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CHAPTER 1
THE PROBLEM AND DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED

In many school systems throughout ths country increased efforts
are being made to develop improved methods for appraieing the effece
tiveness of classroom teachers and other school persommel. Much
progress has been made toward this goal of establishing valid criteria
for teacher evaluation in the past decadse Ths views on this topic do
not always coincide, but there 1s agreement that evaluation should
primarily be a means of improving the quality of education and that it
is the responsibility of the profession to maintain high standards.

As a result of conflicting points of view and differences of opiniom
among professional educators, we find the process of evaluation a very
camplex procedure which often is the basis for serious misunderstandings
and dissenting attitudes.

I. THE PROBLEM

Statement of the problem. Many educators tend to be disturbed
by their inability to agree upon the characteristics of effective
teaching and the methods used in determining this effectiveness, It
is this disagreement which creates a probleme This problem is com-
posed of four all-important questions which are: (1) Can a teacher
be evaluated objectively? (2) Are there adequate criteria available
for measuring a 'beachsr'.s' offectiveness? (3) Are the mothods and
techniques used in teacher evaluation relisble? (L) Are the results



of an evaluation applisd meaningfully?
It is the purpose of this studj, therefore, to try to

clarify eny misconceptions and to meke an effort to improve the
understanding of teacher evaluation.

Tmportance of the study. Many educators in both elementary
and secondary education are uncertain as to whether or not there is

a value and a need for teacher evaluation in a school system. Ons

of the concerns in Bloomingtomn, Mimmesota, where the amthor is

presently teaching, is reflected in that many elementary teachers

have asked questions such as the following:

1.
2.

3.

ke

5e

6

Why must it be required that a teacher be evaluated?
Yhy should a first year teacher in the Bloomington
Elementary School System not be rated high simply

.because she 18 a first year teacher?

Why should teacher ratings change uﬁsn transferred
from one building to another?

Why 18 an evalustion considered adequate when an
administrator observes a teacher only four to six
times a year or even less?

VWhy is an evaluation nooeésary vhen a teacher usually
knows, after she has been in the building for a number
of years, that her rating will be almost the same as
in previous years?

Why must there be ,a conference with the administrator



after being observed and evaluated when there are
very few or no constructive suggestions given to the
teachor for improvement?
The importance of this study will be to investigate, observe,
and draw conclusions relative to questions such as these asked by
teachers in the Eloomington Elementary Schools.

II. DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED

Evaluations Throughout this study the term Wevaluation® will
represent ths coopérative and contimuing process betweon the teacher
and the evaluator for improving the quality of instruction found in
the classroom. In this process the individual in the evaluative
capacity will review the teacher!s responsibilities and carefully
observe the teachert's work and the conditions under which it is
being done. The evaluator will then meet with the teacher to discuss
the teachsr's strengths and woaknesses and to decide upon changes,
if any, that should be made in the respomsibilities, conditions, or
methods of instruction. - |

- Rating, The term "rating” will be included in this study
under the broader term "airalna_tibn." Rating will refer to a judgment
passed on a teacher by a person in an evaluative position., This
Judgment will be implied as a classification on a scale, for examples
inadequate, fair, good, or superior, Through this method a teacher
may be rated on his overall performance or on various categories of



his work,

Effectiveness, This 18 a broad and sometimes difficult
term to define adequately in the interpretation of teacher evaluation.
A teacher's effectiveness is usually thought of being the extent to
which desirable or undesirsble changes have been brought about in
student behavior, In most cases throughout this study, the term
teffectiveness® will relate to the results which are cbtained from
the inmtersction between the teacher's efforts and the situatiom in
which he workeds The rating of this effectiveness is brought about
by a set of eriteria determined by the school system in evaluating
teachers.

III., ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY

The organization of this study will begin by making a review
of general literature, research, studies, and discussions which
have been wmritten on the topic of teachsr evaluation.

Following the review of pertinent information on teacher
evaluation a survey was conducted in the Bloomington Elementary
Schools, This survey involved such individuals as experienced
elezmentary principals and elementary classroom teachers who have
been directly involved with teacher evaluation. The aim of this
survey was to highlight the strengths and weakmesses of Bloomington's
present method of evaluating personnel.

The culmination of the total study will be an appraisal of



Bloomington!s current rating and evaluating methods, Conclusions
will be drawn and recomendations will be made to the major
administration. |

It is the sincere desire of ths author to bring about an
improved program of teacher evaluation in the Bloomington Elementary
Schools which will meet the approval of the administration and the
classroom teacheré.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Teaching is a very camplex and controversial subject when
referred to as an activity which must be evaluateds It involves
administrators, teachers, pupils, the goals and activities of
teaching, and the results of pupil growth. A teachsr!s effective-
ness is influenced in many ways by the forces which lie in the
school system and the commmity. For more than sixty years ressarch
has been trying to find out what it is that makes a teacher effec-
tive, how to predict teaching succesa, and how to determine when a
teacher actually is successful.

To evaluate a teacher means that we must differentiate be~
tween various forms of human behavior, which is very difficult to do.
Even though there are no definite answers to the many questions
asked on teacher evaluation, it must be realized that evaluation may
be important due to the positive effects that it may have upon one
for improving instruction. As Mary Dawson, editor of The National
Elementary Principal stated, "To ignore the subject simply because
1t is conplex and comtroversisl 1s unintelligente"

The evaluation of classroam teachers is ome of the most

Dawson Mary, “Editorial", The National Elementery Principal,
XLIII (Novwember, 1963), Pe 3e¢ .



important responsibilities of any school administration. It can be
used as a means of obtaining valuable information for making
administrative decisions in the employment, tenure, and supervision
of teachers, Furthermore, as previously stated, it may help teachers
improve their quality of instruction.

Although research on evaluation dates back to the early
1900ts, 1t is very possible that many teachers still f£ind themselves
undsr unsatisfactory systems of evaluation today. Perhaps this is
because there is no consensus on the criteria to be used in evalu-
ations It could also be that much of what has been discovered in
research has not been put into practices Teachers should neverthe-
less wolcomo evaluation, if it is done in a fair and acceptsble way,
80 as to determine how well they measure up to the school!s standards.

TEACHER EVALUATION IN THE SCHOOL

Irends of evaluation, To state when teacher eveluation defi-
nitely began would be most difficulte However, it is safe to say
that efforts to appraise teaching effectiveness are perhaps as old
as teaching itself, It appears that first forms of evaluation were
in existence as early as in the late 1600's and early 1700's. It
was during this period of time when tomm selsctmen (usually ministers
and men of learning) were directed to sscure teachers of high
‘religious and morsl qualitiés and to serve on comrittees which



inspected the schools.2 Studies tend to state that research on
teacher effectivencss began about 1891, At this time, most of
the appraisals of teachers were subjective in nature. That is,
they had been a type of impressicn rather than a sclentific
measurement, No carefully devised schems for evaluating teachers
appeared before 1912, Up to that time, whatever studies which
were conducted tried to find out why teachers fail, The data
collected by these studies tended to confirm previous impressions
as to vhat the weak points in the teaching process were. The
factars which drew attention to this failure were the limited
amount of training, poor salaries, and inadequate certification
standards, From these studies suggestions were offered to those
people engaged in teacher preparatione

' In the 1920's interest in teacher appraisal increased very
rapidly. As expressed by Jerry Mitchell, #This decade was marked
by great faith in the notion ‘that practically everything can be
scientifically nmasured."3 Thus, much of the research and study
completed during this period of time had to do with the establishing

2Burtm, William He and Leo J. Bruacknar, Supervisions A-Social
Process, (New Yorks Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1955), Pe

JMitchell, Jerry B., "Merit Rating: Past, Present, and Perhaps”
Phi Delta Kappan, XLIT (Jamuary, 1961), p. 139.



of criteria for differentiating between good and poor teachers,
These criteria, which were basically used for determining a
tqacher'a salary, wore very controversial due to the lack of agree-
ment concerning the characteristics of good or effective teaching.

During the 1930!s, econoaﬁe as well as other factors, caused
the abandonment of many of the merit rating plans.h The ressarch ,
which was conducted during this decade was directed mainly on pupil's
ratings of teachers. |

With the coming of the 1940's research focussed on teacher=
pupil interaction as a basis for determining teacher effectiveness,
¥ost of the research up to this time neglected this all-important
factor of ®pupil-teacher relationship.? Also, in the 1930 and 1940
decades, many of the rating instrunents and devices came into beinge
During this time the relisbility and validity of the rating instru=-

5

ments were found to be very low, As a result, the rating instruments
were contimually being changed and still are today,

The yeers since 1950 to the present have brought about many
significant studies and changes in the area of determining teacher
competence, Because of their importance the author will summarize
these findings in a later segment of this chapter entitled, "Recent

byia,

Euoffitt, Je Co, "Differences in Teaching: Can They Be
Recognized and Compensated?®, The National Elementary
Principsl, XLIII (November, 1983), pe



Research and Studies,.?

Purpose of evaluation. The purposes of an evaluation pro-
gram in any school system should be carefully determined and stated
in detail, If any conflicts of purpose should arise among the ade=
ministration and the teaching persomnel they should be settled or a
compromise reached so as to avold future dissention and misundere—
standing, It should also be remembered that if an evaluation
program serves too many purposes it is not likely that any one
purpose will be served extremely well. As the National Bducation
Association Discussion Draft states, "The over-riding and inclusive
purpose of teacher evaluation is to safeguard and improve the quality
of instruction received by the stndsnts."6 Although there nay be
many reasons for evaluating teaching, the following purposes should
probably be included in an evaluative program as being very basice

‘1, To determine the effectiveness of ths instructional

program and the achievement of the objectives held by
the schoole

2, To provide the basis for self-improvement and assist

the teacher in achieving success,
3+ To give recognition or reward for superior and effective

LY

services

6Na'bional Education Association, Research Division, Dis-
cussion Draft: Cuidelines for the Evaluation of Classroom Teachers
(Washington, D C.t the Association, Sepbember, 1962), Pe be



Lhe To motivate the teacher to strive for a highsr level

of performance,

S5« To provids the basis for making sound administrative

decisions regarding the teacher., Among these being:
(1) reemployment, (2) dismissal, (3) promotion,
(4) appointment to special tasks, (5) placement,
(6) transfer, and (7) advancement on salary schedule,
6+ To provids the bagis for in-service or supervisory
developmental programs and activities.

7« To meke it possible for the teachsr to recognize his

woaknesses and capitalize on his strengths,

8, To provids the basis for making the teacher a more

effective member of his profession.

It may be well to remind ourselves that the purposes may
affect the reactions of those involved in the evaluation or may
affect the mamnner in which the evaluation is carried out., As Howsem
states, "Indeed, the reason may be more important them the actual

prmss.“"

Effects of evalmtim, Even though the purposes of teacher
evaluation may be stated explicitly the consequences or effects of
it may be unintended, The evaluation itself may bring about more

7Hawsam, Robert B., Who's a Good Teacher?, (Burlingame: Cali-
fornia Teacher's Association and mmool Board's Associ-
ation, 1960), pe e .



or less effective teachinge The results of evaluation usually re-
late quite closely to the. attitudes of those participating in it.
One particular climate may threaten the teacher or force him into
conformist behavior while anothsr climate may tend to keep the
charmels of commnication open betwesen the participants, The author
believes that it is this latter type of climate which is more con-
ducive for the bringing about of the mutual respect and the maximm
efforts of those involved in evaluation.

Gale Rose, Associate Professor of Education at Western
Reserve University in Cleveland, Chio, reported thats

VWhen ons considers the effects of administrative evaluation

of teachers, at least four possible types of effect are of in-
terest: (1; Effects on the teaching and learning process;

(2) Effects on the teacher perscnally; (3) Bffects on the admin-
istration and the organization og the school; and (L) Effects
on the administrator pers .

Recently Gale Rose condncted a survey in which comments were
solicited from forty-five principals in five different school systems
on their present teacher evaluation programs. Nearly every principal
stated or implied that teachers in general are not accostomsd to
evaluation vhen it involves extensive criteria and a certain amount
of classroom observation, They found that the teachers were quite
tense and nervous when the evaluation program was first initiated,

but after continuous exposure with the procedure it was accepted by

BB.ose, Gale W., "The Bffects of Administrative Evaluation,?

The Rational Elementary. Principal, XLIII (November, 1963), pe 50.



most teachers, In fact, it was found that some teachsrs even
welcomed evaluation if the experience was meaningful, focussed on
improving teaching, and the administrator took adequate time to
collect information and discuss it with the teacher,

In some cases differing goals of the teacher and the admine
istrator may affect those who are involved in the evaluative pro=-
cess, If the goal of the evaluation program is for self and group
improvement, teachers are very likely to help and assist each other
in every possible way. However, if the goal is for reward many may
hesitate to do anything which would improve the other teacherts
position, As Howsam states, ". « . the use of external rewards
and punishments could only result in teachers becoming self-geek-
ing and uncooperative.“9

Usually most teachers are interested in knowing what has
been racorded about their teaching, But, possibly there are some
who are not because thsy may be insecure about their teaching status.
Rose found that these were usually the less able teachers. If =~
the evaluative program emphasizes improving instruction, rather
than finding fault with it, perhaps the less competent teacher can
be expected to be more cooperdtive, It must also be realized that
if the evaluator is not a competent or adequately trained person,

93“8@, SDe E.i_t."’ pe 11,

10 , ,
ROBB’ &0 9&0’ p. 5]-0



the whole structure may come tumbling down. He must be a woll-
trained and skilled person who takes the nocessary time to do an
effective job of evaluating.

. People usually seem to be influenced to a csrtain degree by
everyday tensions, anxieties, and pressures, Up to a certain point
.thay nay work very productively under this pressure, but beyond
this point they msy work less effectively or break down altogether,
Due to teachers working with large groups of children each day
they are wundpr extreme tension and possibly should not be exposed
to any additional pressure. Howsam aptly espressed this when he
sald, "Evaluation systems can be tensicn producing,® Therefore,
the poés:l.bla pressures and tensioms that may result from an evalu-
ation program should carefully by considered before such a program
is initisted.

FRINCIFIES OF EVALUATICON

Vhen developing a system of evaluation certain principles
or desirable characteristics of a good evaluative program should
carefully be taken into consideration., Elsbree and McNally point
them out as beingt -

'Evaluation should be comprehemsive, That is, all factors

1n
Howsam, loce cite

2
Elsbreo, Willard S. and Harold J. McNally, Elementary School
Administration and Supervision, (New York: American Book Co., 195L),
PPe -



affecting the teaching=learning process should be included in the
evaluation of the teacher.

Evaluation should be cooperative. It should involve all
individuals who are going to participate in the evaluative process.
Such a cooperative evaluation develops mmch more insight and underw
standing in the process of evaluation than does the authoritative
type.

Evaluation should be based on valid eriteria. In other words,
the criteria should be consistent with the objectives of the staff
and the philosophy of the school systeme This in turn would imply -
that the evaluative criteria should be developed by common agree-
ment between those who are doing the evaluating and those who are
being evaluated.

Evaluation should be diagnostic. Attempts should be mads to
datermine the reasons or causes which are affecting the teaching-
learning situation. Without diagnosis the evaluation will be of
1little help to the teacher,

Evaluation should be continmuous. The evaluation of the staff
or teacher should not be completed after a single classroom visitation.
Rather, it should continue throughout the year as a means of improving
classroom instruction and the educational program. These gradual
improvements and changes are recognized as being desirable and chare
acteristic of a modern educational program.

Evaluation should be functionale This ome principle of an



16
evaluative program is probably the most important of all the others
mentioned, If the results of an evaluation are not going to be
applied in a meaningful way, then there is no reason to have an
evaluative program. Teachers should know the results of an evalua~-
tion, what changes are to bs mads and why, Eliminating the results
of an evaluation eliminates the need for improving the existing
instructional situation.

TYPES OF TEACHER EVALUATION

In some school systems where a teacher evaluation program is
being introduced or revised the persommel are comfronted with a seri-
ous probleme This problem is; Who will make the most accurate
judgment of a teachsr's effectiveness?® Actually, all who come in
contact with the teacher and his work u:Lll evaluate and draw opinions
from it, This includes those out of the school who have very little
exposure to the teacher to those in the school who have a great deal
of contact with the teacher and his work, This has always been so
and probably will continue as such as long as there are teachsrsa.
Very few teachers are naive enough to believe that their wark is not
a.p;.u'a.iastad.l‘3

There is much concern by the public with having good schools
and we as teachers should be happy that there is such concern.

].3 .
Burton, William He and Leo Je Brueckner, Supervision: A Social
Process, (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., %335, Pe 360,
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According to Burton and Brusckner, ®In a democratic soclety it is
only natural that many persons are going to be concernsd with
teaching efﬁciency."lh Even though this is trus, we are still
confronted with the problem of, "Who is the best person to determine
this efficlency?® Probably the most logical amswer to this question
would be Mthose who ave in direct contact with the teacher and his
worke" Among these individuals would be the teacher himself, fellow
teachérs, pupils, and administrators or supervisors.

Self evaluation. No person should be more alert to what
constituss good or poor teaching than the teacher himself, In
evaluating onet's omn efﬁ.ciepcy, & teacher should carefully study
his performance in relation 1;.0 the pupil's growth and achisvement
and then plan improvement where it is most neededs It would be most
unrealistic to suggest any one method of self-evaluation for teachers,
However, the chief objective would be to develop an attitude of self-
evaluation, for without the teaéher's own disposition to evaluate
himself, no self-evaluation is poss:l.‘t)ll.e.]'5

Self-evaluation may be an informal or & systematic formal
processe With most teachers the informal process of self-evaluation

, 6
is going on all the tim.l Whether the teacher evaluates himself

igpga,
15318!)1‘36 and McNally, ODe 2_5_-_1_3.0, Pe 433,

16
Ibid,



in an informal or formal method there tends to be considerable dis-
agreement over the value of self-evaluation. If the goal is for
self-improvement, it may have some merit. As Kinney stated, "Self=-
directed growth dspends on frequent self-evaluation of his own

effectiveness, .“17

On the other hand, if the goal is for basing
administrative judgments and actions, it is doubtful whether the
teacher will present a true and accurate evaluation of himselfs In
Howsam'!s project "Who's a Good Teacher?” he pointed out that teachers
tend to mr—rate‘themselves and that timse ratings usually do not
agree with other evidence of effectiveness.s He also emphasized that
"There is substantial agreement that seldom, if ever, can a person
evaluate his work ob;]eo::t:l:vely.":l'8

If a program of self-evaluation is going to be initiated into
a school system careful consideration should be given to the method
of evaluation to be used (informal or formal) and how the results of
an ovaluation are going to be applied (for self-improvement or for

administrative judgments),

Peer evaluation, Evaluation of teachers by fellow teachsrs
is not as widely used in the total evaluative program as are the
other types of evaluation. Though an evaluation by a peer may appear
to be sound in theory, it does have its limitations. Teachers, in

17gkimey, Lucien Be, BSelf-Evaluation: The Mark of a Profession,¥
Educational Leadership, XV (January, 1958), p. 229.
18

Ibid,



19
general, have misgivings about passing judgments on other teacherss
This may be dus to ths fact that an evaluation as such tends to be
based on marginal evidence. Fellow teachers are exposed and have
access to only a limited amount of another teachert!s work. "Before
such ratings could really be successful, teachers would have to have
opportunity for inter-class visitation," stated Howsam.® Ho also
reported that teachers would be reluctant to rate other teachers
except for research purposes and found that peer ratings compare
quite favorably with administrative or supervisory ratings, but not
as well with other measures such as pupil gain.

Pupil evaluation, According to Howsam, B, . . the findings
have shown that pupils are able to make more valid and reliasble ratings
of teachers than any other group, including administrators, super-

20 4o also found in his studies that pupil

visors, and experts.?
ratings tended to be both fair and accurate, There has been some
research on: whether or not the marks or gradss a student received
from a teacher affected his rating of that teacher; this was found
not to be so, nor did the student favor or rate high the easiest
teacher, Other research points out that there is little correlation

between the pupil!s rating of teachers and the ratings of others.

134,

2°Hawsam, Robert By HTeacher Evaluation: Facts and Folklore®,

The Nationsl Elementary Principal, XLIII (November, 1963), p. 16,



This has led ressarchers to concluds that students probebly use dif-
ferent standards of evaluating than do adults, Burton and Brueckmer
pointed out that students will have many excellent idsas on how to
improve the teaching-~learning process due to the fact that they are
drectly involved in it.>> But still, as Howsam stated, “Despite
the favorable evidence, there is widespread resistance to the use of
pupil ratings, probably arising out of the respective roles of stu-
dent and teacher in our culture.t

Administrative evaluation. Should a teacher be evaluated by
an administrator or supervisor? This is the most widely used single
measure of determining teacher effectiveness at the present tims,
The findings in this area, however, give very little support to this
method of evaluating teacherss In fact, Howsam said:

It should be sobering, indsed, for principals to know,
for example, that there are strong tendencies for super-

iors not to agree in their ratings of teachers. Further, 23

ratings tend to have a low correlation with student gains,

Howsam also pointed out that if the administrator tends to be
institutionally oriented he may emphasize such things as house-
keeping, discipline, and public relations in the evaluation of the

teachor rather than the all-important instructional aspects.

2lgurton and Brusckner, ope cite, p. 361.

2230”8@, 1__0.20 g_iﬁc
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Other findings and studies in this area reported that
teachers could be evaluated effectively by administrators or
supervisorse According to Nicholas A. Fattu, "Avalleble studies
have shown in general that teachers can be reliably rated by ad-
ministrative and supervisory personnsl (usually with correlations
of .70 or above."2! However, the administrative evaluation is apt
to be contaminated by the "halo" effect (letting ons judgment on an
item of the evaluation influence others).

In spite of all the attempts to improve administrative evalu-
ation of the teacher, they are still found to be biased, subjective,
and wninterpretable by anyone except the rater h:l:mellii.25 )

As ons can clearly see, tlmmisatthepresenttimnooha
way of evaluating teachsrs that has been found to be free from error.
As stated previously, the administrative evaluation is the most
widely used type of evaluation in present day school systems. Possi-

bly the reason for this, if for none other, stems from the fact that
it has been traditional for those in a superior position in a school
system to evaluate persomnel under hime Thus, we find admﬂ.stratbrs

‘gvaluating teacherse
Tt must be remembered that only the teacher can make.changes

2,"Fattu, Nicholas A., PResearch on Teacher Evaluation® s The
National Elementary Principal, XLIII (November, 1963), pe 2l

25 fowsam, Robert B., Who's a Good Tescher?, (Burlingame: Cali-
fornia Teacher's Association and California School Board's Associ-
ation, 1960), pe 3k.
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in his classroom behavior. Others may help to bring about change,
but it will not have any effect umless the teacher desires a change.
As Amidon and Flanders stated, "Not only must the teacher have the
desire to change, but he must be willing to put forth time and effort
required, to lock at himself ocbjectively, and to accept professional
gt:n:i.':ianee."26

Fhoever it may be that will attempt to evaluate the teacher
and his effectiveness ln classroom instruction, it is hoped that their

judgnents be sound, fair, and worthy of the teaching profession.
METHODS OF TEACHER EVALUATION

Mothods used in the evaluation of teachers sesm to fall into
two major categoriest (1) the informal or gensral impression method
which is seldom thought of as evaluation and (2) the formal or ana-
lytical method which is highly structured and systematizeds

Informal evaluation. The informal method of evaluation was
the first method of evaluation to be used in school systems. Though
this method was predaminantly characteristic of the past wo still

£ind it being used today, particularly in the smaller school systems.
This method of evaluation consists of the casual and informal conbacts

6Amtld.on, Edmond Jo and Ned A. Flanders, The Role -of the Teacher
in % Classroom, (lﬂ.meapolis: Paul Se Amidon and Associates, InCe,
1963, p. 2.
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of the teacher and the principal; the exchanging of idsas, questiouns,
suggestions, and commentss and brief visits to the classroom. The
dofinite way to carry on such an evaluation is not clsarly stated,
as there are no factors, guldelinss, or rules established. Whatever
Judgments that are made relative to the teacher's effectivensss are
based on. impressions rather than on facts, If the teachsr is to be
given a rating for the year, such a rating would be very difficult
to valldate, should the teacher disagree with it, for there is very
little or no written evidence to support this ratinge Informal mothods
of evaluation may also display favoritism or partiality. This was
clearly stated when Boycs said, "The way to get pramoted is to know
your principal rather than your principlesed2!

In evaluating the effectivensss of a‘teacher, general impres-
sions by themselves are not enoughe If a teacher is to be helped in
improving his classroom instruction, certain particulars or specifics
of his teaching must be brought to focus, Without mentioning such
specifics, 1t would be very difficult indsed for the teacher to im-
prove upon his weakmesses or capitalize on his strengths, This is
not characteristic of the informal method of evaluation.

Formal evaluatione Fo_ma:!. methods of evaluation are found to

27 )
Boyce, Arthur Clifton, The Fourteenth Yearbook of the National
Soeie_t,; for __th_;. Study of Educai’;ion, (Chicago: University of Chicago
88, E), Pe 1o
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be in widespread practice today. In fact, in a study conducted
by the National Education Association in 1962 it was revealed that
toachers were being evaluated formally in fiftyweight per cent of
all urban school systems,28

Formal programs of evaluation are usually carried out ina
very systematic and well-organized mammer with every step and detall
of the process clearly spelled out, The criteria which are used on
the evaluative forms may or may not be extensive, Included in a
formal evaluation are such practices as the use of definite state-
ments of criteria, planned and recorded cbservations of. teaching,
scheduled follow-up conferences with the teachsr, and the campletion
and signing of the evaluative forms by those involved in the process.
Formal methods of evaluation also emphasize ocbjectivity in determin-
ing teacher effectiveneas rather than subjectivity, That is, the
evaluative instruments used in formal evaluation should measure on
a quantitative or Yhow much® basis rather than on a qualitative basis
which would involve value juigmentse Although objectivity is stressed,
we still find that many of the ratings recorded on the evaluative forms
are based on subjective judgments. As a result, the Natlional Educa-
tion Association has gone on record as being opposed to subjective
methods in evaluating the performance of teachers and has supported

28 avis, Hazel, "Hhat Teachers Say About Evaluation of
Teachers,” HEA Journal, LIV No. 2 (February, 1965), pe 37.
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the development of a better means of cbjective evaluation.2’ WBub
to evaluate, ons must deal with elaments of both quantity and quality-
and quality, by it very nature, does not readily lend itself to
objective msasurement,® stated Karl Opemshaw.Bo

Whether an informal or formal program of evaluation is found
t0 be present in a school system or not, it still should not alter
the teacher's responsibility to continmually strive for self-improve-

mente
TECHNIQUES IN DETERMINING TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS

Ons of the major responsibilities of many school officials
throughout the country is that of determining teachsr effectivensss, .
To make an estimate of a teacher's effectiveness involves obtaining
pertinent information regarding classroom instruction. How this in-
formation is acquired may vary from ons school system to another,
However, ths most commonly used techniques for gathering this data
are Yy means of: (1) observation (2) rating scales and (3) measure-
mant of student gainse

Observation. Generally speaking, as Herman points out,

2J0penshaw, Karl, "Teacher Evaluation: A Point of View,® The
National Elementary Principal, XLIII (November, 1963), Pe 29.

30 rid.
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teacher observations can be classified into two distinct types:
that of bading informal or formal.l The informal type of teachsr
obgservation is that which is continuous throughout the yeare
Horman states that in this type of observation the principal will
visit the classroom every three or four weeks for approximately a
half an hour to an hour and a half., During this observational
period the principal will walk freely about the classroom, if the
children are working in small groups or committees, or will sit
with the class if the teacher is teaching directlye At appropriate
times, when it will not interfere with classroom activities or the
teacher, the principal will make comments to the teacher on the
activities presently taking place in the classroom. In other words,
he tries to work with the teacher while he is in the classroom,
Through this method the teacher may obtain a clearer recognition
of his strengths and ths weaknesses which he must lmprove upon.
After such an observation the principal returns to his office where
he prepares an anscdotal records He then places this record in the
teacher's confidential filee On his next visit to the same class-
room t.hé principal will particularly observe to see what progress
has been made and decide as to whether or not his suggestions and -
recommendations have been put into practice.

3l gernan, Wayne L. Jr.; "Teacher OGbservation,® The Natianal
Elementary Principal, XLITI (April, 1964), p. 63.
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In formal observations, states Herman, the principal will
usually visit the classroom two or more times during the school
year in addition to the so=called informal visits. > Usually the
first of these two formal cbservations is plannsd by advance
appointment.

With the inception of the school year the principal will
explain to the teachers that the reasom for formal observation is
mainly to promote teacher growth and to improve the quality of
instruction-=-not to provide a basis so as to dismiss a teacher, It
is very important that teachers understand this clearly. As Herman
emphasizes, "The success of the formal observations is dependent on
the teacher's confidence in the stated purpose.#33

In fémal observaticn an evaluation sheet containing com=
prehensive criteria is given to each teacher approximately ons
month prior to his observation. The amount of time spent in the
classroom in a formal observation may vary from an hour or so to
possibly a full dsy. Howsver, dus to othsr dalily responsibilities
which make demands on the principalts time, it is doubtful whether
the principal can devote nearly a full day to the observing of one
teacher, Poss:l.bli shorter and more frequent observations would
suffice.

321pia.
i

331b1de, pe 6l
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Once again the principal will walk around the classroom
observing the children, the teacher, and the instructionsl environ-
ment and climate, He may even make casual comments to the teacher
during this visit, After the observation the principal will return
to his office to complete an evaluation form on the teachert's per-
formance, On this report are included both positive and negative
comments. Soon thereafter, a conference is scheduled with the
teacher. During the conference the teacher and the principal dis-
cuss freely the criteria on the evaluative form and the judgments
which have been made on the classroom teacher!s instruction. Such
conferences will usually last approximately one hour in length,

A few days later, the teachsr will then receive a typewritten
copy of the evaluation form. In another wesk or so the principal
will then follow up the formal observation with an informsl visit
to the classroom to see if the recommendations for improvement are
being carried cut.

Such systematic observational techniques to determine dif-
ferences in performance of effective and insffective teachers were
neglected until rather recently, mentioned Fattu.3h He also stated
that most formel observations seem to dspend largely upon the sub=
Jective judgment of the observer. Fattu supports his viewpoint on

BhFattu, N, A., "Ressarch on Teacher Evaluation,® The National
Elementary Principal, XLIII (November, 1963), pe 2Lk.



formal observation by saying, ". . « in practice, this technique
is seldom the only one used for judgments of teachsr effectivensss,
end it is rarely used in an objective, scientific Pashion.">>

As & result, ths author believes that only through the thore
ocugh training of observers can there be a reduction in the amount of
subjective judgments. As quoted from the NEA Research Memo, WEffective
employment of direct cbservation and assessment requires the thorough
training of observers-—~training directed at the understanding of, end
the developmsnt of skill in identifying, the bshaviors under consider-
ation."3® But, even though the cbserver may be well trained, it is
necessary that he devote adequate time to the cbservation and evalu-
ation of the teachsr so as to arrive at a sound Judgment of the
teachert's effectiveness. Herman states that, "A cursory inspection
of the literature reveals that most authorities recommend that between
twenty-five and fifty per cent of the elementary school principal's
work day be dsvoted to supervision in soms form or another.837 The
NEA Discussion Draft recommends a range from three to ten hours as

the minimm amount of time for classroom obsembion.38 Whereas,

35Ib1d., e 264

B%ational Education Association, Research Division, NEA Resea.rch
Memo, (Washington, D.C.t The Association, September, 19625, Pe 2.

37Hamm, Ope. cit. .

38Nationﬂ Educa'bion Assoclation, Research Division, Discuss.ton
Draft: Guidelines for the Evaluation of Classroom Teachers,
Tan, D.C.t 1ihs Association, September, 1962), P. 10.
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Gale Rose reparts that, ", . ¢ in about six twenty-minute periods of
observation, propsrly spi'ead out over different days and weeks, a
rather complete picture of a teacherts classroom behavior can be
obtadned.“” Furthermore, Beecher recoumends, %, . o two fu]ihalf
days early in the school year end an additional two full half days
4in the spring. . .”m But, as Herman emphasizes, %e « o many school
. administrators devots nowhere nsar this amount of time to supervision
and think they are doing well, indeed, if they get inmto each class-
Toom to cbserve two or three times a year.“m'

Yot, one must remember that even though classroom observa=
tions do have their pitfalls, they may coatribute substantially
to the improvement of classroom instruction. As Fattu states,
%In the case of planned cbservational recording, the reliability

campares favorsbly with other methods of teacher evalustions"'®

Rating scales. "The most common, and most researched,

method of rating teachsi's has been by supervisors and principals,?

stated Hc.:msam.."L3

3980se, Gale W., "Performance Evaluation and Growth in Teach-
ing," Phi Delta Kappan, XLV (October, 1963), p. L9,

YOpeecher, Dright E., The Teaching Evalustion Record, (New

York: Educators Publishing Company, s De 3¢
m‘ﬂerman, Ope cite.
U2pattu, ope cite, Do 256
Bﬁens
am, Robert B,, Who's a Good Teachsr?, (Burlingamss: -
fornis Teacher's Association and CalITor Board's Associ-

ation, 1960), p. 3lLe ‘
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Although many educators may have the opinicm that the process
of rating teachers on their performance in the classroom is relatively
new, it has been found that such a process was in existence in the
early 1900!'s, The NEA Journal brought this to light when it stated
that the NEA Research Division found ratings to be in existence in
1922, At that time 55 per cent of the wrban school systems used
teacher ratings. In comparison, it also stated that in 1962 approxi-
mately 58 per cent of wrban school systems were using teacher rarl'.i.ngs.l’h

Though there may be other techniques and methods used in judging
teacher effectivensss, rating scales have been found to be the most
frequently used devices for assessing teachsr beha:vior.’"s In addition
to this, the NEA Research Memo found formal rating scales to be present
more often in school districts having a population of 30,000 or more
than those with less than this population.’$

Through the use of rating scales an attempt has been made
to reduce the amount of subjectivity in dstermining teacher ef-
fectiveness, To completely eliminate subjectivity in the use of rating
scales would be very difficult, indeed. As Fattu expressed, %In a

i vis, Hazel, "hat Teachers Say About Evaluation of Teachers,"
NEA Journal, LIV No, 2 (February, 1965), ps 37.

,"S%o's a Good Teaoher?, (American Association of School

Administratm Depa.rtmnt of Classroom Teachsrs of the NEA, and
National Sohool Board's Associstion, 1961), pe 29.

Uyational Education Association, Research Division, NEA
Research Memo, (Washington, DeC.t the Association, May, 196Z)y De Te



sense, ths use of rating scales to mepasure behavioral features
tends to emphasize the subjectivity. « .857 Fattu also states
that, "s « « items on rating scales tend to be subjective, unds-
fined, and varied; there is little consistency as to what traits
a supervisor might be expected to cbserve and evaluate.tl

When engaged in developing a rating scale to be used in de-
termining teacher effectiveness an individual will find that there
are a mmber of different types which may be used, Howsam states
the types of rating scales as being: (1) such as to yield a profile
of the teacher's strengths and weaknesses, (2) such as to provide a
check 1ist on which the appropriate descriptive items are checked,
(3) such that ask that the teacher be placed in rank order on selected
characteristics, and (L) that which forces the rater to make compari-
sons or choices among alternatives in such a way that a pattern is
yielded.w Whatever type of rating scale ons may employ, it must be
realized that no rating scale presently in existence has been found
to be free from error and that each rating scale has its strengths
and weaknesses.,

VWhen putting rating scales into practice a mumber of problems

Wlrattn, Loc. cite
l‘aFattn, loce cite
thmam, Robert B., Who's a Good Teacher?, (Burlingame: Cali-

£06r(r)d)a ‘l'eacléer' Association and Callfornia School Board!s Association,
19 s De 30, o .
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may be encountered, Howsam states some of these problems as be:l.w:so

1.

2.

3e

Se

6

Definition of terms, Words mean different things to
different psople and as a result one rater may not re-
port ths:.same as another rater may on identical criteria
used in rating scales,

Halo effects This tendency is usually called the Ygen=-
eral estimate.” In such a case the rater tends to mark
all items much the same,

Over-rating or leniency tendencies, Through such a
tendsncy raters will usually place most teachers rela-
tively high on rating scﬂés.

Weighting of items, Whenever there is a number of items
on a rating dsvice there arises the problem of which
item or items should have more or less weight, and if
80, how much. |
Relisbility. Will the rating device consistently yield
similar scores when the device is used on the same teacher
by other raters or by the same rater at different times?
Ons of the arguments used by teachers against rating |
scales is that they have demonstrated low reliability.
Validity, To what extent will the rating dsvice or ine
strument measure what it presumes to measure? Comparisons

50m,14,



- of administrative ratings to those ratings made by
teachers, pupils, peers, or pupil gain will usually
give low correlations. As a result, rating devices
used are often of undemonstrated validity. Thus, we
£ind educators operating to a considerable extent on
face validity. (It seems to be right; it makes sense)e
Another major problem of using rating scales or devices, as
Rose points out, is that of ", , , the skewsd distribution (tendency
of individual raters to judge gemerally high or gensrally low). . o5F
To solve many of the problems involved in the use of rating
instruments would be a tremsndous wdsrtaking. This can only be
accomplished with continued research and revision of rating devices.
Sams progress has been made recently in this area, As Howsam states,
#The consensus of opinion at this time, however, is that ratings
can be relisble when based on a carefully prepared instrument, when
administered by trained raters, and when careful . observation tech-
niques ave used.">2 Tt must be realized, as Boyce states, PA measuring
schems is neeeaséry for the improvement of teachers in aervioe.”53

51pose, Gale, "Toward the Evaluation of Toaohing®, Eéusational
1_‘_’2’ xv (Jm’ 1958)’ Pe 233,

SzHowsam, OPQ cit. s De 37e

53poyce, Clifton Artinr, The Fourteenth Yearbook of the National
Soc:le‘l_g; %)tm Study of Educat:lon {Chicago: University of Chicago
88 3 Do



Measurement of student gains, Another technique which may
be used in determining teachsr effectiveness is that of measuring
pupil achievement. The Encyclopedia of Educational Resesarch states
that, "Considering the theoretical importance of product criteria
in the assessment of teacher effectiveness, it is surprising that
so few studies have used soms measure of student growth as ths op-
erational definition of teacher campetence.nd

In the student gain techmiqus the skill or knowledge of
each pupil is usually measured before and after the student has
been under the guidance of a given teachsr over a certain period
of time. The difference between these two measures is known as
the student gain or achievement. Fattu has stated that this stu-
dent gain is ususlly measured by the use of standardized tests.o>
Burton and Brueckner stete that, "Measuvement as such does not

involve value-~judgments ."56

%This is certainly the most direct,
and 18 often asserted to be the only valid approach,” replied

Ross and Stanley.’! Whereas Brain conmtradicts this viewpoint by

5"%};@_6_4& of Educational Research, A Project of The
American Educational Research Association, (New York: The Mackillan
Company, 1960), pe 1L83.

55Fattu, Nicholas A., "leacher Effectivenssst, NEA Journal,
L No. 7 (October, 1961), p. 55

568urton William He and Leo J. Brueckmer, S si.on:

Soc$ Process, ’ (Now York: Appleton~Century-Crofts, 55),
Pe .

5TRoss, Co C. and Julien C. Stanley g
o Lg mﬂt :I.n
Schools, (New York: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 195%J; Ds 378
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stating that many researchers do not recognize student gains as
being a valid overall measure of Teacher effectivensss.>> Howsam
emphasized the fact that there usually is temptation to compare
class results as a mesasure of teacher competence and that research
does not support the use of pupil gain in this m.59

With such an approach to the measuring of teacher effective-
ness comes many and varied problems. As YWho's a Good Teacher?®
pointed out, ®. . . it is difficult to determine precisely how
mich of the change can be directly attributed to the teacher,n0
"Since no accownt is taken of factors other than the teacher which
influence achlevement, such as pupil ability, the method is of 1ittle
use," stated Howsam.l Fattu mentioned some of the influences which
may affect pupil growth é,s being the home, community, clubs and
organizations, commmication media, books, magazines, and teachers

of the pam;.62 Growths or outcomes of learning which would be

58Brain, George "Evaluating Teacher Effectivensss®, NEA Journal
LIV No. 2 (Pebruary, 15¢5); e 36. —

5%Howsam, Robert B., "Teacher Evsluation: Facts and Folklore®,
The National Elementary Principal, XLIIT (November, 1963), pe 15

6°ﬁho's a Good Teacher?, (American Association of School Ad~-
nﬂnistrators Dapa.rhnnt of Classroom teachers of the NEA, and National
Scheol Boa.rd's Association, 1961), p. 15,

6lyowsam, Robert B., Who's a Good Teacher?, (Burlingame: Cali-
fong':%a Teacher's Association and California School Board's Association,
19 9 Do 27« .

62Fat'bu, loc. _0_150, De 56,
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difficult to measure by the paper and pencil procedures would be ‘
those such as interests, attitudes, appreciations, ability to deal
with problems of daily life, and social sensitivity, stated Burton
and Brnech:er..63 As ope can plainly see, besides the influence of
the teacher, there may be many other influences such as those pre-
viously mentioned which may affect a pupil's gain or achievement.

In addition to the various inﬂuencés, there have also been
£found. to be certain limitations which make it extremsly difficult
to evaluate a teacher by the pupil gain techniqus. Howsam mentioned
some of the numerous limitations of the pupil gain method as being:&‘

le It is limited to the small segments of the educational
program which can bs adeqﬁately measured and so is
never a comprehensive measure of the teacher.
" 2o Those aspscts of the school program to which it can be
applied may not be the most significant aspects.
3. Its dse is largely restricted to research since to
use pupil gain measures in school systems would tend
t0 place undus emphasis on the msasured areas of the
program.

he It is never possible to isolate the influence which

can be attributed to a given teacher over a given

®3Burton, William He and Leo Jo Brusckuer, locs cite
6hﬂmm, ]-.g.c-o E-j.-t-.’ p. 28.
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period of time,
The impsrfections in tests used make it difficult for
soms pupils and classes to demonstrate satisfactorily
gains no matter how effective the teaching.
Pupil gain measures tend to have low reliability (to
be incansistent) and so %o be of doubtful validity.
Researchers, with a few exceptions, have not been too
successful in demonstrating that the method differenti-
ates between more and less competent teachers.
The method takes more immediate gains into account,
but falils to consider the long-term influence on the
child (success in later schoolwork or behavior in
adult 1ife)s

"Though elaborate statistical and experimental msthods have

been de'éeloped, no one has yet demonstrated a practical way of making

effective use of a.pupil-gain eriterion in measuring teacher ef=-

fectivensss," expressed Fat'bu.65

In summarizing, one may possibly concluds that each of the

various techniques which may be used for evaluating a teacher's

effectivensss, as of yet, has not been found to be free from error.

However, through the use of a combination of the previously mentioned

techniques and the thorough training of the evaluator, ons may arrive

®5Pattu, Nicholas A., "Teacher Effectivenesst, NEA Journal,
L No. 7 (October, 1961), pe 56
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at a reasonable judgment of a teachsr's effectiveness, As Howsam
states, "In the final analysis, the walidity, reliability, and
consistency of the evaluation depend not so mmch on the instruments
used as on the expertness of the evaluator who uses them.”66

RECENT RESEARCH AND STUDIES

Researchers over the past years have been attempting to
discover an effective method of assessing teachsr competence. In
the early 1900's the amount of research and the number of studies
conducted in this area were very limited. With the coming of the
years 1913-1917 research started to gain momentum and more recently
has begun to show evidence of progress, Howsam states that within
the past fifty years more than two thousand studies of some signifi-
cance have been reported.67 Ho points out the fact that even though
the number of studies has increased they have very little to offer
the evaluator with respect to what he should do in a program of
evaluation, However, he does mention that they do offer a great
dsal by the way of the problems involved in effective evaluation
and the limitations of its use. He goes on to state that ressarch
studies by the hundreds have failed to turn wp any criterion, or

66Howsam, loc. cit.

6THowsam, Robert B., "Teacher Evaluation: Facts and Folklove®,
The National Elomentgz Princigal, XLIII (November, 1963), pe 1k



sets of criteria, or cpnstellations of criteria which can be used
to evaluate teachers and that there can be no meaningful study or
evaluation of teaching until there is a clear definition of the
nature of the teaching act, per se. As one can conclude, research
has made us aware of the problems and limitations of evaluation,
but has failed to coms up with any concrete evidence to support
and recommend to evaluators a "one best method" of evaluation.

One of the most significant studies conducted on teacher
evaluation in recent years was that which was done by the Research
Division of the National Education Association in 1963. In this
study questiomnaires were sent to classroom teachers, principals,
and superintendents throughout the nation. Through the use of this
questiommaire the study revealed: (1) current general administrative
practices in evaluating teachers, (2) methods presently being used
to evaluate teachers, and (3) the opinions of teachers, principals,
and superintendents concerning the soundness of existing evaluative
programs. The number of replies to this questiommaire amounted to
638 superintendents (91.3 per cent), 826 principals (88.7 per cent),
and 1,13} teachers (82,7 per cemt)e

For practical purposes, the results of this study will be
divided into three categories: (1) programs for evaluating class-
room teachers, (2) methods of evaluating teachers, and (3) what .
teachers and administrators think sbout evaluation. Also, for
purposes of this study, teachers have been divided into those who



are probationary teachers (those who are new to a school system and
are on a trial basis) and those who are continuing teachers (those
who are not on trial, but have a contimuing contract).

Programs for evaluating teachers. The information relating
to this topic is from the first of thres articles written by the

Research Division of the National Education Am:oc::la»:l;.’t.on.68

When classroom teachers participating in this survey were
asked whethsr or not they had received an officlal written evalu-
ation of their teaching only lLlj.2 per cent could give a definite
Uyegh, 20.6 per cent were uncertain, and 35,2 per cent stated that
they had not received a written evaluation.

In comparison, principals were asked whether or not they had
conducted formal evaluations of the teachers in their school systems,
Table I, page L3, indicates their responses. From such findings it
was concluded that: (1) probationary teachers were more likely to be
formally evaluated than continuing teachers, (2) large school systems
wore more likely to have formal evaluation procedures than were small
school systems, and (3) elementary teachsrs were more likely to be
'evalua.ted formally than were secondary teachers.

Principals were also asked what methods they used for reporting

68National Education Association, Research Divj.s:l.on, #Programs
for Evaluating Teachers", NEA Research Bulletin, XLIT No. 3 (Cctober,

1961&)3 PP. 8338,




their findings to the superintendesnt. Table II, page Lk, shows

in detail their responses, Conclusions reached on these findings
were: (1) an overwhslming percentage of the principals reported
their evaluation fiﬁdings to thes superintendent or other central

office administrator, (2) a written analysis or rating form was

the most usual msthod of reporting evaluation, and (3) oral reports
were more commonly used in the smaller school systems (300 to
2,199) and were scarcely ever used in the larger school systems.
Other pertinent information regarding this topic was that in
smaller school systems 88.l per cent of ths principals sent

their findings directly to the superintendsnt, whereas in larger
school systems only 12.5 per cent of the principals stated that
their findings went to the assistant superintendent, director of
personnel, department head, or others).

In over 90 per cent of the school systems which reported
they had written evaluations, it was noted that the principal
was responsible for the evaluation due to the fact that he had
signed the evaluation report. However, all but 32.7 per cent
of ths elementary principals and 16.5 per cent of the secondary

principals reported that they had shared the responsibility of



TABLE I

FERCENTACE OF PRINCIPALS CONDUGTIgg FORMAL

EVALUATIONS OF TEACHERS

School For For
enrollment probationary continuing
and‘level teachers teachsrs
Enrollment
Group A 78.0 553
(25,000 or more)
Group B 5440 h245
(3,000 to 2L,999)
Group C 31.9 3045
(300 to 2,999)
Level
Elementary 65.8 51,6
Secondary 46,8 3849
A1l Schools 53.6

k2.2

69]Ibid., Pe 8lLe



TABLE II

METHODS USED BY FRINCIPALS FOR REPORTING, EVALUATION

FINDINGS TO THE SUFERINTENDENT

Type For For

of probationary continuing
report teachers teachers
Written analysis or rating 6Le9% 52,3%
form for each teacher

Tritten 1list of satisfactory 10.8% 13.4%
and unsatisfactory teachers 7

Total with written reports T57% 65.7%
Oral report, nothing in writing  13.1% 13.9%
Not stated 0.3% 0,6%
Total principals reporting evalu~ 89.1% 80,2%

ations to superintendent

7oIbido, Pe 8)40



evaluation with other school officials, Figure 1, page 46, shows
other school personnsl who shared with the schéol principal. the
responsibility of evaluating probationary teachers.

When replying to the questionnaire, more than half of the
superintendents and principals had sent in samples of the evalu~

ation forms used in their school systems, After these forms

had bsen analyzed it was found that 80.L per cent of them
featured a 1list of criteria on which the teacher was to be
rated item by item (they usually were to be rated at ons of
five levels). The evaluative forms, in most cases, also had
an area in which the evaluator could make his own comments.
About one-third of the forms required that the teacher be given
a gensral rating other than satisfactory or unsatisfactory.

Of those school systems which had written evaluations,
teachers were informed of their evaluation by the methods as
indicated in Figure 2, pags 47.

If a teacher was not satisfied with his evaluation report,

only 7 per cent of the superintendents stated that the teacher!s

right to appeal the evaluation was denied. Over 60 per cent of ths

b5
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superintendents also mentioned the fact that their evaluation pro-
grams had been revised since 1960, Slightly more than 50 per cent
reported that at the time of the survey their evaluative programs
were presently being studied for possible revision.

Vhen principals were asked if they had beqn~ involved with
the initiation and planning of the evaluation program it was noted
thatt (1) only 53.9 per cent of the principals had participated,
(2) only 13.6 per cent stated definitely that they did not parti-
cipate, (3) 23.9 per cent were not certain, and (L) 8.6 per cent
had no reply. When teachers were asked if they had participated
in the planning of the evaluation program only 16.7 per cent
reported they hads Thus, it appears that in many school systems
an evaluation program was imposed on teachers and principals with-
out consulting them on the make-up and the workability of the
program,.

In this survey it appeared that many school systems seemed
t0o lack a set of criteria in which to guide the evaluator of
teachers, Of the 75.7 per cent of the principals who reported they
had written evaluations in their school systems, only 61.l per cent
stated that they had officially defined criteria by which they
were to evaluate teachers. These criteria were more likely to

appear in larger school systems than in smaller school systems.



L9
Methods of evaluating teachers, The information regarding

this particular aspect of teacher evaluation was taken from the
third of three articles written by the Research Division of the

National Education Association.n
In this study, the Research Division assumed that all

teachers were being evaluated, whether or not they had received a
written evaluation, bscause certain judgments must ‘be made of
teachers in every school system regarding re-employment, transfer,
and recognition.

It was found that the number of evaluations a probationary
teacher had was usually one or two times a year and sometimss
three, whereas continuing teachers were usually evaluated once a
years

Whsn principals were asked in ths survey what steps they
took before making an evaluation of a teacher the following results
were noted: (1) more than 90 per cent of the principals stated
that they had observed the teacher in the classroom, and (2) about
75 per cent of the principals reported that they kedd conferences
with the teacher as a preliminary step, Table III, page 50, ox=-
presses the frequency in which principals observed teachers in their
classrooms., One of the most important conclusions which may be

nNational Education Association, Research Division, "Methods
of Evaluating Teachers®, NEA Research Bulletin, XLIII No. 1 (Febru-
ary, 1965), ppe 12-~18.. )




TABLE ITI

FREQUENCY WITH WHICH PRINCIPALS OBSERVED TEACHERS

TEACHING IN THEIR CLASSROOMS

Frequency For : For
of probationary continuing
observation teachers teachers
Regular schedule 27.1% 18.3%

~ Occasionally 63.0% 67.L%
On request 0.7% 1.8%
Almost never 2.6% L.0%
No probationary teachers LeT% ceses
No reply “ 1.9% 8+5%
Total 1oo.‘o% 100.0%

50



arrived at from the information presented on the frequency of
observations by the principals is that a large majority of the
principals do not observe teachers on a regular schedule, This
may be dus, perhaps, to the unforeseen responsibilities which may
arise and require the principal's tims and thus upset such a
schedule,

| In comparison, teachers were asked how many times they were
observed in their classroams during the firs£ term of the 1962-63
school yaar.} Figure 3, page 52, indicates the number of times
teachers were observed in their classrooms for a j:eriod of five
m:l.mibes or more, Information reported by teachers on the number
of times they were observed showed that: (1) secondary teachers
received fewsr cbservations, (2) 33.9 per cent of the secondary
teachers were not observed at all and only 17.0 per cent were ob-
served four or more times, and (3) 208 per cent of the elementary
teachsrs received no observations while 33,7 per cent received
four or more which is almost the reverss of the secondary teacher's
observations. The mad:l.én number of observations received by
‘elemaxrbary teachers was two, whereas for the secondary teachers the
median number was ons. The median length of the most recent obser-
vation was twanty-vﬁwo mimites and of these 10.8 per cent of the
teachers had requested the observation, which shows that they were
aware that they needed hslp in some aspect of their teaching.
Approximately one-fourth of the teachers were notified of their
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observation one day in advance, Only 9.7 per cent of the proba-
tionary teachers and 5.l per cent of the continuing teachers stated |
that classroom observation had an adverse effect on their teachinge.
However, 1li.2 per cent of the probationary teachers and 7.8 per
cent of the continuing teachers reported an adverse effect on student
behavior.

Nearly ons-half of the teachers stated that their most recent
observation was followed by a conference with the observer and
approximatély one-half of the teachers reported that the most recent
obgervation had been helpful to them.

When principals were asked how often they held conferences
with teachers after classroom observations it was noted that:

(1) approximately 25 per cent of the principals held a conference
after each cbservation, (2) approximately 56 per cent held frequent
conferences, but not after every observation, and (3) only 2 per cent
reported that they did not hold a conference after an observation,

Teachsrs were also asked to report on the number of con-

" ferences they had with the observer which smounted to ten mimubes

or more in length. Their responses are shomn in Figure l, page Sh.
Conclusions drawn from the responses to this question were: (1) the
median number of conferences was two for probationary and elementary
teachers and one for continuing and secondary teachers, (2) only
21,5 per cent of the teachsrs reported having four or more confer—
ences, and (3) approximately one-third (35 per cent) reported not
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having any conferences at all.

Another question asked of the principals in the survey was
what methods they used to judge a teacher's performance if they
did not observe the teacher in the classroom. The responses in-
cluded such msthods as: (1) contacts with the teacher outsids of
the classroom, (2) pupil achievement records, (3) parents' comments
about the teacher, (L) reports from other supervisory persomsl,
(5) the teacher's professional activities and graduate work,
(6) appsarance of the classroom, (7) participation in extracur-
ricular activities, and (8) listening on the intercom. As a result,
it was concluded that teachers may question such methods as to
whether or not they will provide a sufficient basis for evaluation
and that teachers are likely to feel that such methods of evaluation
are unfair or incomplete unless they supplemsnt objective procedures
of evaluation,
_ ‘Information regarding required written self-evaluations was

sought from those teachers who had received written evaluations,

Of those teachers who reported they had received written evaluations,
19.2 per cent stated that they also were required to submit a written
self-evaluation, This practice was found to be more common in large
school systems than in small school systems and more common in
elemsntary schools than in secondary schools.

‘When teachers wers asked if they were given the professionﬂ.
help and guidance when it was needed most teachers stated that they

did receive enough help, but 21.2 per cent said that they did not.



It was also noted that teachers who had received written evaluations
were more likely to receive help than teachers as a group and that
secondary teachers were least likely to receive the necessary help
and guidance. Teachers also made it evident that often help was
given only after it was requested and 12,k per cent of the teachers
stated that the assistance they were given was either too little or
too late,

What teachers and administrators think sbout evaluation.

Information regarding this topic of teacher evaluation was
taken from the second of three articles written by the Research Di=--
¥ision of the National Education Associstione 2

In this survey a question put to all superintendents, prin-
cipals, and teachers was: "Does your present system of evaluation
enable administrators to meke a sound evaluation of a teacher's
work?" Conclusions drawn from the replies to this question were:
(1) éﬁpari.ntendents had more confidence in their school system's
program of evaluation than did principals, (2) teachers had less
confidence in the evaluation program than did superintendents or
principais, (3) persomel in small school systems were less satis-
fied with evaluative programs than personnel in large school systems,

"2National Bducation Association, Research Division, What
Teachers and Administrators Think About Evaluation®, NEA Research
Bulletin, XLII No. k (December, 196L), pp. 108-113. T
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and (L) elementary teachers had more confidence in the evaluation '
program than did secondary teachers. _

When negative responses on the soundness of the evaluation
program were compared it was found that 16.8 per cent of the princi-
pals gave a negative response, whoreas 2L4.9 per cent of the teachérs
gave a negative response, Other important conclusions drawn regarding
the soundness of evaluation programs were: (1) more elemsntary
principals (29 per cent) expressed doubt in teacher evaluation than
secondary principals (22,2 per cent), (2) more secondary teachers
(5447 per cent) expressed doubt in teacher evaluation than elementary
teachers (38.3 per cent), and (3) those school systems without
written evaluations expressed more doubt in teacher evaluation pro-
grams than those school systems with written evaluations.

Another question asked of superintendent, principals, and
teachors was: "“What desirable outcomes from the program of teacher
evaluation have you observed in your school system?? The most
frequent response for all three groups was that avaiuation stim-
lated efforts to improve instruction, Teachers believed that they
had improved in classroom instruction, because if they knew they
wore going to be evaluated they were more alert. Teachers also
stated they had improved dus to the fact that their weaknesses
were pointed out and they were shomn ways in which they could
improve, Other desirable outcomss noted were: (1) good rapport
between teachers and administration, (2) recognition of good teaching



which improved the morale of the staff, and (3) use of evaluation
to rid the school system of incompetent teachers,

However, not all comments on the desirable outcome of
evaluation were found to be favorable. In fact, one-fourth of
the teachers stated that there weren't any desirable outcomes qf
evaluation. Major criticisms were that the evaluation was not
accurate and that the administration was too busy to do an effective
job of evaluating. Principals also critigized the program of evalu=-
ations Their main criticisms were the lack of time to make sound
evaluations and the lack of communication between the teacher and
the administrator.

The complete survey did show, however, that good evaluation
programs can be carried on in school systems, but they must be given
high priority by the administration, Adequate time must be spent in

58

planning such a program and setting up realistic criteria, Additional

time must be given to ths training of evaluators and to the expla=
nation of the program to the professional staff, Finally, sufficient
time must be spent in the administering of the eva.'!.uation program.
Most persons working under such a program of evaluation seemed
to agree that it was well worth the effort involved because of the
improvements which were brought about in classroom teaching.



CHAPTER III
HISTORY OF BLOOMINGTON AND ITS ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

The City of Bloomington, in Hennepin County, is located in
ths southsastern part of Minnesota, The clity proper encompasses
as area of 12,9 square miles, The Mirmesota River provides Bloom-
ington's irregular boundary on the south and east, County Road 18
bounds it on the west, and 78th Street South bounds it on the north.
It is approximately the same distance (15 miles) from the main
business districts of both Minneapolis and St. Paul., Figure 5,
page 60, shows a detailed map of the City of Bloomington along
-with its school boundaries.

Bloomington became a city on December 9, 1960, with a popu-
lation of 50,498. By 1965 Bloomington's population had grown to
66,542 individuals. Figure 6, page 61, shows Bloomington's rapid
population growth, Two important characteristics of the present
population are that over 50 per cent are under twenty~ons years of
age and that nearly one-half of these individuals are found to be
under six years of age, Figure 7, page 62, indicates Bloomington's
distribution of population according to age groups.

It appears that the residents of this area have always wanted
the best educational facilities available for their children. As
early as 1843 a school was established by the missionary, Gideon
Ponde This school was intendsd primarily for the Dakota Indians
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in the region, but children of the early settlers were taught there
also. Since 1855, when the first public school was opened by Miss
Harrison in her home, public schools have been regularly maintained
in Bloomington.

Prior to 1900, there were six one-room schools serving the
rural commmity of Bloomington, Thesse six schools provided an
education for children through the eighth grads, Studenis who
wished to continue with a high school education enrolled in the
Minnsapolis Public Schools. Travel to Minmsapolis at this period
of time was usually by horse and buggy or sleigh, but later the
Dan Patch Line served as transportation.

In 1918, five rural Bloomington school districts were com=
bined into one and a building which would house grades one through.
twolve was constructeds This marked the begimmning of secondary
education in Bloomington. The school enrollment of Bloomington
grew slowly between the years of 1918 and 1925 reaching a population
of only three hundred students. By 1935 the school enrollment had
almost doubled and so had the teaching staff, In 1945, there were
nearly seven hndred students and twenty-three teachers. Figure 8,
page 6L, shows Bloomington's elementary student population growth
and Figure 9, page 65, shows Bloomington'!s elementary teaching
persomnel growth,

Within the next five years (1945-1950) the Bloomington
School District absorbed two more smaller districts. The need for
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additional classrooms was met with the construction of the first
separate elementary school. Howsver, this still did not provide
an ample number of classrooms for the enormous enrollmsnt of
elementary students, As a result, the Bloomington Elementary
Schools were forced to go on Wgplit shifts® with grades one through
four, Almost every successive year for the next ten years bond
issues were approved by the citizens and more large elementary
schools appsared. In 1960, four elementary schools were opened
and in 1962 another five elementary schools were completed, With
the inception of the 1962-63 school year Bloomington eliminated
the Mgplit shift® schedule., Three additional elementary buildings
were completed in 1962,73 The John F. Kemnsdy Semior Figh School
was completed in 1965 and becams the second high school in the
districte During this period of time additional rooms were also
built on three existing elemsntary schools. The student enroll-
ment in the fall of 1965 was mear 19,000 of which 11,141 were
elementary school studantse

B , "The Socisl Studies for Grade VIV, Unpublished
Curriculum Guide of the Bloomington Public Schools, Bloomington,
Minnesota, 196L, p. 16.

s , "Enrollments-Blocmington Public Schools",
Unpublished Census and Enrollment Tabulation of the Bloomington
Public Schools, Bloamington, Minnesota, 1964, pe 1. .
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DEVELOPMENT OF ngﬂg‘gg&s IN THE BLOOMINGTON

From the conception of the Bloomington Elemsntary Schools
until the 1950-51 school year teacher evaluation within the school
system had been basica:\ly informal and subjective in nature. Any
judgments which were made on a teachsr!'s effectiveness were based
on impressions rather than measurements, With the coming of the
1951-52 school year came the first attempt to formally evaluate
teaching personnel in the Bloomington Elementary Schools., However,
teachers were not aware or informed that such year-end evaluations
were being comlucteé by the administration. The results of these
£irst evaluations were kept solely in each principal's office, but
were later requested be sent to the superintendent!s office. During
this period of time ;fomal observation forms also came into existence.
Such observation fo:bms, likewise, were not made knowm to the teachers.

Observations and evaluvations of teachers were conducted in
such a manner without the teachert!s knowledge until approximately
1958, The Bloomington teachers then requested that they be allowed
to see such forms and the judgments which were made on fhei.r teach-
ing, This desire of the Bloamington teachers was presented to the
Superintendent of Schools by the salary cmmittee of the Bloamington
Education Associatiofi. Shortly thereafter, the Bloomington Adminis-
trative Council took this wish of the teachers into considsration
and discussed it at length. The Administrative Council soon reached



the decision that if the results of the administratort!s evaluation
of the teacher Were to be shown, then the teacher must conduct a
self-evaluation using the same form and the results of both evalu-
ations (the administrator's and the teacher's) would be compared
and discusged freely. If thsre was agreement and satisfaction of
both parties regarding the evaluation each form was to be signed
by the teacher and the administrator. |

As obsemti?ns and evaluations continued it was required
that some of the criteria used on the forms had to be revised and
additional criteria;includad so as to make the forms more compre-
hansivp. It may be well to point out at this time that ths criteria
used on all obsempion and evaluation forms had been prepared by
administrative persénnel. Teachers were not involved in the prepa-
ration of any observation or evaluative forms.

Soon procedu:ies and guidelines for the completion of the
evaluafive forms were handed down from the superintendentts office.
Pigure 10, page 69, ishm the guidelinﬁs used for campleting evalu~
ation forms, The Persommel Policies Handbook of the Bloomington
Schools shortly thereafter included a ssction on teacher evaluation
which stated, "An annual evaluation of the professional staff will
be made throughout the Blocmington Schools.?T>

75 _, "Persomnel Policies", Unpublished Handbook of
the Blooanington Public Schools, Bloomington, Mimmesota, 1963, p. 28.
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It will be necessary to check a five point scale which describes the teacher rating.

The terms used in this five point scale and their meanings are as follows:

do

2a

SUPERIOR = Has those personal and professional qualities and abilities which
have been observed in the most successful teachers you have known.

STRONG = Compares favorably in personal and professional attributes to those
teachers whom you have observed and feel to be con51derably stronger than the
average teachers you have known.

AVERAGE = Compares favorably in personal and professional qualities with the
great body of teachers who could be rated as genuinely satisfactory, average
teachers, many of whom have high growth potential,

FATR = Compares somewhat unfavorably to the average satisfactory teacher, but
has potential for growth with proper assistance.

INADEQUATE = Compares unfavorably personally and/or professionally to the
satisfactory teacher and seems to lack adequate potential for growth with the

assistance 'available.

Procedure in Carrying Out the Evaluation

1. The principal is to set the time of the evaluation conference. The teacher is
to be notified at least one week in advance.
2. The principal shall fill in in ink that is reproducible on dry process copy

machines his part of the evaluation form using " V/ " on two coples (a plnk
“and a yellow sheet) before the conference. e

The teacher shall fill in in reproducible ink his part of the evaluation form
using " ¥ " on his copy (a white sheet) before the conference.

At the conference the ratings of the traits shall be mutually discussed in the
order as listed. The principal shall record the written ratings of the teacher
at this time on the yellow sheet. (The teacher may want to record the princi-
pal's evaluation on his white sheet. The pink sheet may be completed later.)

The teacher shall sign the appropriate place on the yellow sheet of the evalu-
ation form indicating that he has seen and has had the opportunity to discuss
the evaluation with the prinecipal.

The yellow sheet with the principal's signature should be in the office of the
Superintendent of Schools no later than February 15. The white sheet may be
retained by the teacher. The pink sheet should be completed and filed in the

principal's office.

Note: In the event that a teacher has resigned, an evaluation by the pr1nc1pal only is
required,



BI,OOMINGTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS

GUIDE FOR PRINCIPALS AND TEACHERS
TEACHER EVALUAT ION FORM

Type of Form

Only one form will be used district wide for evaluation of elementary teachers,

Purpose of Evaluation Form

It is the purpose of this evaluation to:

1. Help each teacher improve and grow professionally by:

(a) Providing the teacher with an opportunity to express how well he is doing
his work.

(b) Assisting principals in determining the areas in which supervisory leader-
ship can become more effective,

2, Assist the administration in determining continued employment.

3. Begin to identify individuals who might be considered for later promotion or
positions of leadership,

WHOI NOIIVATVAT HEHOVAL
SYTHOVAL (NV STVJIONIUd ¥Od HIIND

Who Prepares Evaluations?

1. The principal shall be responsible for evaluating all teachers who are employed
in his school. This will include the teachers of physical education, music,
speech correction, remedial reading, as well as visiting teachers, special
service teachers and librarians,

2. Each teacher shall be responsible for self evaluation before the annual evaluation
conference with the principal, i

'3f ‘Such special personnel as principals, assistant principals, psychologists and
counselors are to be evaluated by the major administrator under whom they work,

How td‘Evaluate

All evaluations should be based primarily on frequent class observations followed by
teacher conferences, All evaluation should be based on the principal's knowledge of the
teaching traits of all the teachers he has known. All evaluation should take into account

growth, or growth potential, Extra curricular, as well as curricular work, should be
considered.

How the traits relate to the teacher®s ability to change student behavior as the
teacher assumes the roles of instructional leader, group strategist, and individual under-
stander should be the prime consideration during evaluation.

In no case should a principal feel it necessary to rate in any area in which he
lacks knowledge, First hand observation as a basis for evaluation is extremely important,
Teachers are expected to be completely analytical,
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The Bloomington principals were then instructed to observe
each teacher in the classroom at least once a year. This obser—
vation was to last approximately one hour in length. Shortly after
the observation the principal was to complete an observation form
which would given an indication of the teacher!s effectiveness. On
this form was also found an area in which the principal could make
comments on the teacher's strengths and wealmnesses. Figure 11,
page 71, shows this observation form in detail. At the end of the
school day or soon thereafter the teacher and the principal would
conduct a follow-up conference at which time the teacher's per-
formance in the classroom would be discussed,

Shortly before the end of the school year the principal
would review the teacher observation reports and proceed to com=
plete a year-end evaluvation on each teacher, _A conference would
then be held with the teacher where both the teacher's and the
principal's evaluations would be compared and discussed., After
such a conference the teacher and the principal would sign ea.ch
other's evaluation form, Figure 12, page 72, shows the evaluation
form presently being used by the Bloomington Public Schools.

In the fall of 1963 a survey, which was conducted by the
Bloomington Teacher's Association, was taken of the teachers., The
reason for such a survey was to find if whether or not the Blooming=
ton teachers were satisfied with the present method of evaluations

Less than one-half of the Bloomington faculty responded to this
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Teacher's Name Grade School Date Time Observer

REPORT ON CLASSROOM OBSERVATION
CLASSES OBSERVED: [Arithmetic [Art|Health|Language| Music| Phy.Ed. Reading | Science| Social Studies| SpellingWriting |

TOPICS OF LESSONS:

Use v for this observation Use X for estimate
1 2 3 4 5 No opportunity
| Undesirable | Desirable to observe

e /Heat, ventilation . . J . o &' v won Ly gy

g |Lights, shades . . . . . . . . ... ¢

S { Seating (arrangement and fitting) . . . )

g Lockers or wardrobes . . . . . . AR
éFloor.............ﬁ... et £ .3
EESHRIGE . o o w s w e e e e G, )

‘ g | System in passing papers, etc. (50 B
' Q| Organizing pupil movements -~ (G
1 Q| Orderly storage of materials . . . . . B
\Interruptions and how handled . (—

| (Selection of subject matter . . .. (A
’ Organization of subject matter & K.
‘ Definiteness of aim . (™19
’ _y| Skill - Presentation o ¥in o AN T ! ¢ )
| < | Skill - Questioning, leading discussion o
O |Skill in assignment . . . . 5

| Children's response . . .. ... 0 O ()

2 | Attention to curriculum suggestions . . ¢ )

5 Evidence of new ideas . . . . . . . . G )

Z | Correction of papers o Wy o s i G
WEiting ~ Spelling . o« « o . S g0

Bultedim boards L- . o Lo e e e ow (el @ )

Use of chalk boards, audio-visual, etc. fed

‘ \Attention to individual needs-grouping LD
‘ (Voice . . v v v v v . . g 2
| L | Drese v v v—i—s— (—
| & [Mannerisms . . . . . . . 4 s o AN
‘ I | Crma ey e ey (-
} & | Personality with children . . . . . ¢ 3
i‘ e \Energy, vitality _bealth . . . . (-

FIGURE 11
REPORT ON CLASSROOM OBSERVATION



CHECK ALONG THE LINE THE POINT YOU BELIEVE:

1. The type of PUPIL INDEPENDENCE of action reflected by the pupils was:
Y :

| | ' | | : |

~ Operated oniy on Teacher needed to be Class ranged from the Most pubils went  Class was self-

detailed teacher present. Only a few very self-sufficient along independently. sufficient and self-
instruction. operated independ- to very dependent. governing,
ently. ‘ - Sha el

1
f |
2. The type of ROOM ATMOSPHERE reflected in the pupils attitudes was:

| | | l J ' I | | | | l

Class was restricted Most indicated that  Class was spread from Only some individuals Class was pleasant,
and repressive. they didn't enjoy a few very unhappy seemed unhappy but friendly, and helpful
school. to a few very happy and were included in all %o one another. It was &
enthusiastﬂc children., activities. a relaxed situation.
3. The type of ROOM DISCGIPLINE most needed was: NPT S Y o
| | | 4 | | g - eusiy ; |
Firm and strict. Some relaxing periods. Class incidents in- Had to speak to only Class needed no- :
frequent}y?happened. - a couple individuals. censureship.

L. The type of STUDY HABITS exhibited by pupils was:

' v l | I ﬁ 1 | "

i Sisseas -

Pupils were disin- Pupils weren't especi- Pupils were interested Some individﬁalé o :Pupils-ﬁére highly
terested. ally interested. but alert to other teetered betwesn work interested in work.
activities as well. and other activities. s
5. OUTSTANDING POINTS OBSERVED: AREA NEEDING ATTENTION:
=
b.
Cc
d.
€. i
4

FIGURE 11
REPORT ON CLASSROOM OBSERVATION
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INSTRUCTIONAL SKILL

PERSONAL FITNESS FOR TEACHING

"TRACHIR: Last Name First School
TEACHER EVALUATION FORM - BLOOMINGTON ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS =~ 19AL-A5

17.

23,

Copies: Yellow - for Superintendent
Pink « for Principal
White « for Teacher

TRAITS

RESOURCEFUINESS IN USING THE PHYSICAL PLANT , 4 « & « o o
DISCIPLINE IN ALL EDUCATIONAL SITUATIONS . 4 « o o o o »
ADEQUACY AND PROMPINESS OF RECORDS AND REPORTS & ¢ o o o
STIMULATION OF STUDENTS BY ROOM ENVIRONMENT 4 « o o o« + o
UNDERSTANDING AND EFFECTIVE GUIDANCE OF STUDENTS PROBLEMS
ORGANIZING CHILDREN INSTRUCTIONALLY . 4 ¢ « o o o o o o 4
SELECTION OF CONTENT 4 « o « « « « s o o o 6 0 0 8 o o »
ORGANIZATION OF CONTENT « & « « o « o o o o o 0 o o & o
DEFINITENESS OF AIM . &+ &+ = « « « s« o s o ¢ 0 06 0 0 8 0 o
PREPARATION OF DAILY LESSON + &+ « 4 « « o o ¢ o 0 ¢ o =+ o
KNOWLEDGE AND UTILIZATION OF RESOURCE MATERIALS 4 ¢ + « o
EFFECTIVE USE OF SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS 4 + v o o ¢« o o o
UTILIZATION OF TECHNIQUES OF MOTIVATION AND STIMULATION ,

_EVIDENCE OF NEW IDEAS o o o o o o o s o ¢ o s o o o o s o

SKILL IN EVALUATING, TESTING, AND DIAGNOSING , « & o + &
TACT AND COOPERATION WITH STUDENTS, PARENTS, FACULTY . ,
RESPONSE TO ADMINISTRATIVE SUGGESTIONS « o 4 o « o « o «
LIADERSHIP: WILLINGNESS AND PERFORMANCE o 4 o « s « o »
GROWTH AS A STUDENT, TEACHER, AND EDUCATIONAL PARTICIPANT
WRITING, SPELLING AND LANGUAGE USAGE ¢ o o o ¢ « s « o
FELDHIOE M0 TONIEE ¢ o b h g vl 6 a NS
EFFORT AND DEVOTION TO WORK EXCEEDING MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS
NEATNESS AND APPROPRIATENESS OF APPEARANCE , o « « o + o
PROMPTNESS AND ATTENDANCE & « + o = + « o o o o » o o o«
PERSONALITY TO GIVE STUDENTS WORTHWHILE INSPIRATION . , .

Grade or Subject

Super
ior

ﬁStron

Aver-
age

Falr

Inade-
quate

Date

Signature of Teacher

_ EF 38a-76L

Signature of Principal
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survey. The results are as follows:

1. 151 favored the present system of evaluation
98 desired a change

2o 1U5 felt the evaluation was helpful for self-evaluation
119 felt the evaluation was of no significant value

3. 215 wanted to go over the evaluation with the principal
35 did not want to go over the evaluation with the principal

Le 116 favored having teachers with over two years of experi-
ence in Bloomington not participate in evaluation
135 opposed such a proposal unless an evaluation could be
requested by the teacher or principal

The survey was accepted as indicating that the Bloomington
teachars were satisfied with the present program of evaluation,

With the coming of a new superintendent in January, 1965,
also came a change in Bloomington's method of evaluating teachers,
Only teachers with less than two years of experience in Bloomington
now had to participate in the year-end evaluation, Teachers m.’oh
two or more years of experience had only to sign a form which stated
that the teacher had satisfactorily completed the current teaching
assigmment, Figure 13, page Tl, shows the principal's report for
teachers having two or more years of experience. However, all
‘teachers were still observed in the classroom and participated in
follow-up conferences. Also, if teachers with two or more years of
experience wished to have a year-end evaluation they could request

such and the regular procedure would be followed.



FIGURE 13

gggugaggaﬁggg




CHAPTER IV
RESULTS OF THE STUDY

It was ths opinion of the author that the most appropriate
method for oﬁta.ining information for purposes of this study would be
by a questionnaire, Therefore, it was nscessary to adopt the follow-
ing.procedure for collectiﬂg data which was needed for the completion
of this study.

The technique used to gather data, Through the use of a
questionnaire information regarding teacher evaluation was sought
from teachers and principals who were presently employed by ths
Bloamington Elemsntary Schools. From this information it was to
be determined whether or not the questions raised by teachers who
had misgivings about evaluation were characteristic of the majority
of the Bloomington elementary teachsrs,

Thé questionnaires which were used in this survey were repro-
- duced on a duplicating machine for a matter of convenience and to
conserve time and expense. One form of the questiomnaire which
contained fifteen questions was sent to the Bloomington Elementary
School Principals and another form which containsd fourteen questions
was sent to the Bloomington Elementary School Teachers., Teachsr
respondents to the questiommaire were limited to the ¥Senior Teachsr#
in each grads area of the buildings, |

All questions used in the survey instrument were of the
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selection, completion, or rank order type. In most instances,
however, the respondsnt had only to check the appropriate snswer.
At the conclusion of the questiomnaire additional space was pro-
vided for the respondent to make comments if he wished to do soe.
A copy of each questiomnaire is found in the Appendix.

Accompanying each questionnaire was a cover letter which
stated the purpose of the study, ths sponsor, and the date by which
it was to be returned in a self-addressed envelope.

Per cent of returns. Questionnaires were sent through the
Bloomington séhool mail to the six senior teachers in each ele-
mentary school and to thelr building principale In the first
mailing 100 of the 108 senior teachers respondsd for a 92.5 per
cent return. Of the lé elementary principals surveyed, only 12
responded with the first mailing, This was dus to the fact, as
the author later found out, that four principals were not notified
that the Assistant Superintendent of the Blocmington Elsmentary
Schools had given his approval for conduction such a survey. It
was shortly thereafter that all 16 elementary principals respondsd
to the questiomnaire for a 100 per cent return., The author was |
extremely satisfied with the total mumber of returns from both the
Bloomington Elementary School teachsrs and principalse

The questionnaire findings. When teachers were asked to
state the extent of their educational training it was noted thats
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(1) only 1 per cent of the Bloomington elemsntary teachers had two
years of education, (2) ths largest percentage (70 per cent) had
from a Bachelor's Degree to a Bachslor's Degree plus 26 quarter
hours of credit, and (3) L4 per cent had a Master's Degree or its
equivalent, When the principals respondsd to the item pertaining
to the extent of their traiming it was found that: (1) 18,75
per cent had only a Master'!s Degree or its equivalent, (2) 56.25
per cent of the principals had from a Master's Degree to a Master's
Degree plus 29 quarter hours of credit, and (3) 6.25 per cent had a
Master's Degres plus L5 quarter hours of credit or more,

The average mumber of years of classroom teaching experience
amounted to 10,2 years for the Bloomington Elemsntary School teachers
and 8,6 years for the elemsntary principals. Figure 1k, page 78,
indicates the classroom teaching experience of teachers and principals
in the Bloomington Elementary Schools. It was also found that the
elementary principals had an average of 7.3 years of administrative
experience of which 6 years were as a principal in the Bloomington
Elemsntary Schools.

When the teachsrs and principals were asked what the most
important outcomss of an evaluation should be it was noted thats
(1) 89 per cent of the teachers and 93.75 per cent of the principals
stated that the most important outcome of evaluation should be the
improvement of instruction, (2) only 2 per cent of the teachers and
none of the principals thought that the outcoms should be for rating
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AN ASSESSMENT OF THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF YEARS OF
CLASSROOM TEACHING EXPERIENCE AS REPCRTED
BY TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS OF THE
BLOOMINGTON ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS



or comparing teachers, and (3) 9 per cent of the teachers and

6425 per cent of ths principals thought that the outcome of
evaluation should be for both. Figure 15, page 80, shows the

per cent of teachers and principals and the outcomes of evaluation.
Such results show that an overwhelming majority of teachers and
principals believe that the most important outcome of evaluation
should be the improveﬁent of instruction.

Teachers and principals were also asked how often they
thought an evaluation should be conducted during the school yeare.
Figure 16, page 81, indicates their responses to suéh a question.
' The results show that 53 per.cent of the elementary teachers and
81.25 per cent of the elemsntary principals favor conducting
evaluations as often as they are needsd. This in turn would imply
that thoss teachers needing the most assistance and guidance in
ciassroom instruction would possibly be evaluated more often than
those teachers not needing as much assistance.

When responses were tabulated on the use of objective
devices, subjective procedures, or the use of both in evaluation
it was found that a large percentage of the teachers (68 per cent)
and the principals (68.75 per cent) favored using both in evalu-
ation, Figure 17, page 82, indicates the percentages of teachers
and principals favoring objective, subjective, or both procedures
in eva];uation.

In response to the question of how often a teacher should
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AN ASSESSMENT OF HOW OFTEN AN EVALUATION SHOULD
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be observed during the school year it was found that over half of
the Bloomington Elementary School teachers and principals answered
with 3=l times during the year. However, it must also be pointed
out that more than one-fourth of the teachers stated observations
should be conducted 1-2 times a year and one-fourth of the principals
replied with 5-6 times a year. Table IV, page 8, gives the per cent
of teachers and principals with the number of observations per year
which they recommended. Table IV also reveals that the actual num-
ber of observations conducted by 75 per cent of the elementary
prindipala was 3=l a year which is exactly what the majority of
teachers and principals had recommended.

The Bloomington Elementary School teachers and principals
were asked to rank in order criteria which could possibly be used
in an evaluation, Replies to this item resulted in teachers placing
the criteria in their order of importance as follows (number 1 the
most important): (1) classroom teaching procedures and methods,
(2) pupil growth, (3) professional attitudes and responsibilities,
(L) use of the physical plant and equipment, (5) personal inter-
action with the staff and the administrator, (6) adhering to school
policy, (7) personsal appearance, and (8) participation in extra-
curricular actiﬁties. Table V, page 85 3 givés an indication of
the importance of the criteria which may be used in evaluation as
stated by teachers, When the elementary principal's answers to

‘the question on the importance of criteria were recorded it was
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TAELE IV

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE RECOMMENDED NUMBER OF CLASSROOM
OBSERVATIONS PER YEAR AS REPORTED BY TEACHERS
AND PRINCIPALS OF THE BLOOMINGTON :
ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

Tamber Teacher's Principalls Actual Number
of Recommendation Recommendation By Principals
Observations Number Per cent Number Per cent Rumber Per cent
1-2 28 28 0 0 0 0
3-l | S1 51 9 56 12 75
5=6 11 gkl L 25 3 19
7-8 5 5 0 0 0 0
9 -or more 5 5 2 13 0 0
No reply 0 0 1 6 1 6

Total 100 100 16 100 16 100




TABIE V

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE IMPORTANCE OF CRITERIA USED IN EVALUATION AS
REPORTED BY TEACHERS OF THE BLOOMINGTON ELEMENTARY SCHOQLS

Order of Importance

Criteria 1 2 3 L 5 6 7 8 Total Rank
Personal Appearance 0 1‘ 6 10 19 16 28 20 625 7
Personal Interaction 1 3 17 30 22 18 8 1 160 5
Classroom Procedures 55 39 L 0 2 -0 0 0 115 1
Use of Physical Plant 0 L 20 21 15 27 1 2 422 k
Professional Attitude 3 1 36 22 17 7 L 0 376 3
Adbering to Policy o 1 8 16 20 20 28 7 492 é

Participation in Extra-
curricular Activities 3 12 19 65 Tl

Pupil Growth i hil 9 o 2 k4 2 1 206 2

o
(=)
(o]
-

S8
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noted that they placed the importance of the criteria as being
(number 1 the most important): (1) classroam teaching procedures
and methods, (2) professional attitudes and responsibilities,

(3) personal interaction with the staff and ths administrator,

(4) pupil growth, (5) adhering to school policies, (6) use of the
physical plant and equipment, (7) personal appsarance, and

(8) participation in extra-curricular activities. Table VI, page
87, shows the principal's responses in placing evaluative criteria
in their order of importance. ‘conclusions reached on the preceding
results are that both teachers and principals of the Bloomington |
Elenianta.ry Schools agree that the most important criterion in
évaluati;on is classroom teaching procedures and methods, whereas
the least important criterion is that of participation in extra=-
curricular activities., It was surprising, indeed, to find that
the elementary principals had placed professional attitudes and
responsibilities as second in importance, whereas the teachers
placed pupil growth as their second choice.

When asked who should be involved in evaluation, approxi-
mately 9l per cent of the teachers and principals responded with
¥both the teacher and the principal." Figure 18, page 88, shows
iha per cent of teachers and principﬂs regarding their replies
to who should be involved in an evaluation,

In response to ths question which asked the basis of com-
parison upon which a teacher be ev#lnated it was noted that 82 per



TABLE VI

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE IMPORTANCE OF CRITERIA USED IN EVALUATION AS
REPORTED BY PRINCIPALS OF THE BLOOMINGTON ELEMENTARY SCHOQLS

Order of Importance

Criteria 1 2 3 L 5 6 7 8 Total Rank
Porsonal Appearance 0 0 1l 2 1l L 2 6 102 7
Personal Interaction o 3 5 L4 3 1 o0 o 58 3
Classroom Procedures 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 23 1
Use of Physical Plant o 1 1 3 o L4 6 1 a1 6
Professional Attituds 0 9 L 2 0 0 1 0 L5 2
Adhering to Palicy 0 1 0 3 7 I 0 1 81 5
Participation in Extra-
curricular Activities 0 0 0 0 1 3 6 6 113 8
Pupil Growth 2 2 5 1 3 o 1 2 6 L

Lg
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Teacher's Principal's
Responses Responses

- |Only the teacher

Only the principal

: ST Both

FIGURE 18

AN ASSESSMENT OF WHO SHOULD BE INVOLVED IN AN EVALUATION
AS REPCRTED BY TEACHERS AND PRINCIFALS OF THE
BLOOMINGTON ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS



cent of ths teachers replied with "a teacher's own abilities, capa-
bilities, and self-improvement," whereas 66,67 per cent of the
principals replied with "past teachers which the principal has
evaluated and knomn to be effective teachers,” The teacher's
responses to this question may stem from the fact that they, as
individuals, usually prefer to bs compared to themselves and not

to others. Table VII, page 90, indicates the per cent of ele-
mentary teachers and principals with their replies to the basis

of camparison for evaluating teachers,.

To determine whether or not the principals of the Bloomington
Elemsntary Schools had any educational background in judging teacher
competence it was asked if they had had any college courses during
their post graduate work which dealt with the subject of measuring
teacher effectiveness, It was found that 43,75 per cent of the
principals had taken scme form of course work on measuring teacher
effectiveness while 56.25 per cent had not.

The principals of the Bloomington Elemsntary Schools were
then asked to number in their order of importance only those ways
in which they used the results of teacher evaluation (number ons
was the most importan'b). Responses to this item indicated that
principals in the Bloomington Elementary Schools use the results
of an evaluation mainly for the improvement of classroom instruc-
tion and least of all for re-employment or dismissal. Table VIII,
page 91, shows the principal's replies pertaining to the use of

89
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TABIE VII

THE BASIS FOR COMPARISON OF AN ASSESSMENT
OF A TEACHER!'S EVALUATION AS REPCRTED
BY TEACHERS AND FRINCIPAIS OF THE
BLOOMINGTON ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

Evaluation Based on - Per cent of Per cent of
_Comparison of Teachsrs Principals
ATeachﬁrs in the grade area and building 0 0

All teachers in the building 0

3
All teachers in the school system 1l 0
Past teachers which the principal . 1 61
has evaluated and are known to be
effective teachers

A teacher's own abilities, capabilities, 82 33
snd self-improvement :

Total 1008 100%




TABIE VIII

AN ASSESSMENT OF HOW ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS USE THE RESULTS OF EVALUATION
AS REPORTED BY FRINCIPALS OF THE BLOCMINGTON ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

(n = 16)

Order of Importance No
Results Used For 1l 2 - 3 L 6 Total Rank Reply
Re-employment or
Dismissal 0 8 1l 3 1l 0 36 6 3
Rating or
Comparing Teachers 0 0 2 0 0 3 2l L 1
Promotion or
Demotion 0 1 2 0 1 1 19 2 11
Improvement of
Instruction 16 0 0 0 0 0 16 1l 0
Transfer or Change
of Assigrment 0 2 L 0 1l 0 21 3 9
Appointment to
Special Tasks 0 3 1 3 1 0 26 5 8

T6
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the results of teacher evaluations

The concluding question on the qusstionnaire asked both the
teachers and ths principals to what extent they believed teacher
evaluation in the Bloomington Elementary Schools had improved a
teachert!s effectiveness, Approximately one-fourth of the teachers
and one~third of the principals stated that the teacher's effective-
ness had “dafin:l:beiy" improved; more than one~half of the teachers
and two-thirds of the principals stated "to some degree"; and
teachers only (20 per cent) stated that a teacher's effectiveness
had not improved at all. Figure 19, page 93, gives the percentage
of teacher's and principal's responses in relation to how evaluations
have improved a teachert!s effectiveness,

Wihen comments were solicited from the Bloomington elementary
teachers and principals at the end of the questiomnaire it surprised
the author to find that most comments were made by the principalse
Some of the most pertinent comments on teacher evaluation are listed
as followss:

l. Time is a factor in observing classroom teachers.

2. Whether principals say it or not, all of a princi-

pal's past observations of teachers affect his
present evaluations,

3. Without evaluation I have seen tea.clﬁers remain at

the same level simply because they had no idea
how good or poor they were,
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AN ASSESSMENT OF WHETHER OR NOT EVALUATIONS HAVE IMPROVED
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The most effective teacher evaluation should
follow classroom observatione If this is .done
effectively, then no further evaluation is
necessary.
Teachers med assurance that they are doing a
good job.
An evaluation should be the culmination of all the
expariences a teacher has had for the school ysar.
It should not be the first attempt to improve
situations, nor the end result of a poor year in
the field of educational experiences.
The observation follow-up is the most important
aspect of teacher evaluation,
The evaluative process needs refining as do most
things in education. It has to be done not only
to improve teaching, which is the main goal, but
also éct as a screening dsvice for those who
should continue in the teaching profession.
Attituds and mutual respect of both parties play
a great part in a teacher's evaluation.
In order to change a teacher's methods, a teacher
must bs willing to try new ideas suggested by the
supervisor.
Evaluation by a checklist or rating scale is not
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good as it tends to demoralize a teacher if he is
not rated highly.

12. Each teacher wants to feel that he is a very good
teacher and that feeling for thes most part should
be protscted.

13, Supervisors and teachers should talk informally
about the classroom, the children, and the program.
A detailed list is not necessary elther in obser-
vations or evaluations.

1}, Perhaps in the first year or two there is a value
in pointing out to the teacher his weaknesses, but
not past that pointe There should be the one
exception of courss—~that of sufficient knowledge
on all sides before a dismissal.

Finally, teachers were asked if there had been any change in
their evaluations as they transferred from one school to another
within the Bloamington Elementary School System., Replies to this
question found that: (1) 60 per cent of the teachers stated no
change in their evaluations, (2) 9 per cent said that their evalu-
ations were lower, and (3) 31 per cent of the teachers stated that
their evaluations ‘were higher, One major conclusion which can be
arrived at from the preceding results is that approximately one-
third of the teachsrs noticed a significant positive change in
their evaluations as they transferred from ons school to another,
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This may be dus, perhaps, to the fact that teachers usually bscoms
better and more effective teachers with additional experience.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

It was the author's major purpose throughout this study
to present information which might assist in clarifying any miscon=
ceptions or misunderstandings of teacher evaluation. Ewen though
the information presented in this stu&y did not encompass all facets
of teacher evaluation, it is the author's belief that sufficient
information has been possibly presented to cause a positive change
of attitudes regarding the topic of teacher evaluation.

SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS

In this study a questiomnaire was sent to 108 teachers and
16 principals of the Bloomington Elementary Schools. These teachers
and principals were presently engaged in the 1964~65 school year
when they were asked to complete the questiomnaire. On the
teacher's and principal's qua'stionnaires were found questions
regarding: (i) the outcomss of evaluation, (2) the frequency of
observations and evaluations, (3) the importance of criteria in
evaluation, (L) objective and subjective procedures in evalunation,
' (5) the basis for comparison in evaluation, and (6) teacher im-
provement as a result of an evaluative programe. From the results
of such questions the major findings of the previous chapter are
listed below,



98
1. Outcomes of Evaluation. Approximately 90 per cent of
the teachers and principals of the Bloamington Elementary Schools
stated that the most important outcome of teacher evaluation should
be the improvement of instruction.

2. Frequency of Evaluations, Over one~half of the teachers
and over three-fourths of ths principals reported that teacher evalu-

ations should be conducted as often as they are needed.

3¢ Frequency of Observations. Three to four observations a

year was preferred by over one-half of the Bloomington teachers and
principals.
L. Use of Objective and Subjective Procedures in Evaluation,

A little more than two-thirds of the elementary teachers and princi-
pals favored using both objective and subjective procedures in an
svaluation program.

5. Importance of Criteria, Classroom teaching procedures
and methods were found to be the most important criteria in evalu-
ation. Participation in extra-curricular activities was reported
1o be the least important criterion.

6. Participants in Evaluation. Approximately 94 per cent

of the teachers and principals stated that both the teacher and the
principal should participate in an evaluation.

Te Comparison for Evaluation. -Over three-fourths of the

teachers stated that a teacher should be evaluated in relation to
his own abilities and self-improvement, whereas two-thirds of the
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principals thought that a teacher!'s performance should be compared
to past teachers whom the principal had evaluated.

8. How Principals Use the Results of Evaluation. Responses
indicated that all principals in the Bloomington Elementary Schools
use the results of an evaluation for the improvement of classroom
instruction. Principals used ths results least of all for re-
employment or dismissale.

9. Improvement 9_1‘_ Teaching, Over three-fourths of the
teachers and all of the principals reported that a teacher!s
effectiveness had improved as a result of ths teacher evaluation

program,
CONCLUSIONS

There are many conclusions which may be arrived at concern-
ing teacher evaluation., Some of the more significant conclusions
follow.

It must be realized that a teacher's effectiveness is a
very complex phenomenon which 18 extremely difficult to measure,
Many have attempted to measure this}efi‘ectiveness by various means,
but as of now, there has yet to be found a truly accurate instru-
ment which can msasure this effectiveness., However, in recent
years there has been substantial progress in the development of
evaluative instruments. We well know that teachers, like everyone
else, must be evaluated on their performance to see how well they
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measure up to expectations. dJust how this measurement of effective-
ness is done is determined by each individual school system.

A program of evaluation should be developed according to the
educational objectives of the school system, Its major accomplish-
ment should be improvement in the quality of education which is
given to the students. Representatives of both the faculty and
the administration should plan an important role in the preparation
and development of such a program, Ths cooperation and mutual
respect of both parties is necessary in ordsr to develop an evalu-
ative program which is acceptable to bothe Criteria which are
used in evaluative programs must be realistic and related directly
to the teaching-learning process.

Informal methods of evaluation should be discouraged and
formal msthods of evaluation adopted so as to eliminate as much as
possible subjective judgmsnts, Possibly more important than the
method of evaluation or its instruments is the skill of the evalu-
ators He must be an individual who is thoroughly trained in
evaluative techniques and procedures, Not only must there be
periodic administrative evaluations s but continuous seir—eva.luations
by the teacher if improvement in teaching is to be brought aboute.

At the present time there are no definite solutions to many
of the problems confronted with in teacher evaluation. Ths only
hope lies in continued research and study with expectation that many
of the current problems relating to teacher evaluation will be solved.



RECOMMENDATIONS

It is the recommendation of the amthor that the Bloomington
Elementary Schools continue with their preseht program of evalu=-
ation, It appears, as evidenced by the survey results on page 73
of this paper, that the majority of the teachers favor the present
method of evaluation which is characteristic of the school system,
However, from the research and findings presented in this study,
suggestions for the improvement of the evaluative program found in
the Bloomington Elementary Schools are hereby submitted by the
author.

It is the author's wish that a committee comprised of Bloome
ington teachers and administrators be formed to review the findings
of this paper and the recommendations which are listed below.

l. A review of the purpaoses of teacher evaluation

should be conducted to determine whether or nof
they meet ths educational oﬁjeetives of the
school system,
2+ There should bé a thorough expl;anaté.on of the
evaluation program to the instructional staff
in order to avoid serious misunderstandings.

3+ Teachers should be involved in the revision
of the evaluative program.

L. There should be a periodic review and revision

of the evaluation program.

101
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S5« Teacher evaluation should be given high priority
on the list of administrative responsibilities.
6. Evaluators should be as objective as possible
in conducting evaluations,
7 Evaluators should be thoroughly trained in
observational and evaluative techniques and methods.
8. Teacher evaluations should be conducted ethically,
openly, and in good taste.
9. Realistic criteria relating to the teaching-~learning
process should be used on the evaluative instruments.

10, The right of the teacher to be informed of evalu-
ative reports should be respected.

1l. The results of teacher evaluation should be used
primarily for }the improvement of classroom
instruction.

12, VWhenever possible more than one person should
evaluate each teacher,

13, Soms form of appeal procedure should be made available
if the teacher is not satisfied with his evaluation.

It is the sincere desire of the author that through the

information presented in this study an improved program of teacher
evaluation will be developed in the Bloomington Elementary Schools.
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APPENDIX A

BLOOMINGTON ELEMENTARY TEACHER'S SURVEY
ON TEACHER EVALUATION

What is the extent of your college training?

2 years M.Ae + legs than 29 quarter credits
years : M.Ae + 30-L4ly quarter credits

B.Se + less than 27 quarter credits M,A, + 15 and above quarter credits

BsSe + 27=l) quarter credits Other _

M.,A., or equivalent
Number of ysars of classroom teaching experience

Outside of Bloomington In Bloomington
How many years have you besn teaching in your present building?
Which do you believe is or are the most important outcomes of evaluation?

Suggestions or constructive criticism for improving your teaching
For rating and comparing teachers
Both

How often should an evaluation be }con&ucted?

Twice a year

Once a year

Once every three years

As needed (as requested by principal and/or teacher)

Should the evaluation be

Objective
Subjective
___Borbh

How often do you think a teacher should be cbserved each year so as
to make an effective evaluation?

1-2 B=b 9 or more
—ih | -8
Put in numerical order the importance of the following criteria which

may be used in teacher evaluation (Number from'l to 8, with number 1
your most -important)

Personal appearance
rsonal interaction with staff and administrator
Classroom teaching procedures and methods
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- Use of physical plant and equipment

Professional attitudss and responsibilities

Adhering to school policy
Participation in extra-curricular activities

T Pupil growth '
9. Should an evaluation involve

Only the principal
Only the teacher
~ Both

10, On the average, how often have you been observed each year?

—1-2 56 5 or more
T3 78

11, If you have been transferred from one building to another, how has
your rating changed, if any? (Refer to the most recent transfer)

No change Lower Higher

.

12, Should a teacher!s evaluation be based on thes past performance of
Teachers in the grade area and building
All teachers in the building
All teachers in the system )
Past teachers which the principal has evaluated and known
to be effective teachers
A teacher's own abilities, capabilities, and self-improvement

13, When you were a first year teachsr in the system, how do you feel
the principal considered this in your evaluation?

Positively Adversely No effect
1, Do you believe that teacher evaluations have improved your effectiveness?
Dsfinitely To some degres Not at all |

Comments:

Please feel free to make any comments or statements you may have re-
garding teacher evaluation,
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APPENDIX B

BLOOGMINGTON ELEMENTARY PRINCIPAL'S SURVEY
ON TEACHER EVALUATION

What is the extent of your college training?

B.S. + less than 27 quarter credits | M.A, + less than 29 quarter cr.
BeSe + 27-Uk quarter credits M.A. 4+ 30=hli quarter cr.
«Ae or equivalent M.A. + 45 and above quarter cr.
Other
Number of years of classroom teaching experience
Outside of Bloomington In Bloomington

Number of years of experience as an Elementary Prmc:.pal

—__Outside of Bloomington —_In Bloomington

How many years have you been Principal in your present building?
Yoars |

Which do you believe is or are the most important outcomes of the
evaluation of teachsrs?
Suggestions or comstructive criticism for improving the quality
of instruction
For rating and comparing teachers
oth

How often should an evaluation be conducted?

Twice a year
Once a year

—_Once every three years
—_____As needed (as requested by principal and/or teacher)

Should the evaluation involve the use of

Objective devices

Subjective procedures (written and verbal comments)
oth

On the average, how often do you think a teacher should be observed
during the school year so as to make an effective esvaluation?

1-2 — 56 | 9 or more
3=l 18 - .
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Put in. numerical order the importance of the following criteria
which may be used in teachsr evaluation (Number from 1-8 with
mmber 1 as the most important)

Personal appearance
Personal interaction with staff and administrator
Classroom teaching procedures and methods
Use of physical plant and equipment
ofessional attitudes and responsibilities ~ -
Adhering to school policies
articipation in extra-curricular activities

pil growth
Shduld the evaluation be mads by
The Principal only
The teacher only (self eva.luation)
Both
On the average, how often have you observed each teachsr during
the school year? .
1-2 5-6 9 or more
3l | — —

Should a teacher's evaluation be based on the comparison of (check ons)

Teachers in their grade area and building
All teachers in the building
All teachers in the system
agst teachers which the principal has evaluated and known to
effective
A teachsr's own abilities, capabilities, and self-improvement

In your post graduate work have any of ydur courses or sessions
dealt with the subject "How to Measure Teacher Effectiveness?!

Yes If yes, give course nmer and
o name of college

Number in order of importance those in which you use
the results of teacher evaluations (Use number 1 as the most
important)

Re~employment or dismissal

Rating or comparing teachers
omotion or dsmotion

Improvement of quality of classroom instruction
Transfer or change of assignment
Appointment to special tasks



15, Do you believe that through the use of an evaluation the teacher's
effectiveness has improved?

Definitely To some degres Not at all
Camentss:

Please feel free to make any comments or statements you may have
regarding teacher evaluation.
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