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Abstract: Due to the paradigm shift from ‘Teaching as service’ to ‘Teaching as Profession’ educational 

administrators boggled their minds for finding ways and means to ensure accountability of the teachers by 

assessing their performances so as to enhance the quality of the educational process as well as product at all the 

levels of education. In the recent development into evaluation of teaching performance at the Higher education 

level in India, the University Grants Commission (UGC) had came with Performance based Appraisal System 

(PBAS) using the Academic Performance Indicators (API) in 2009. The subsequent amendments in these 

regulations came in 2013, 2014 and 2016 were adding more to such mechanism for making this system of appraisal 

more comprehensive, simple and practical. The threefold function of a Teacher at the higher Education level can 

be summarizing in three words, Teaching, Research and Extension. The present study focuses on the first and 

most important function of the teacher called teaching. How a teacher is performing in a classroom? How students 

see his/her performance? How the teacher’s peer, him/herself and head of institution sees to his performance? Do 

the feedbacks by these stakeholder assessors improve his/her performance in a classroom? etc, are some of the 

basic questions which researcher tried to give justifiable answers through present study. 

Keywords: PBAS-API, Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS), Feedback, 

Stakeholders, Assessors, Peer evaluation, Self Evaluation, Student-Teacher Evaluation, Head Evaluation. 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The performance appraisal of the teachers at Higher Education level had been the crucial question of debate in the various 

commission and committees, in the post independent Indian educational reforms. The University Education Commission 

(1952) pinned up, on ethical grounds, the concerns for increasing the quality of education at the college and university 

level. The commission had undertaken the minimum qualifications issues and attracting the competent youths for 

teaching. At the same time the commission had also attempted to regulate the teaching hours, lectures undertaken, 

working days, vacation time, etc. to bring the quality at higher education level.  In further development, Kothari 

Commission (1966) had recommended to appraise the teachers at regular interval of time. The anecdotal records and 

service book entries about the teacher‟s performance were made mandatory. The Head of the institution was being 

recommended to appraise the performance of teachers at the higher education level. In 1986, National Policy of Education 

and also its Programme of Action (POA) had recommended for "Annual Performance Appraisal" of the teachers of 

educational institutions. In 1987, Malhotra Committee appointed for revision of salaries too stressed that teachers‟ 

performance should be evaluated by students and there should be compulsory annual submission of 'performance 



                                                                                                                                        ISSN 2348-3156 (Print) 

International Journal of Social Science and Humanities Research  ISSN 2348-3164 (online) 
Vol. 5, Issue 1, pp: (117-128), Month:  January - March 2017, Available at: www.researchpublish.com 

  

Page | 118 
Research Publish Journals 

 

appraisal' (an assessment of the performance of teachers which would encourage their accountability). In Dec, 1988, the 

UGC issued a notification regarding 'Accountability in Higher Education‟ for all the Universities that Self Appraisal 

Performance of the teachers is to be made mandatory as a requirement of Career Advancement Scheme (CAS) for the 

award of new pay scales and be implemented within a year. Considering the recommendations of different commission 

and committees, NAAC‟s appraisal scheme for TEIs; Needs of Higher Education in general and teacher education in 

particular in the context of Quality Education and Emerging roles of Teacher Educators; the University Grants 

Commission (UGC), a statutory body with its duty such as, coordination, determination and maintenance of standards 

of Indian Higher Education is witnessing a shift in formulating an Objective, Reliable and Wholistic mechanism for 

appraising the performance of the teachers and other academic staff working in the Higher Education level. In the recent 

development into evaluation of teaching performance at the Higher education level in India, the UGC had came with 

“Regulation on Minimum qualifications for Appointment of teachers and other Academic staff in Universities and 

Colleges and Measures for the maintenance of Standards in the Higher Education (2010)” using the Academic 

Performance Indicator (API) and Performance Based Assessment System (PBAS). This made greater impact on 

performance of teachers at Indian higher education level in the last few years. These regulations were first of its kind in 

terms of Performance Based Appraisal System (PBAS) and Academic Performance Indicators (APIs) by focusing on the 

performance of teachers on Category A: Teaching, Learning and Evaluation related activities, Category B: Co-curricular, 

Extension, Professional Development etc and Category C: Research and Academic Contribution. The subsequent 

amendments in these regulations came in 2013, 2014 and 2016 were adding more to such mechanism for making this 

system of appraisal more comprehensive, simple and practical.  

In Indian Universities the teachers are given the threefold function as Teaching, Research and Extension. The research 

focuses on the first function of the teacher i.e. the teaching. Researcher personally feels that, the Classroom based 

teaching learning is the most important aspect in which the teacher gives his maximum time of workload. Further, the 

following set of questions comes to every cognitive mind. How a teacher is teaching in the classroom? Who should 

evaluate the performance of the teacher-educator? Whether it is the Students or teacher him/herself or Parents or Peers or 

Head or Society or All? How a performance appraisal tool can be holistic if it is not appraised by the stakeholders of 

Assessors? Also, at the same time not only assessing the performance of the teachers by stakeholders is important, but to 

communicate the performance feedback back to the Teachers is also essential so as he/she can work on the positive areas 

and areas of improvements to enhance his teaching effectiveness.  

The lack of the tool for Performance based appraisal for a specific discipline is much needed whispers of the academia 

since long, which is less heard. Keeping in mind the aforesaid issues and problem with the present PBAS-API (2010, 203, 

2014 and 2016), the present study was an attempt to listen those whispers in much empirical and detailed manner, for the 

field of Teacher Education per se by designing a system for appraising the performance of Teacher Educators to assess 

their performance in the classroom, where appraisal from different perspective (in terms of Peer, Self, Student Teacher 

and Heads) is also been considered to develop Wholistic Performance Appraisal System. 

2. TITLE OF THE STUDY 

Comparative Study on Effect of Feedback in terms of Performance appraisal by different Performance Assessors on 

Performance of Teacher Educators of Teacher Education Institutions in Vadodara District 

3. OBJECTIVES 

The Objectives of the Study were:  

1. To compare the Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) of Teacher 

Educators as assessed by Self, Student-teachers, Peers and Head, before the feedback was given. 

2. To compare the Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) of Teacher 

Educators as assessed by Self, Student-teachers, Peers and Head, after the feedback was given. 

3. To compare the Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) of Teacher 

Educators with respect to Self, Student-teachers, Peers and Head on before and after the feedback was given. 
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3.1. HYPOTHESIS: 

The following Null hypotheses were formulated and tested at 0.05 level of significance.  

Under Objective1:  

1. Ho 1: There will be no significant difference in the Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal 

Score (CTLBPAS) of Teacher Educators as assessed by Self, Student-teachers, Peers and Head, before the feedback was 

given. 

Under Objective 2:  

2. Ho 2: There will be no significant difference in the Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal 

Score (CTLBPAS) of Teacher Educators as assessed by Self, Student-teachers, Peers and Head, after the feedback was 

given.  

Under Objective 3:  

3. Ho 3: There will be no significant difference in the Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal 

Score (CTLBPAS) of Teacher Educators with respect to Self, Student-teachers, Peers and Head on before and after the 

feedback was given.  

For the convenience of analysis the Null Hypothesis Ho 2.3 was further divided into the following null hypotheses.  

a) Ho 3 (a): There will be no significant difference in the Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance 

Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) of Teacher Educators assessed by the Student-teachers on before and after the feedback was 

given.  

b) Ho 3 (b): There will be no significant difference in the Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance 

Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) of Teacher Educators assessed by the Peers on before and after the feedback was given.  

c) Ho 3 (c): There will be no significant difference in the Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance 

Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) of Teacher Educators assessed by the Self on before and after the feedback was given.  

d) Ho 3 (d): There will be no significant difference in the Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance 

Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) of Teacher Educators assessed by the Principal on before and after the feedback was given. 

3.2. POPULATION: 

Population constitutes all teacher educators, Head of the institutions and enrolled students in Secondary Teacher 

Education Institutions of Gujarat University. There was total six Teacher Education Institutions (five self-financed and 

one grant-in-aid colleges) affiliated to Gujarat University in Vadodara District. Generally, in a Teacher Education 

Institution, one head or principal, seven teacher educators and one unit of hundred student teachers were there as per the 

NCTE regulations, 2008 and revised regulation 2015. 

3.3. SAMPLE: 

From population, all six Teacher education Institutions (TEIs) were selected. All selected Teacher Education Institutions 

were affiliated to Gujarat University. The sample consisted of all teacher educators, head of the teacher education 

institutions and the student-teachers enrolled in selected teacher education institutions for the year 2013-14. Below Table 

3.1 shows the exact number of entities taken under data collection. 

Table 1:  Data taken from Colleges for Performance Appraisal System 

Sr. No. 
Name of the Teacher Education 

Institution 

Number of Teacher 

Educators including Head   

Number of Student-

Teachers 

1. S.D. Patel B.Ed. College  7 61 

2. Axar Mahila B.Ed. College 8 79 

3. Dabhoi B.Ed. College  8 85 

4. Sanskar B.Ed. College  7 68 

5. Sanskarbharti B.Ed. College 7 28 

6. Pipariya B.Ed. College  7 43 

 Total 44 364 
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The performance appraisal of teacher educators were measured by self, student-teachers, peers and head were precisely 

given in below table 3.2. Here, differential strength of student-teachers in respective TEIs was depending on admissions 

held in year 2013-14 in that particular institute. In table 3.2, the „total‟ column values are calculated by first calculating 

number of appraised form for a teacher educator (i.e. total of column 3 to 6) and multiplying it by number of teacher 

educators in the institution including self and principal. 

Table 2: Sample size from which Data collected through Tool 

Sr. No. Name of the college Head Self Peers Student-teachers Total 

1. S.D. Patel B.Ed. College  1 1 5 61 475 

2. Axar Mahila B.Ed. College 1 1 6 79 695 

3. Dabhoi B.Ed. College  1 1 6 85 743 

4. Sanskar B.Ed. College  1 1 5 68 524 

5. Sanskarbharti B.Ed. College 1 1 5 28 244 

6. Pipariya B.Ed. College  1 1 5 43 349 

 Total 6 6 30 364 3027 

Here, when it comes to teacher educator as „principal‟ in a TEI, so subtract one from total gave the exact number. i.e. for 

example in S. D. Patel College 1 + 1+ 5 + 61=68 further total assessed forms will be 68* total number of teacher 

educators= 68*7= 476 but self and principal was same so 476-1= 475 assessed form will be there)  

4. TOOLS 

The researcher had constructed ‘Classroom Teaching-Learning Based Performance Appraisal Scale’ for collecting 

necessary data for the present study. The face validity and reliability of the tool was established by sending the tool to the 

experts working in the field of Education and Psychology. The scores generated by employing this scale was named as 

Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS). 

4.1. DATA COLLECTION: 

Researcher personally visited the institutions and collected the data from teacher educators, head and student-teachers 

during 2014-15.  

 

Chart 1: Modus operandi of the data collection 

4.2. DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION: 

The collected data was analyzed with Quantitative techniques. Descriptive and inferential statistical techniques like Mean, 

Standard Deviation, t-test and ANOVA were utilized. The statistical package for Social Sciences (SPSS) was used to 

analyze the data.  

4.2.1. Analysis with respect to Objective 1: 

Before the Feedback was given, the mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) 

of Teacher Educators by Self, Student-teacher, Peers and Head was found to be 7.25, 7.12, 7.06 and 7.41 respectively. To 

test hypothesis H0 1, Mean, Standard Deviation, Standard Error of Mean, ANOVA, degrees of freedom (df), and level of 

significance of the scores were calculated. Following Table and Graph represent the results 
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Table 3: Sum of squares of mean, Mean square, F-value, degrees of freedom (df), and level of significance of the Classroom 

Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) as assessed by Student Teachers, Peer, Self and Head 

before the feedback was given 
             

*Significant  

 

Graph 1: Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) across different assessors 

(before giving the feedback) 

Further, from the Table 3 and Graph 1, it is clear that F-value was found to be 7.495 which was significant at P-value of 

0.0 (2- tailed) with df =3,172. This P-value is less than the alpha value of 0.05, thus, the F-value was significant at 0.05 

level (and further it was also significant at 0.00 level too). This indicates that the mean Classroom Teaching-Learning 

based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) of the Teacher Educators differ significantly at 0.00 level of significance 

with respect to different assessors i.e. Student Teachers, Peer, Self and Head. So, the null hypothesis, “There will be no 

significant difference in the Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) of 

Teacher Educators as assessed by Self, Student-teachers, Peers and Head, before the feedback was given” was rejected at 

0.00 level.  

Thus, it can be elicited that Performance Appraisal Scores of Teacher Educators was dependent of the assessors Self, 

Student-teachers, Peers and Head.  

From Graph 1, it can also be elicited that the mean CTLBPAS scores of Heads were found to be more than the other 

stakeholders (assessors). Moreover, Peers among all stakeholders (assessors) were found to be allocating less CTLBPAS 

scores for the Teacher Educators. This may be possible due to the competition among the Teacher Educators. 

To find out further which groups of the assessors had made significant difference for the Performance Appraisal of the 

teacher educators, a Post hoc Fisher‟s Least Significant Difference (LSD) test was performed using the SPSS (version 22). 

Following Table 4 represent the results. 

Source of Variation Sum of Squares df Mean Square F P-value Sig. (2-tailed) 

Between Groups 25.542 3 8.514 

7.495 .000* Within Groups 195.390 172 1.136 

Total 220.932 175  
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Table 4: Post Hoc test for the CTLBPAS between different Assessor groups 

Multiple Comparisons  

Dependent Variable: CTLBPAS                                                                               Test: LSD 

(I) Stakeholder (J) Stakeholder Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. Error Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Student Teacher 

Peer -.69773
*
 0.22724 0.002* -1.1463 -.2492 

Self -1.05682
*
 0.22724 0.000* -1.5053 -.6083 

Head -.64773
*
 0.22724 0.005* -1.0963 -.1992 

Peer 
Self -.35909 0.22724 0.116 -.8076 .0894 

Head .050 0.22724 0.826 -.3985 .4985 

Self Head .40909 0.22724 0.074 -.0394 .8576 

* Significant at the 0.05 level 

From the Table 4, it was clear that Performance assessed by the Student teachers and Performance assessed by Peers was 

significantly different at 0.002 level of significance.  

Also, Performance assessed by the Student teachers and Performance appraised by the Self was significantly different at 

0.00 level of significance. 

At the same time, Performance assessed by the Student teachers and Performance appraised by the Heads were 

significantly different 0.005 levels of significance. 

Further, between other possible pairs of assessors there Mean CTLBPAS was not significant different at 0.05 level of 

significance.  

Therefore, it can be elicited that, before the feedback was given, out of four groups of assessors, three groups viz. Peer, 

self and Head were found homogeneous on assessing the performance of the teacher educators. While the Student-

teachers having a different opinion about the performance of the Teacher educators on the Classroom Teaching-Learning 

based Performance Appraisal.  

From the student-teacher‟s point of view, the Performance of the teacher educators was found to be significantly different 

than that assessed by Peer, Self and Head, before the feedback was given. Thus, Student-teachers play important role in 

assessing Teacher Educators.  

4.2.2. Analysis with respect to Objective 2: 

The Objective 2 of the study was, “To compare the Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal 

Score (CTLBPAS) of Teacher Educators as assessed by Self, Student-teachers, Peers and Head, after the feedback was 

given.” 

For comparing the Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) of Teacher 

Educators with respect to Self, Student-teachers, Peers and Head, after the feedback was given, the following null 

hypothesis was formulated.  

Ho 2.2: There will be no significant difference in the Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal 

Score (CTLBPAS) of Teacher Educators as assessed by Self, Student-teachers, Peers and Head, after the feedback was 

given.  

After the feedback was given, the mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) 

of Teacher Educators by Self, Student-teacher, Peers and Head was found to be 7.5, 7.5, 7.12 and 7.1 respectively.  

To test this hypothesis, Mean, Standard Deviation, Standard Error of Mean, ANOVA, degrees of freedom (df), and level 

of significance of the scores were calculated. Following Table 4.6 and Graph 4.2 represent the results.  
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Table 5: Sum of squares of mean, Mean square, F-value, degrees of freedom (df), and level of significance of the CTLBPAS as 

assessed by Student Teachers, Peer, Self and Head after the feedback was given different assessors after the feedback was 

given 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Graph 2: Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) across 

Further, from the Table 5 and Graph 2, it is clear that F-value was found to be 2.413 which was significant at P-value of 

0.068 (2- tailed) with df =3,172. This P-value was greater than the alpha value of 0.05, thus, the F-value was not 

significant at 0.05 level of significance. This indicates that the mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance 

Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) of the Teacher Educators did not differ significantly at 0.05 level of significance with 

respect to different assessors i.e. Student Teachers, Peer, Self and Head.. So, the null hypothesis, “There will be no 

significant difference in the Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) of 

Teacher Educators with respect to Self, Student-teachers, Peers and Head after the feedback was given” was not rejected 

at 0.05 level of significance.  

Therefore, it can be elicited that Student-Teachers, Peer, Self and Head were found homogeneous on assessing the 

performance of the teacher educators, after the Feedback was given. Therefore, after the feedback was given the 

Performance Appraisal Scores of Teacher Educators as assessed by Self, Student-teachers, Peers and Head were 

Homogeneous i.e. consistent, leading to reliability of the scores. Therefore, consistency of Performance appraisal scores 

across Self, Student-teachers, Peers and Head was observed after the Feedback was given to teacher educators. 

4.2.3. Analysis with respect to Objective 3: 

For comparing the Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) of Teacher 

Educators with respect to Self, Student-teachers, Peers and Head on before and after the feedback was given, the null 

hypothesis Ho 3: was formulate. For the sake of convenience of analysis it was further subdivide into four Null 

hypotheses viz. Ho 3(a) to Ho 3(d).  

To test these hypotheses, Mean, Standard Deviation, Standard Error of Mean, ANOVA, degrees of freedom (df), and level 

of significance of the scores were calculated.  All the null hypotheses were tested at 0.05 level of significance. Following 

Table 4.9 and Graph 4.5 represent the results.  

 

Source of Variation Sum of Squares df Mean Square F 
P-value 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Between Groups 7.032 3 2.344 

2.413 0.068 Within Groups 167.097 172 .971 

Total 174.129 175  
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Table 6: Sum of squares of mean, Mean square, Correlation ‘r’, Paired Sampled t-value, degrees of freedom (df), and level of 

significance (0.05) of the Performance Appraisal Scores with respect to different Assessors on before and after the feedback was 

given 

Paired Samples Statistics 

Pair wise comparison of before and 

after the feedback  
Mean N 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 
df ‘r’ ‘t’ 

P-value Sig.  

(2-tailed) 

Pair 1 

Student Teacher Before 

Feedback   
7.125 44 .696 .10531 

43 .336 5.823 .002* 

Student Teacher After Feedback  7.504 44 1.03 .15574 

Pair 2 
Peer Before Feedback 7.0591 44 1.18 .17809 

43 .892 0.658 .514 
Peer after Feedback 7.1182 44 1.32 .19836 

Pair 3 
Self Before Feedback 7.2455 44 0.91 .13703 

43 
.839 

 
2.815 .007* 

Self After Feedback 7.4773 44 0.99 .15008 

Pair 4 
Head Before Feedback 7.4114 44 0.92 .13932 

43 .749 -3.576 .001* 
Head After Feedback 7.0682 44 0.87 .13093 

* Significant at 0.05 level  

 

Graph 3: Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) of Teacher Educators with 

respect to Self, Student-teachers, Peers and Head on Before and After the feedback was given 

From Table 6 it can also be elicited that the mean CTLBPAS scores given by Heads were found to be less than that given 

by all of the stakeholders (assessors), after feedback was given. Peers were allocating less CTLBPAS scores for the 

Teacher Educators after feedback was given. Whereas Student-teachers and Self assessed more on CTLBPAS, after 

feedback was given. 

From the Table 6 and Graph 3, it is clear that t-value was found to be 5.823 which was significant at P-value of 0.02 (2- 

tailed) with df =43. This P-value is less than the 0.05 alpha level of Significance, thus, the t-value is significant at 0.05 

level (and further it was also significant at 0.00 level too). This indicates that the Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning 

based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) as assessed by the student teachers for the  teacher educators on before 

and after the feedback was given differ significantly at 0.00 levels of significance. So, the null hypothesis: 2.4(a), “There 

will be no significant difference in the Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score 

(CTLBPAS) of Teacher Educators assessed by the Student-teachers, on before and after the feedback was given” was 

rejected. The Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) as assessed by the 
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student teachers after giving feedback was significantly more than that of before feedback was given. Thus, it can be 

elicited that the teacher educators‟ classroom teaching-learning based performance was improved, after the feedback was 

given as assessed by the student-teachers. 

From the Table 6 and Graph 3, it is clear that t-value was found to be -0.658, which was significant at P-value of 5.14 (2- 

tailed) with df =43. This P-value is greater than the 0.05 alpha level of Significance, thus, the t-value is not significant at 

0.05 level. This indicates that the Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) 

as assessed by the Peers for the teacher educators on before and after the feedback was given do not differ significantly. 

So, the null hypothesis: 2.4(b), “There will be no significant difference in the Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based 

Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) of Teacher Educators assessed by the Peers, on before and after the feedback 

was given” was not rejected. The Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) 

as assessed by the peers before or after giving feedback was not makes any difference. Thus, it can be elicited that the 

teacher educators‟ classroom teaching-learning based performance was not improved, after the feedback was given as 

assessed by the peers.  

 From the Table 6 and Graph 3, it is clear that t-value was found to be -2.815, which was significant at P-value of 0.007 

(2- tailed) with df =43. This P-value is less  than the 0.05 alpha level of Significance, thus, the t-value is significant at 

0.05 level. This indicates that the Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) 

as assessed by the self for the teacher educators on before and after the feedback was given differ significantly. So, the 

null hypothesis: 2.4(b), “There will be no significant difference in the Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based 

Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) of Teacher Educators assessed by Self on before and after the feedback was 

given” was rejected. The Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) as 

assessed by self, on after giving feedback was significantly more than that of before feedback was given. Thus, it can be 

elicited that the teacher educators‟ classroom teaching-learning based performance was enhanced, after the feedback was 

given, as assessed by Teacher-Educators themselves.  

From the Table 6 and Graph 3, it is clear that t-value was found to be 3.576 which was significant at P-value of 0.00 (2- 

tailed) with df =43. This P-value is less than the 0.05 alpha level of Significance, thus, the t-value is significant at 0.05 

level (and further it was also significant at 0.00 level too). This indicates that the Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning 

based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) as assessed by the Head for the teacher educators on before and after the 

feedback was given, differ significantly at 0.00 levels of significance. So, the null hypothesis: 2.4(d), “There will be no 

significant difference in the Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) of 

Teacher Educators assessed by the Heads on before and after the feedback was given” was rejected. The Mean Classroom 

Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) as assessed by the Head before giving feedback was 

more than that of after feedback was given. Thus, it can be elicited that the teacher educators‟ classroom teaching-learning 

based performance was decreased, after the feedback was given as assessed by the Head. 

5. FINDINGS 

The objective wise findings were as under:  

5.1. Finding under Objective 1 and 2:  

The findings with respect to these two objectives were:  

A. Before the Feedback was given, the mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score 

(CTLBPAS) of Teacher Educators by Self, Student-teacher, Peers and Head was found to be 7.25, 7.12, 7.06 and 7.41 

respectively.  

B. Performance Appraisal Scores of Teacher Educators was dependent of the assessors Self, Student-teachers, Peers and 

Head. 

C. Before the feedback was given, out of four groups of assessors three groups viz. Peer, self and Head were found 

homogeneous on assessing the performance of the teacher educators. While the Student-teachers having a different 

opinion about the performance of the Teacher educators on the Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance 

Appraisal. Thus, Student-teachers play important role in assessing Teacher Educators. 
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D. After the feedback was given, the mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score 

(CTLBPAS) of Teacher Educators by Self, Student-teacher, Peers and Head was found to be 7.5, 7.5, 7.12 and 7.1 

respectively.  

E. After the Feedback was given, all the performance assessors Student-Teachers, Peer, Self and Head were found 

homogeneous on assessing the performance of the teacher educators. Therefore, after the feedback was given the 

Performance Appraisal Scores of Teacher Educators as assessed by Self, Student-teachers, Peers and Head were 

Homogeneous i.e. consistent, leading to reliability of the scores. 

Conclusively, it was inferred that, before giving the feedback all stakeholder assessors were of different opinion 

(heterogeneous) about the performance of the teacher educators. But after giving the feedback, all stakeholder assessors 

were homogenous about the performance of the teacher educators. i.e. the consistency of Performance appraisal scores 

across Self, Student-teachers, Peers and Head was observed after the Feedback was given to teacher educators.  

5.2. Findings under Objective 3: 

The findings with respect to this objective were : 

A. The mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) as assessed by the student 

teachers after giving feedback was significantly more than that of before feedback was given. Thus, it can be elicited that 

the teacher educators‟ classroom teaching-learning based performance was improved after the feedback was given as 

assessed by the student-teachers. 

B. The Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) as assessed by the peers 

before or after giving feedback was not makes any difference. Thus, it can be elicited that the teacher educators‟ 

classroom teaching-learning based performance was not improved after the feedback was given as assessed by the peers. 

C. The Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) as assessed by self, on 

after giving feedback was significantly more than that of before feedback was given. Thus, it can be elicited that the 

teacher educators‟ classroom teaching-learning based performance was enhanced after the feedback was given, as 

assessed by Teacher-Educators themselves. 

D. The Mean Classroom Teaching-Learning based Performance Appraisal Score (CTLBPAS) as assessed by the Head 

before giving feedback was more than that of after feedback was given. Thus, it can be elicited that the teacher educators‟ 

classroom teaching-learning based performance was decreased after the feedback was given as assessed by the Head. 

Conclusively, it can be inferred that the Performance of the Teacher Educators was enhanced after the feedback was given 

to them as assessed by the Student-teachers, Peers and the Teacher Educator themselves. But from the Head‟s point of 

view the performance was decreased on giving the feedback.  

6. CONCLUSION 

From the study it comes out clear that the feedback by the different assessor groups were found to be effective in 

improving the performance of a teacher educator in the classroom. The collaborative feedback provided by the Student-

teachers, Peers, Teacher educator him/herself and Head of the institution, somehow, improves the overall performance of 

the Teacher Educator. This important aspect of Team Performance Appraisal can be utilized in the forthcoming forms of 

PBAS-API by the UGC. Although, recent PBAS mechanism had came up with the Student‟s feedback for the teacher but 

the lack of tool in this area can be fulfilled by current piece of research. The present research had came up with a tool for 

assessing the performance of the teacher educator in the classroom by all the potential stakeholders. Moreover, in the 

context of Wholistic nature of PBAS-API tool, teacher needs to be evaluated from different angles. In our literature also 

this was mentioned as आचार्ाााात ्पादमादते्त पाद ंशिष्््ः स्वमेधर्ाा । सब्रह्मचाररभ्््ः पाद ंपादं कालक्रमेण च ॥ (One fourth from the 

teacher, one fourth from own intelligence, one fourth from classmates, and one fourth only with time.) So now it is very 

much necessary to put forth this conviction regarding appraisal from different appraisers.  

Tool for Performance Based Appraisal for a specific discipline is much needed whispers of the academia since long, 

which is less heard. The present study is an attempt to listen those whispers in much empirical and detailed manner for the 



                                                                                                                                        ISSN 2348-3156 (Print) 

International Journal of Social Science and Humanities Research  ISSN 2348-3164 (online) 
Vol. 5, Issue 1, pp: (117-128), Month:  January - March 2017, Available at: www.researchpublish.com 

  

Page | 127 
Research Publish Journals 

 

field of Teacher Education per se by designing a system for Performance appraisal for the Teacher Educators. Where 

appraisal from different perspective been considered to develop Wholistic Performance Based Appraisal System. 

REFERENCES 

[1] Agarwal, G. S. (1986). The Study of Effectiveness among the Secondary School Teachers in relation to  Professional 

Attitude, Anxiety, Risk-taking Behaviour, Experience. Ph. D. thesis in  Edu. Rohelkhand, U.P.  

[2] Awasthi, N. (1989). Personality profile of popular and unpopular teachers and their relationship with teaching 

proficiency. Indian Educational review, Vol.24(2): 95-104. 

[3] Balwankar, H. (1984).  A Study validity and Reliability of Performance Appraisal Scale of Teacher Effectiveness, 

SNDT College of Education, Maharastra.  

[4] Bannister, B. D. (1986). Performance Outcome Feedback and Attributional Feedback: Interactive Effects on 

Recipient Responses. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71 (2):203-21.  

[5] Barrett, J. (1986). The Evaluation of Teachers Clearinghouse on Teacher Education: ERIC digest 12, Washington 

DC. 

[6] Best, J. W. & Kahn, J. V. (2000). Research in Education. New Delhi: Prentice Hall of India Pvt. Ltd. 

[7] Buch, M. B. (ed.) (1974). A Survey of Research in Education. Baroda: M.S. University of Baroda. 

[8] Buch, M. B. (ed.) (1979). Second Survey of Research in Education. Baroda: Society for Educational Research and 

Development  

[9] Buch, M. B. (ed.) (1987). Third Survey of Research in Education. New Delhi: NCERT  

[10] Buch, M. B. (ed.) (1991). Fourth Survey of Research in Education (Vol.I & II). New Delhi: NCERT 

[11] Chanchal, S. (1988). Teaching Aptitude and Its Relationship with Teaching Effectiveness of Higher Sec. School 

Teachers in Relation to Modern Community, Kerala. 

[12] Choudhary, N. (1990) To study the relation between Personality of the Teachers and classroom discipline Indian 

Educational Review, vol.25 (3) 

[13] Curriculum Framework for Teacher Education (2006). National Council for Teacher     Education, Hans    Bhawan, 

New Delhi. 

[14] Darling, H. (1983). Teacher Evaluation in the Organizational Context: A Review of the Literature” in Review of 

Educational Research 53, pp. 285-328. 

[15] Deshpande, P. (1991) Evaluation of Teaching :A Multi-dimension Approach to study the Effectiveness of Teachers, 

Dist., Dharwad, Rajasthan. 

[16] Good, C. V. (1959). Introduction to Educational Research. New York: Appleton-century Crofts. 

[17] Hans, (1986). Study of Relationship Among Teaching Style, Learning Gain and Teaching Effectiveness, School at 

Bijnor, U. P.  

[18] Kumar, S., Patel, R. & Ramachary (2007). Performance Appraisal of school teachers by their    students- 

Development of scale in Research in Education. CASE, The Maharaja Sayajirao     University of Baroda. 

[19] Kumar, S. (2007). Development of scale for rating teaching performance of university teachers    by their students in 

Research in Education, CASE, The Maharaja Sayajirao University of    Baroda. 

[20] Ministry of Education, Youth & Culture (2004). Teacher Performance Appraisal Policy &    Procedure Handbook 

GOI. 

[21] Mishra, D. (1983). Comparative Study of  Different Feedback Methods for Changing Teacher Behaviour, Teacher 

Training College, Orissa.  

[22] NCERT(2005). National Curriculum Framework-2005. New Delhi: NCERT, Government of India. 



                                                                                                                                        ISSN 2348-3156 (Print) 

International Journal of Social Science and Humanities Research  ISSN 2348-3164 (online) 
Vol. 5, Issue 1, pp: (117-128), Month:  January - March 2017, Available at: www.researchpublish.com 

  

Page | 128 
Research Publish Journals 

 

[23] NCERT (2007). Sixth Survey of Research in Education (Vol.I & II). New Delhi: NCERT. 

[24] NCTE (2010). National Curriculum frame work for Teacher Education: Towards Preparing Professional and 

Humane Teacher.  New Delhi: NCTE. 

[25] Padamnabhiah, M. (1986) Study on Relationship Between Job Satisfaction and Teaching Effectiveness in Secondary 

Schools, In Surveys of Education, Vol. 3. Pp. 392-394. 

[26] Punia, B. (2008). Performance Evaluation of University faculty by the students: Perspectives and    Research 

Findings University News, 46, Oct 20-26, pp. 1-7. 

[27] Roberts, G. E. (1998). Perspectives on enduring and emerging issues in performance appraisal. Public Personnel 

Management, 27, 301-320. 

[28] Shah, B. (1998). To study the determinants of teachers‟ effectiveness at secondary school level in the Garhwal 

District in Fifth Survey of Research in Education: New Delhi, NCERT, Vol.II, pp.98-100. 

[29] Sofat, (1977). Preparing Standardized Self-Evaluation tool for Checking Teaching Effectiveness in Secondary 

School, Punjab. 

[30] Tagomori, H. T. (1993). A content analysis of instruments used for student evaluation of faculty in schools of 

education at universities and colleges accredited by the national council for accreditation of teacher education, 

U.S.A.: University of San Francisco. 

[31] Thomas, (2007). Studied Effectiveness of Students‟ Feedback on Teaching Process. Journal of Teacher Education, 

56(3), pp.34-42. 

[32] UGC (2010). UGC regulation on Minimum Qualifications for Appointment of Teachers and Other Academic Staff 

in the Universities and Colleges and Measures for the Maintenance of Standards in Higher Education-2010. New 

Delhi: UGC.  


