Goals 3.81 3.22
Communicating Instructional 3.85 3.27
Goals

Supervising and Evaluating 4.05 341
Instruction

Coordinating Curriculum and 342 3.19
Instruction

Monitoring Student Progress 4.03 343
Promoting Student’s Learning 391 3.40
Initiatives

Encouraging Participation in 3.61 3.29

Decision-making

Providing Incentives for 4.37 3.69
Individual Students

Providing Incentives for Academic 4.00 3.35
Achievement

Scoring from 1 (Seldom Right) to 5 (All Right)
: Highest scoring factor for year 1999-2000
_: Lowest scoring factor for year 1999-2000

Note: The data was extracted from the database of the ASQEP led by Lee ef al. (2002). Some data were
reported in a recent paper by Lo (2001).
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Code Attribute
Management
Ml Overall Time-on-Task
Number of interruptions minimal during
M2 .
the observation
M3 Few discipline problems
M4 Teacher continuously monitors the
classroom
Instruction
15 Teacher presents new material (new
content and skills)
16 Independent student practice
17 Teacher reviews and summarizes
materials
I8 Teacher demonstrates skill in
questioning/answering questions
19 Teacher uses a variety of teaching
techniques
110 Teacher provides opportunities for all
students to be involved
Climate
Overall high teacher expectations for
Cl1 .
student achievement
c12 Teacher provides appropriate academic
reinforcement or feedback
Class has a friendly ambience (seems like
C13 .
a friendly place)
Cl4 Physical characteristics of the room

Table 6: Scores from Classroom Observations in Three Secondary Schools in Hong Kong (cite the study)

- The attributes are rated on a scale of 1 to 3. Negative evidence only is coded 1; positive evidence only

Mean

2.76
2.82
2.77
2.68

2.53
1.98
2.26

2.28

2.03

2.28

2.11

2.29

2.56
1.21

All

Standard
Deviation

0.45
0.46
0.51
0.53

0.54
0.81
0.73

0.65

0.67

0.66

0.65

0.63

0.58
0.45

is coded 3; and contradictory evidence is coded 2.

- Mean diff: Maximum (X,Y, Z) — Minimum (X,Y,Z)
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Sch X

Standard
Mean Deviation
2.76 0.44
2.79 0.41
2.72 0.45
2.59 0.63
2.50 0.51
2.10 0.77
2.14 0.80
2.17 0.66
2.21 0.79
2.38 0.73
2.11 0.57
2.32 0.67
2.59 0.63
1.35 0.49

SchY

Standard
Mean Deviation
2.88 0.33
2.88 0.43
2.88 0.43
2.92 0.27
2.76 0.44
2.46 0.65
2.46 0.65
2.62 0.50
2.12 0.52
2.42 0.58
2.38 0.64
2.42 0.58
2.46 0.51
1.08 0.28

Sch Z

Standard
Mean Deviation
2.68 0.53
2.80 0.52
2.73 0.60
2.60 0.55
2.40 0.59
1.58 0.75
2.20 0.72
2.15 0.66
1.85 0.63
2.13 0.65
1.93 0.66
2.18 0.64
2.60 0.59
1.18 0.48

Mean diff

0.21
0.09
0.16
0.34

0.36
0.89
0.32

0.47

0.37

0.30

0.46

0.25

0.14
0.28



Figure 1. Descriptors of grammatical accuracy on classroom language assessment. (5-
point scale) (Education and Manpower Bureau, 2003¢)

5:  Grammatical structures are almost invariably accurate, with extremely limited, if any,
occurrences of inappropriate expressions. Any ‘mistakes’ that occur can be categorized as
‘slips’ rather than systematic errors.

1: Most utterances contain grammatical errors, causing comprehension to break down
completely at times. Access to basic structures is clearly inadequate and communication
is often impeded. Self-monitoring and self-correction never occur. No attempts are made

at reformulation..
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