
A STUDY OF TEACHER EVALUATION 

IN TBS 

BLOCJMmcrrcm EIBmlTARY SCHOOLS 

. ..~ Paper 
.Presented to 

the Faculty .. ot tbs Graduate School 
University ot 1lhmesota 

Probl.ema 1n 
Curl'iculum Construction 

Ed. C. I. 271 
Unds~ the Direction of 

Barry- c. JohnsOJl 

• 

A Requirement tor the Degree 

Jlaster of Arts (Plan B) 

bJ" 
Donald Francis Sandstrcm 
Uniwrsit,- ot ?finnesota 

l>JLLuth., 1linnesota 
Augnst, ]967 



ACKNOllEXBMEN'l'S 

The author wishes to express his sincere gratitude to h:La 

advisor., Dr. Harry- c. Johnson., for his time, effort, and patience 

du.ring the ccm,plation ot this st~. ·Appreciation ia expressed 

to the Bloomington Elementary- Schools and its able teachers and 

acbn:fnistrators who provided mnch of the necessary- 1ntormation for 

thiS study'. F1nally, the author wlshas to extend his thanks to 

his ld.fe, Nanay-., tor her encouragement and assistance. 

ii 

ti3598 



CHAPJ!ER 

II. 

· TABLE OF CON'l'ER'lS 

THE .'PROBI,'A!M AND lBFIRlTIOBS OF 'fERll3 . USBD • • • • • • 

PAGE 

1 

Tbs Problem • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 

Statement of the pr,ob~ • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 

Importance of the s~d1" • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 

Definitions of Terms :Used • • • • • • • • • • • • • 3 ·-· .. •-· .. 

Evaluation • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • · • • • • 3 

Rating ••• • •· • • • • • • • • • • • • ·• • • • 3 

Ettectiwnesa ••• •. • ••• • ••• • • • • • 4 
OrganizatiOD ot the'Stucv •••••••••••• • 4 

.HBVIBI OF THE L1'l'BlU.TtJBE • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 6 

'reacher Evaluation in the School • • • • • • • • • 7 

Trends of evaluation • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 7 

Purpose ot evaluation • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 10 

Effects of evaluation • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 11 

Principles of Evaluation • • • • • • • • • • • • • 14 
Evaluation should be comprehensiw • • • • • • • 14 
Evaluation should be cooperati'Ve • • • • • • -• • 

Evaluation should" be based on valid criteria • • 
lS 
lS 

Evaluation should be diagnostic • • • • • • • • • 1~ 

Eval.uation should be continuous • • • • • • • • • 
Evaluation should be functiODal • • • • • • • • • 

iii 

lS 
lS 



Types of Teacher Evaluation ••• • • • • • 

Self evaluation •. • ••••••• • •• • 

Peer evaluation •• •• •••• • • • •• 

Pupil evaluation •••••••••••• 

• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 

••• 
• • • 

• • • 
• • • 

PAGE 

16 

17 

18 

19 

Adm:1 ni stratiw eva.l-~~,qn • • • • • • • • • • • • • 20 

Methods of Teacher Evaluation • • • • • • • • • • • • 22 

Ixltarmal evaluation ••• 

Formal evaluation •••• 

• • 
• • 

• • • • • • • • • • • 
• ••••••••••• 

Teclmiquas Used in Detem:Jning Teacher Effectiveness: • 

Observation • • • : • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

22 

23 

2S 

2s 
Rating scales ••••• •• ••• ••••.• •• • 30 

Measu1'8ll8nt of student gains ••••••• •. • • JS 
Recent Besearch and'.Stud:l.es ••• • • • • • • • • • • 

Programs tor evaluating teachers: • • • • • • • • • 
Jlethoda ot evaluating teachers • •• • • • • • • • • 
What teachers and adnd n1 strators think 

about evaluation . • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

39 

la. 
49 

In. HISTORY OF BLOOMIIGT<Jf AllD rrs EJ.ElBPffARY SCHOOUl • • • 

S6 
S9 

IV. 

Development of Teacher Evaluaticm in the Bloom-

ington EJ.emantar.r Schools • • • • • • • • • • • • 

BBSULTS OF THE STUDY • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
The Technique Used to Gather Data • 

Pel9f. ·cent· of Returns ••••••• 
• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 
• • 
• • 

The Questionnai:re Findings • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

iv 

67 

7S 
7S 
76 

76 



CHAPr.D 

v. StJMPIARY, COBCLUSIOIS, AID BECOM!IDDATIONS • • • • 

Summar., ot the Fiudings • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Conclusions •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
BecammendatiOD& •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

BIBLIOORAPBI .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
. . APPJmDII • • . .. . . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

V 

PAGB 

97 

97 

99 
101 

103 

108 



LIST OF TABLES 

T.ABI& PAGE 

I. Percentage of Principals Conducting Formal 
EvaluatiQDS ot Teachers ••••••••• • • • • 

II. Methods Used by Pr1nc1pa].s tor Reporting 
· Evaluation Findings to the Superintendent • • • • 

III. FraqueDC7 With Which Principals Observed Teachers: 
!eacb1 ng in Their Classroom • • • • • • • • • • • 

IV. .An .Assesamant of the Recommended Number ot 
Classroom Observations Per Year •••••• • • • 84 

v. An Asseaamant of the Importance of Criteria 
Used 1n Evaluation • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • BS 

VI. An ••ssment of the ·liaportanoe or Criteria 
Used in Evaluation • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 87 

VII. An .Assessment of the Basis for Comparison 
of a Teacher' a Eval~tion • • • • • • • • • • • • 90 

· ·nn. An Assessmnt of ROif' Elementary- Principal.a. 
Use the Rasul.ta of Evaluati011 •••••• • • • • 91 

v.f. 



LISf OF FIGUBES 

FIGURE P.AGB 

1. Who Shares Besponsibility tor Evaluating Probation-

arr Teachers With the School Principal • • • • • • • 1i6 
2. How Teachers Are Intomed of Their Evaluaticm ••• • 47 
3. lfumber ot Times Teachers Were Observed in Their 

Classroom for S 11:l.nutes or Kore • • •••••• 

4. 1lmaber or Individual Conterancaa of 10 IU.mtes or 
• • 

Hore That Teachers Had With Cl>server • -• • • • • • • S4 
s. 11ap or the Cit,- of mocm.ngton with School Boundaries:. 60 

6. Bloom1Dgton • a Popalaticm -Growth • • • • • • • • • • • 61 

7• Distribution of Bloomington•a Population According 

to .Age Groups • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 62 
B. m.oam1ngton•s Blementary' Student Population Growth • • 64 
9. m.oomngton • a Blementary- Teacbi ng Personnel Growth • • 6S 

10. G111de tor Principals and 'reachers~eacher 

Evaluation Form. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
ll. Beport on Classroom <l)servation • • • • • • • • • • • 71 

12. Teacher Evaluation Form. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 72 

13• PriDcipal'a Beport on :Teachers Who Haft Taught in the 

Bloomillgton Schools Two or Jlore Years • • • • 

An Assessment of the Average Humber of Years of 

Classroom TE'acb:lng Experience • • • • • • • • 

• • • 

• • • 

74 

78 



FIGURB 

15. An Assessment of the Most !Jnportant 

Outcomes of Evaluation •••••• • • • • • • 
16. An Assessment of How Often An Evaluation Shoulcl · 

PAGI 

• • • • 80 

Be Ccmdncted • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • .. • • 81 

17. An Assessment of Should An Evaluation Involw 

Objectiw Procedures, Subjective Procedures, or Both.~ 82 

18. An Assessment of Wh• Should Be Involved. In An 

Evaluation o o o o co a o • 0 e O O O O O O 0 0 • • • 88 

190 An Assessment of Whether or Not Evaluations Have 

Improved A Teacher's Effectiveness. o o o • o. o. o 93 



CBAP.rERI 

THE PB<lRID A'ND DEFIRI'l'IOBS OF '?ERIS USED 

In JW\Y school systems throughout the countr;y increased ettorta 

are being made to develop improved methods tor appraiaiDg the eftec-

tive:aess of classroom teachers and other school personnel. J.!ach 

progress has been made toward this goal of establishing valid criteria. 

for teacher evaluation 1n the past decade. The v1ns on this topic do 

not al'ID'8l8 coincide, but there is &greement that evaluation should 

pr1maril.y' be a means ot imprOT.UJg the quality of education and that it 

1s the responsibility of the profession to maintain high standards. 

As a result of coni'licting points of view and ditfe:rences of opinion 

among professional. educators, 11e find the process· of evaluation a w17 

complex procedure which often is the basis for serious misunderstandings 

and dissenting attitudes. 

I. THE PROBtEM' 

Statement g£ problem. Kmv" educators tend to be disturbed 

by" their inability to agree upon the characteristics of etfective 

teaching and the methods \1Sed 1n determin~ng this effectiveness. It 

is this disagreement which creates a problem. This problem 1s com-

posed ot four all-J:mportant quastiODS 'Which area (1) Can a teacher 

be evaluated ob3ecti'V'8:q? ( 2) Are there adequate criteria available 

tar msasving a teacher1.s eff'ectivaness? (3) Are the methods and 

techniques used in teacher evaluation reliable? (4) Are the results 



of an evaluation applied me~ 

It is the purpose of this study-, therefore, to try- to 

clar:1.f)' au;,- miaconceptions and to make an ettort to improve the 

underatancti ng of teacher evaluation. 

Importance g! .!:h!, study. Jlany' educators 1n both elamantaey-

and secondary' ednoation are uncertain as to 'Whether or not there is 

a value and a need tor teacher evaluation 1n a school system. 0.ne 

ot the concerns in Bloomington, Minnesota, where the author is 

presentq teachinfb is reflected in that J1UDV elementary- teachers 

have asked questions such as the tollaw:tnga 

1. l1lv" must it be required that a teacher be evaluated? 

2. Ylh7 should a first year teacher in the Bloamington 

Elementary School System not be rated high simpq-

. because she :ls a first year teacher? 

3. WJv- should teacher ratings change when transferred 

from one building to another? 

Ii. 11v" is an evaluation considered adequate when an 

adndn1etrator obsenas a teacher ODq four to six 

times a year or even less? 

S. WJv- 1s an evaluation neces8827 1lhen a teacher usua1.q 

Im~ after she bas been in the building for a number 

of 19ars, that her rating will be almost the same as 

in prev.t.oas years! 

6. WJv- must there be a conference with the administrator 

2 



after being observed and evaluated when there are 

wr., few or no constructive suggestions given to the 

teacher tor improwmerrt? 

The importance of this stuct,. will be to investigate, observe, 

and drmr conclusions relati w to (lUe&tions such as these asked by' 

teachers 1n the Bloam:lngton Elementary Schools. 

II. IBFIHI'.rIORS OF TEBJS USED 

Bvaluation. Throughout this stud1' the term "eval.uation8 w1ll 

represent the cooperative and continuing process between the teacher 

and the evaluator for improving the quality of instruction found in 

the classroom. In thi.s proce11s individual 1n the evaluative 

capacity w1ll review the teacher's ·responsibilities and caNtull.7 

observe the teacher's 110rk and the conditions llD.der llhioh it is 

being done. The evaluator will then meet 111th the teacher to discuss 

the teacher's strengths and -nalmesses and to decide upon changes, 

it .. ·arrr, that should be made :in the responsibilities.,· conditions, or 

methods ot :Lnstruction • 

. . Rating. The term 1ra~~n will be iDcluded in this _st~ 

llD.der broader term 0eval~tion. n Bating w1ll rete~ t~ a j~~nt 

passed en a teacher bJ" a person in an evaluative position. This 

judgment w1ll be implied as a classification an a scale, for exampleJ 

inadequate., tair, good, or superior. Through this method a teacher 

mq be rated on his overall per.tomance or on vari.ous categories of 
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his work. 

E.tfectiwness. This is a broad and sometimes difficult 

term to define adequateq in the interpretation of teacher evaluation. 

A teacher' a effecti-vemss is usually thought ot being tba extent to 

'ldlich desirable or undesirable changes have been brought about in 

student behavior. r.n most cases throughout this stuq, the term 
1ef'tectivenesa11 will relate to the results 1lbich are obtaimd from 
. . 
the interaction between the teacher's efforts and the situation 1n 

11h1ch he worked. The rating of this eftectiwness is brought about 

by- a set or criteria determined b.r the school system in evaluating 

teachers. 

III. ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY 

The organisation of this stU.V 1F.l.ll begin by mak1 ng a review 

of general literature, research, studies, and discussions which 

have been written on the topic of teacher evaluation. 

Following the nv:tew ot pertimnt information on teacher 

evaluation a suney- was conducted in the Blocmd.ngt;cm Bl.ementary-

Schools. This survey involved such individuals as experienced 

elementary- principals and elementary- classroom teachers YJho haw 

been d:lrectl.7 involwd with teacher evaluation. The aim ot this 

8Ul"f87 was to highlight the strengths and walmesses of BlCKIJlington I s 

present athod ot evaluating persannel. 

The cmlm1 Mtion of the total atU.V 1F.l.ll be an appraisal. ot 
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Bloomington's current rating and evaluating methods. ConclusiODS 

1l'il1 be drawn and recommendations 1l'il1 be made to the major 

adm1 n1 stration. 

It is the sincere desire of the author to bring about an 

imprond program of teacher evaluation 1n the Bloomington Elementary-

Schools 11bich w1ll meet the approval of the administration and the 

classroom teachers. 



CHAP.l'ER II 

REV.IEW OF TS Ln'ERA.TORB 

Teaclwlg is a very camplex and controvarsial. subject 1lben 

referred to as an activity which mast be evaluated. It involfta 

adrn:inistrators, teachers, pnpils, the goals and activities ot 
teaclwlg, and the results of pupil growth. A teacher's effective-

ness is intluanced in many- wqs by' the forces 'Which lie 1n the 

school system and the eomm,m1:t,y. For more than sixty- ,aars research 

has been tryizlg to find out 'What it is that makes a teacher effec-

tive, how to p:redict teaching success, and how to determine 1Vhen a 

teacher actualq 1s successful. 

To evaluate a teacher means that we must differentiate be-

tween various toms ot human behavior, 11bich is very difficult to do. 

Even though there are no definite ansaers to the many questiODS 

asked on teacher evaluation, it must be realized that evaluation mq 

be important due to the positiw effects that it 'IIJB8' have upon one 

for improving instruction. As !lary Dawaon, editor ot !s!. National 

Elementary Principal stated, "To ignore the subject simp:cy- because 
l 

it is complex and controversial is unintelllgent. 11 

The evaluation ot olassrocm teachers is one of the most 

]. 
Dawson, 11ary,-- 1'BditorJ.al1 , !s!. Rational Jllem.entar,: Principal, 

XLIII (November, 1963), P• 3. . 



important responsibilities of arq school adm1n:Jetration. It can be 

used as a means of obtaining valuable information for making 

administrative decisions 1n the employment, tenure, and supervision 

of teachers. Furthermore, as prniousq stated, it mq help teachers 

improve their quality- of instnction. 

Although research OD evaluation dates back to the earq 

19001s, it is very possible that JD&IJ1' teachers stW. find themselV$s 

under unsatisfactory- systems of evaluation todq. Perhaps this is 

because there 1a no conaensus .on the criteria to be used in evalu-

ation. It could also be that much of what has been discovered in 

research has not been put into practice. Teachers should nevertb&-

less alcome evaluation, it it is done in a fair and acceptable wq, 

s.o as. to determine how •11 they" aU\11'8 up to the school's standards. 

'lEAOHD EV.U,UATION m THE SCHOOL 

Trends ot evaluation. To state llhen teacher evaluation defi.-

niteq began would be most difficult. HOW9ver, it is sate to sq 

that efforts to appraise teaching ettectiwness ue perhaps as old 

as teacbi:ag itself. It appears that first forms of evaluataon -were 

in existence as earq as 1n the late 16001s and earq l?OO•s. It 

was during this period ot time· 'When tom selectmen ( 11S1Jall1' ministers 

and min ot learn:f.Dg) •re directed to secure teachers of high 

religious and moral qualities and to serve on ccmrmit~ea ·Tmich 
. I 
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2 inspecwd the schools. Studies tend to state that research on 

teacher etfectiwness began about 1891. At this time, most ot 
the appraisals ot teachers were subjective in nature. That is, 

they' had been a t11)8 ot im.PNt,81--~ rather than a scientific 

measurement. Bo careful.17 ~vi~d scheme for evaluating teachers 

appeared before 1912. Up to that ~, whatever studies which 

11ere conducted tried to find .out 1ml' teachers fail. The data 

collected by these studies tended to confirm previous impressions 

as to lihat the weak points :l.n ·:the· teaching process •re• The 

factors 11hich cmnr attention to this1 failure •re the limited 

amount . of tra:t n1 ng, poor salaries, ind inadequate certification 

standards. From these studies· Stiggestions •re ottered to those 

people·engaged 1n teacher preparation. 

In the 19201 s interest in teacher appraisal illcreased very 

rapidly-. As expressed b,- Jerry 11:Ltchell, •This decade was marked 

by- great faith in the notion :that practically everything can be 
. 3 

scientifically- masured.11 Thus, · much ot the research and s~ 

completed during this period of time had to do with the establishing 

8 

2Burton, Willlam a. and Leo J. Brueckner., SU;J?9rvision: A· Social 
Process, (Nev York1 .Appleton-Century--Orotts, Inc., 19.55), P• 

3ie.tchell~ Jerrr B., t11tar1t RatiDga Past, Present, and Perhaps", 
Delta X!H!8D• XLII (Jarma.1'7, 1961), P• 139. . 



ot criteria tor ditterentiating bet-ween good and poor teacbers. 

These criteria, 11hich were basica'l.17 used tor detem:1 n1 ng a 

~acher•a sala:ey, are wry qo~oversial due to the. lack ot 
amt ccmceming the characteristics ot good or ettectiw wacb1ng. 

DuriJlg the 19301s, econamlc as 11811 as other factors, caused 

the abandonment of m8D7 of the merit rating plans. 4 The research 

11hich was ccmducted during this decade was directed ma1 nJ 7 on pupil• s 

ratings ot teachers. 

With the coming of ~--~bO•s research focussed on teacher-, 

pu;pil interaction as a basis for determining teacher etfectiwness. 

Xos1; ot tbe research up to thie. time nag].ected this al.1-important . 

factor of •pupil-teacher relatiQDShip • .11 Also, in the 1930 and 1940 . - s 
decades, J118D7 of the rating instruments and devices came into being. 

Do.ring this tinm the reliability and validit7 ot the rating instru-

ments wre found to be vary- low. As a result, the rating instrmnents 

1J8r8 continually being changed and still are todq. 

The years a:lnce 19SO to the present have brought about 11181171 

significant studies and changes in the area of deteradni,ng te·acher 

competence. Because of their importance the author 1'ill summarize 

these find1np in a later segmeDt=of this chapter entitled, IIRecent 

Suott1tt, J. c., UJ>iffe:rences in Teaching: Can '.fhe7 Be 
Recognized. and ~nsated?", '!he Bational Elementar,y; 
Principal, XLIII (Bcmmber,-19m, P• sJi. 
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Beaea:rch and Studies." 

PaJpose 5!£_ eval.11&ticm. The purposes of an eval.uation pro-

gra in my school SJ1J1;em Bb.oa1d be determined and stated 

in detail. It 8.1\T cODflicts of purpose should arise amcmg the ad-

minist~tion and the teacb1 ng_ pe"onnel thq should settled or a 

compromise reached so as to 8!~µ1. ~tun dissantion and mt.sunder- . 

standing. It should also be remembered that if' an evaluation 

program serves too many purp~es it is not likeq that &UT one 

purpose w:ll1 be served extre11;18ly wall. Aa tlla Wational Education 

.Association Diacaasion Draft '..state~, •The over-riding and inclusiw 

purpose of teacher evaluation is to safeguard and :l.mprcma the qualJ:t,-

of instruction received by' the studsnts.•6 Although there JIJl13' be 

many reasons tor evaluating teaching, the tollcnring purposes should 

probably' be included 1n an evaluative program as beiJJg very- basic. 

·1. To determine the effectiftness of the instructional 

program and tbe achievement of the objectives bald by-

the school. 

2. To provide the basis'for self-improvement and assist 

the teacher in achieving success •. 

3. To give recognition or reward tor superior and etfectiw 

service. 

6xat1onal Education Association, Research DiT.l.sicm, !!3:1-
cussion Draft: Guidelines for. the Evaluation ot Classroom Teachers, 
(iasbington., D. c.1 the AsSOCiation, September';° 1962), P• 6. 
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4. To motivate the teacher to strive for a higher level 

of performance. 

S. To provide the basis tar mak:J ng sound adm:lm.strative 

decisions regarding the teacher._ Among these beings 

(1) reemployment, ,(2) _ dl.smis,aal, (3) promotion, 

(4) appointment to speci&1 tasks, (S) placement, 

(6) transfer., and. (7) advancement on salary schedule. 

6., To provide the b8f?~ t~ ~em.ce or auperv:Ls017 

dewlopmental pro8'~,and activities. 

7. 'lo make it possible for the teacher to recognize his 

walmessea and capitalize. on h18 strengths. 

8. To provide the basis for inaJdng the teacher· a more 

effective member of his profession. 

It JD&J' be well to :mndnd- ourselves that the purposes mq 

atf ect the reactions of those involved in the evaluation or J1la1" 

atf'ect the manner in 11hich tlie. evaluation is carried out. As Hcmaam 

states, 11Indeed, the reasau may-·be mon important than the actual 

procesa.•7 

Effects of evaluation. Ewn though 1;he purposes of teacmr ---------· 
evaluation JDIQ" be stated ~cit.q tbs COD.88q'U8ncea or effects or 
it may be unintended. The evaluation itself mq bring about more 

7Honam, Robert B • ., 'lho•s a Good 'leacherT, (Burllngamei Cali-
fornia Teacher's Association and &n:r~ Board's Associ-
atioz»., 1960), P.• 9• 
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or less effective waching., The results ot evaluation us~ re-

late quite closely to the . attitudes of those participating in it. 

One partic'lilar climate mq threaten the teacher or force hill into 

ccmtormist behavior 1lhiJ.e another climate mq- tend to keep the 

cha.tmels of carmmmic.a.tion open between the participants. The author 

believes that it is this latter type of climate l'ihich is more con-

duciw for the bringing about of the mutual respect and the maximum 

efforts of those involved in 'eval.uation. 

Gale Rose, .Associate l:'l9ofessor ot Education at Western 

Reserve University in Cleveland, Ohio, reported thatJ 

When one considers the effects of administrative evaluation 
of teachersf at least foµr possible types of effect are of in-
terest: (lJ Effects on the teaching and learnirlg process; 
(2) Btfecta on the teacher personally; (3) Bttects on the admin-
istration and the organization 1 the school; and ( 4) Effects 
on the adm1ni strator perscmall7. 

Recentl.1' Gale Rose conducted a 8ur9'87 1n 11hich c0Jdlli8llts wre 

solicited from .torty-fiw principals in five different school systems 

on their present teacher evaluation programs. Nearly every principal 

stated ar implied that teachers in general are not accostomed to 

evaluation 'When it involws extensive cri:teria and a certain amount 

of classroam observation. They- found that the wacbers are quite 

tense and nervous ,men the eva:Luation program was first initiated, 

but, attar continuous· exposure w.t.th the procedure it was accepted by 

8 Rose, Gale w., P'fhe Btfects of Administrative Bvaluation,0 
liational Elementary.Princ1Pal, XLIII (Homnber, 1963), P• 50. 
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most teachers. In .tact, it was found that some teachers even 

11elcamed evaluation if the experience was meaning.ttJJ.1 focussed cm 

improvil1g teaching, and the adm:1 n1 strator took adequate time to 

collect inf'ormation and discuss it 'With the teacher. 

In some cases differing goals of the teacher and.the admin-

istrator may- affect those who are involved in the evaluative pro-

cess., rt the goal of the eval~tion program is for salt and group 

improvement, teachers are very likel.7 to help and assist each other 

in every possible WU.V• However, it the goal is for reward many mq 

hesitate to do anything 11hich would improve the other teacher's 

position. As Honam states, :11 ••• the ue of external rewards 

and punishments could onl7 result in teachers becoming sel.t-seek-

ing and uncooperatiw.n9 

UsuaUy- most teachers are interested in lmmr.Lng what has 

been recorded about their teaching. But, possib~ there are same 

who 81'9 not because they '11ST be insecure about their teaching status. 

Rose found that these •re usuall.1' the less able taachers.10 If' ··.-

the evaluative program emphasizes improving imrtruction, rather 

than findiDg fault with it, perhaps the less campetent teacher can 

be expected to be more cooperative. It 111DSt also be realized that 

if the evaluator is not a competent or adequately trained person, 

9 
Honam, .!?R.• ~•, P• 11. 

10 , 
Rose J 21!.• s!•, p. si. 



the whole structure may came tumbling down. He must be a •11-

traimd and ald.lJ.ed person 'Who takes the necessary- time to do an 

eftectiw job of evaluating. 

_ t.ople usually seam to be influenced to a certain degree by 

everyday- tensions, am:t.eties, and pressures. Up to a certain point 

they mq work very productiw~ \Did.er this pressure, but beyond 

this point they mq work less effectively or break dam altogether. 

Dua to teachers workillg with large groups of children each day 

tllrq" m:e up.dpr extreme tension and possibq should not be ezposed 

to arq additional pressure. Honam aptly expressed this when he 

said, "Evaluation aystems can be tension producing.•11 Therefore, 

the possil>le pressures and tensions that may- result from an evalu-

ation program should carefully- by- considered before such a program 

1s initiated. 

PRINCIPIES OF EVALUATION 

When developiJJg a system ot evaluation certain principles 

or desirable characteristics of a good evaluative program should 

ca:retul.l,1' be taken into c01l8ideration. Elsbree and JlcNal.17 point 

them out as be1Dg112 

· Evaluation should~ comprehensive. That is, all factors 

11 
Bcmsaa, !S£• 

12 
Elsbree, Willard s. and Harold J • llcNalJ.7, Elementarz School 

Administration and S,parvision, (Bew Yorks .American Book Co., 1954), 
PP• liJS-136. -



affecting the teacb1 ng-learntng process should be included in the 

evaluation of the teacher. 

Eval:uation should R!. cooperative. It shoul.d invol.w all 

indinduals 'Who are going to participate in the evaluative process. 

Such a cooperative evaluation develops mu.ch more insight and 1JDder-

stendi ng in the process ot evaluation than does the authoritatiw 

type. 

Evaluation should S!. based 91 T&lid criteria. In other words, 

the criteria should be consistent with the objectives ot the statf 

and the philoaopl\y of the school 81Btem. This in turn would impq 
that the eval.uative criteria should be developed by common agree-

ment between those who are d¢ng the ewl:uating and those 'Who are 

beiJJg eval.uated. 

Evaluation should l!.!_ diagnostic. Attempts should be mads to 

determine the reasons or causes which are affecting the teaching-

learning situation. Without diagnosis the evaluation will be of 

little help to the teacher. 

Evaluation should be continuous. The evaluation of the st&tt 

or teacher should not be completed after a singl.e classroom visitation. 

Bather, it should continue throughout the yaar as a means of improving 

clasaroam ins~ion and the educaticmal program. Tbase gradual 

improvements and changes are recognized as being desirable and char-

acteristic ot a. modem educational program. 

Evaluation should be ftmcticmal. This om principle ot an ------- - ----



evaluative program is probabq the most importaut ot all tbe othsrs 

mentioned. If' the :results of an evaluation are not going to be 

applied in a meam.ngtul way~ then there is no reason to have an 

evaluative program. Teachers should know the results of an evalua-

tion, what changes are to be made and 'llb.y. FJ1m1nating the results 

of an evaluation el1ndnates the need for improving the existing 

instructional situation. 

TYPES OF TEACHER EVALUATION 

1n soma school SJ'Stems 'Where a teacher evaluation program is 

being introduced or revised the personnel are contronted With a seri-

ous probl.em. This problem is; IIWho w.111 make the most accurate 

judgment of a teacher's effective:aess?11 Actua.1.q, all who CCIDB in 

contact "fd.th the teacher and his work w.111 evaluate and draw opiDions 

from it. This includes those out of the school. 'Who have very litiae 

exposure to the teacher to those in the school who have a great deal 

of contact w1 th the teacher and his work. This has al1'18p been so 

and probabq w.111 continue as such as long as there are teachers. 

Very fa teachers are naive enough to believe that their work is not 

appraised. 13 

There is much concern b7 the public 11'1.th having good schools 

and 119 as teachers should be happy- that there is such concern. 

16 

l3 
Burton, W1l l 1 am. H. and Lao J. Brueckner, Sllrvisiona A Social 

Process. (New Yorka App].eton-Centur.,-Crofta, Inc.,.55), P• 36?). 



Accord:1.Dg to Burton and Brueclmer, 11In a democratic society it is 

on17 natural that Jll8D1" persons are going to be concerned with 
14 teaching etf:LcieDCJ"•" Ewn though this is true, • are still 

confronted 11:1.th the problem ot, "Who 1s the best person to determine 
-

this efficiency?11 Probab:cy, the most logical answr to this question 
. 

1'1011ld be 1 those who are in direct contact 11'.l.th the teacher and his 
-

1f0l'k. n Among these individuals woald be tbe teacher himself, fellow 

teachers, pupils, and adnrfnistrators ar supervisors. 

_ev:_al_:aa_:ti_on._ No person should be more alert to what 

ccmstituea good ar poor teaching than the teacher himself. In 

evaluating one• s om efficiency, a teacher should caretul.ly' stWV-

his performance in relation to the pupil's growth and achievement 

.17 

and then plan improvement where it 1s most needed. It would be most 

unrealistic to suggest any om method of self-eval.uation tor teachers. 

Hommtr, the chief objective 1'1011ld be to develop an attitutls ot self-

evaluation, for without the teacher's own disposition to evaluate 

himself,. DO self-eva:Luation is possible. l.$ 

Selt-eval.uation may be an informal or a systematic formal 

process. With most teachers.the informal process or salt-evaluation 
16 

is going on all the time. Whether tha teacher evaluates himself 

lS. 
Elsbree and Jlclialq, .!£• .2!!•, P• 433. 

16 
Ibid. -



in an intormal or formal method there tends to be considerable dis-

agreement over the value of self-evaluation. It the goal is for 

self-improvmnent, it may- haw some merit. As Kinney stated, stSelf'-

directed growth depends on frequent self-evaluation of his arm 

effectiveness ••• 1117 On the other hand.1 it the goal 1s far basing 

adrn1rnstrative judgments and actions, it is doubtful. 'Whether the 

teacher will p:iesent a true and accurate evaluation of himself. In 

Honam1e project "lho•s a Good Teacher?" he pointed out that teachers 

tend to over-rate themselves and that these ratings usual.17 do not 

agree id.th other evidence of effectiveness. He al.so emphasized that 

"There is substantial agreement that seldom, if ever, can a person 
, 18 
evaluate his work objectiveq.11 

It a program of self-evaluation is going to be initiated into 

a school system C8!9tul consideration should be given to the method 

of evaluation to be used (informal or formal) and how the results of 

an evaluation are going to be applied (for self-improvement or for 

adrnirn strative j nta). 

l!!l. ... eva1 .......... :u.a .... t1........,o .. n. Evaluation of teachers by fellow teachers 

is not as w.L~ used in the tat;al evaluative program as are the 

other types of evaluation. Though an evaluation by a peer mq appear 

to be sound in theory, it does have its limitations. Teachers, in 

18 

17K1nne7, Lucien B., 1Self-Evaluation: The Mark of a Profession," 
Educational Leadership,, XV (January, 19S8), P• 229. 

18Ibid. -



general, have misgivings about passing judgments on other teachers. 

This may be due to the tact 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 teacher's work. ltlJafore 
.. 

auch ratings could really be successhl.1 teachers \'iOlll.d have to have 

opportunity' for inter-class visitation,11 stated Howsam.19 He also 

reported that teachers 11>uld be reluctant to rate other teachers 

except for research purposes and found that peer ratuigs compa?e 

quite favorably' w.Lth administrative or superviaory- ratings~ but not 

as all 111th other ma881l1'8s such as pupil gain. 

Pupil evaluation. Ac(?~ to Howsam., •• •• the f:Jndinp 

19 

have ahom that pupils al'8 able to make more valid and reliable ratings 

of teachers than arq- other g~up., including administrators, super-
20 visora, and experts. 11 He also found 1n his studies that pupil 

ratings tended to be both fair and accurate. There has been some 

nsearch on~( whether ar not the mar1ca or grades a student received 

fl'ca a teacher affected his rating of that teacher; this as 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 ot others. 

20 Honam, Robert B., nteachar Bvaluationa Facts and Folkloren, 
laticmal. &lemantarz Principal., XLIII (lomnber, 1963), P• 16. 



!bis has led researchers. to conclude that students probably use dif-

ferent standards of evaluating than do adults. Burton and Brueckner 

pointed out that students will. have J!181V excellent ideas on how to 

improve the teacbi ng-learnillg process due to the fact that they- are 

directl.J' involved in it. 21 But still, as Honam stated, 11Desp1te 

the favorable evidence, there is 11idespread resistance.to the use of 

pupil ratinga, probab~ arising out of the respective roles at stu-

dent and teacher in our culture.u22 

Admintstratiw evaluation. Should a teacher be evaluated by' 

an adnd n1 strator or superr.l.sorT !bis is the most w.l.deq used single 

measure of dete:rud n1ng teacher effectiveness at the present time. 

The finding$ in this area, hofflrvar1 gin very little iq,port to this 

•thod of evaluating teachers., . In fact, Honam said: 

It should .be aober:tn& indeed, tor principals to lmow, 
tor example, tbat there~ strong tendencies tor super-
iors not to agree in their ratings of teachers. Further, 
ratings tend to have a low correlation with student gaills. 23 

Honam also pointed Ol1t that if the administrator tends to be 

institutionall.7 oriented he may- emphasize such things as house-

keeping, discipliD&, and public relations in the evaluation ot the 

teacher rather than the all-important instructional aspects. 

21.eurtan and Brueckner, ~• .9!1•, P• 361. 
22 

Honam, ~• s!• 
23 Honam, !22• o1t. 

20 



other f:lnd1np and· studies in this area reported that 

teachers could be evaluated effectiveq by- administrators or 

supervisors. According to Richolas A. Fattu, •Available studies 

have shown in g8Jler&l. that teachers can be reliabq rated b7 ad-

m:Ln:Lstratift and superri.aory- personnel (usually 'With correlations 

ot .10 or above.024 However., the adrniDiatrative evaluation is apt 

to be contaminated 'b7 the 8ha1.o11 effect (letting one jttdgment on an 

itam ot the evaluation 1Dri.U8DC8 others). 

In spite of all the attempts to improve adm:lnistratiw evalu• 

ation of the teacher, the7 are st111 found to be biased, subjective., 

and lJDinterpretable by' _except the rater h:lmse~. 2S 
As one can clearq see, there 1s at the present time no one 

111\l" ot evaluating teachers tbat·has been found to be free from error. 

As stated pf9Vi0118q, the adni1 n1 stratiw evaluation is the most 

w:l.deq llSed type of evaluation in present div' school systems. Possi-

bq the reason for this, it tor none other, stems .tram the fact that 

it has been traditional for those in a superior position in a school. 

system to evaluate personnel under him. Tims, • find adndnistrato:rs 

·evaluating teachers. 
I 

It must be remmbered that onJ.7 the teacher can make. changes 

2h · '7attu, Nicholas A., 0Basearch on Teacher Evaluation", I!!!. 
Rational EJ.emantav Principal. XLIII (lovamber, 1963), P• 24. 

2s · Howaam, Robert B., Who's a Good '.reacher?., (Bu.rlil2gamea Cali-
fornia Teacher's Association and c8:J..Ilomia School Board's Associ-
ation, 1960), P• 34. 

21 



• 
in his classroam behavior. others may- help to bring about change, 

but it will not ha'V9 8DI' effect unless the teacher dasues a clumge. 

As Amidon and Flanders stated, "Not ODq must the teacher have· the 

dasire to change., but he must be ffllling to put forth time and effort 

required, to look at himself objectiftl,1', and to accept professional 

gaidance.•26 

Whoever it may- be that 1dJJ. attempt to evaluate· the teacher 

and h18 ettectiTeneas in classroom instruction, it is ~d that their 

judgments be somid, fair, and worthy' ot the teaching profession. 

METHODS OF TEACHER EVALUATION 

Methods used in the evaluation of teachers seem to f&U into 

two major· categories1 (1) the iutormal or gemral impression method 

which is seldm thought of as evaluation and (2) the formal or ana-

lytical. method -which is highly structured and systematized. 

Informal evaluation. The informal method ot evaluation was 

the first method of evaluation to be used in school systems. Though 

this method was predaminantJ.J" characteristic of the past • still 

find it being used todq, part;icuJ.ar~ in the smaller school systems. 

This method of eval.uation consists of the casual and informal contacts 

22 

26Am1c1on., Edmond J. and Ned A. Flanders, !il!. ·.9.£ l!!. Teacher 
in tbe Classroom, (18.Jmeapolisa Paul s • .Amidon and Associates., Inc., 
]963), P• 2. 



of the teacher and the prinoipa1; the excbang:lng of ideas, questio:as, 

suggestiom and c011m8nts J and brief visits to the classroom. The 

definite 1'8iY' to carry- on such. an evaluation is not clearly stated, 

as there are no factors, guidelines, or rules established. Whatever 

judgments that are made relative to the teacher' a eftectiwness are 

based on. impressions rather than on .tacts. It the teacher is to be 

giftn a rating .tor the year, such a rating 110Uld be ver:r difficult 

23 

to validate, should the teacher disagree with it, .tor there is wry 

little or no 'llrltten ev.t.danca to support this rating. !.nfomal.. met.bods 

of evaluation may- also displq favoritism partiality. This was 

clearl,- stated when BO)"C8 said, ffThe wq to get pramoted is to know 
· 27 your principal. rather than your pri.Dciples.11 

In evaluating the e.Uectiwness ot a teacher., general impres-

sions by themselvas are not enough. It a teacher is to be helped in 

improving his classroom instruction, certain particulars or specifics 

of his teaching must be brought to focus. Without •ntioning such 

specifics, ·it '\10Uld be verr difficult indeed .tor the teacher to im-

prcmt 'DpOD bis walmesses or capitalize an his strengths. This is 

not characteristic of t.be intomal method of evaluation. 

Fomal evaluation. Formal methods ot evaluation are found to 

27 Boyea, Arthur Clitton, The Fourteenth Ye~book: ot the National 
Society for the ,rt of Edncat1oii;" (Cbicagoa irnlvarslty""~ 
Preas :(JSB), P• • - . 



be in wldaspread practice toda.r• In tact., in a stuq conducted 

by the National Bducation Association in 1962 it 1188 1'8'98aled. that 

teachers wre being evaluated formally- 1n fifty-eight per cent of_ 

&1.1 urban school systems.28 

F01'1181 programs of evaluation are us~ carried ol1t in a 

"9817 systematic and •11-organiled manner With every step and detail 

of the process clearly- spelled out. The criteria 1lh1ch are used on 

the evaluative forms mq or 111&1' not be extensive. Included in a 

formal. evaluation are sach practices as the use ot definite state-

ments ot criter.La, planned and recorded observations of, teaching., 

scheduled fol.lcm-111> conterences with the teacher, and tbs completion 

and signing ot the eval.uative .toms by' those :lnvolvad in the process. 

F01'1181 methods of evaluation also emphasise objectivit7 in detel'min-

ing teacher effectiveness rather than subjectivity. That is, tha 

evaluative instrwmmts used in formal evaluation shoul.d measure on 

24 

a quantitatin or •bmr much• basis rather than on a qualitatiw basis 

which would involve fflu judgments. Although objectivity' 1a stressed, 

,. still find that of the ratings recorded on the eval.uatiw forms 

ue based on subjective judgmnts. As a resu1t., the National Educa-

tion Association has gone on record as being opposed to subjectiw 

methods in 89'aluating the performance of teachers and has supported 

26nav.t.s, Bazel, "What Teachers Sq About-Evaluation of 
Teachers,• Joumal., _LIV lo. 2 (February-, 196.$), P• 37 • 



the development at a battsr me&DS of objective evaluation. 29 ttBut 

to evaluate., one must deal 111th elements of both quantity and quali'tr-

and qual.1't7, by it very- nature, does not re~ lend itself' to 

objectiw meU111'8llBnt1 11 stated Karl Openshaw.JO 

Whether an informal or formal program of evaluation is .tOUDd 

to be present in a school system or not, it still should not alter 

tha teacher's respODBibilit7 to ccm:t;inuall)" strive tor self-improve-

mant. 

TECHNIQUBS USED m DETERMINlBG TEACHER EFF.ECTIVENESS 

One of the major responsibilities of many- school officials 

tbroughout the coantl7 is that of date"Ainil'lg teacher effectiV91J8SSe. 

'ro maka an estimate of a teacher's ef.tectiftmss involves obta1D1ng 

perlinent information regarding classroom. instruction. How tb1a in-

formation is acquired mv- vary fran one school syatem to another. 

Honvar, the most COJIIIIOliq used techniques for gathering this data 

are ·qr.· mans ota (1) observation (2) rating scales and (3) measure-

ment of student gains. 

Observation. Genaral:q speaking, as Herman points out, 

290pensbaw., Iarl, HTeacher Evaluations A Point of View," !B!_ 
National Blementarg Principal, XLIII (November, 1963)., P. 29. . 

30Ibid. · -



teacher observations can be classified into two distinct tJpes: 

thatat.btiilg intomal. or :torma1..31 The 1Df'ormal tJl)e of teacher 

observation is that which is continuous throughout tha year. 

Herman states that in this • ot observation the pr1ncipal wlll 

visit the classroom rrer,. tlJJ;ee or four weeks tor approximately a 

halt an hour to an hour and a halt. During this observational 

period the principal. wlll walk fre~ about the classroom, if the 

ob1Jdren are -work:1.Dg in small-groups or committees, or will sit 

'With the class if the teacher is teaching direc~. At appropriate 

times, 'Wben it will not interfere with classroom activities or the 

teacher, the pr1ncipa1 will make comments to the teacher on the 

activities presently ta1d.ng place 1n the claasroca. In otmr words, 

he iiries to 1rork 111th the teacher 1'hile he 1s in the classroom. 

Through this method the teacher may obtain a clearer recognition 

of his strengths and the •~•ses.wh1ch he must improve upon. 

After such an observation the. principal returns to his office where 

be prepares an anecdotal record. ·I& then places this record in the 

teacher's confidential. tile. OJi his next TJ.sit to the same class-

roam the principal wlll particularly observe to see 1dlat progress 

has· been made and decide as to··llhether or not his suggestions and ' 

reccmmendations haft been put into practice. 

3¾.rman, Wayne L. Jr~; 11Teacher a,servation,8 !a!. Haticmal. 
Elementary Pr1ncipal, XLIII (April, 1964), P• 63. 
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In formal observations, states Bn.·man, the principal will 

usually visit the classroom two or more times during the school 

year in addition to tba so-called intormal visits~32 Usually the 

first of these two farma.1. d:>servations is planned by advance 

appointment. 

With the inception of the school year the principal 11111 

a;plain to the teachers that the reason tor formal observation is 

mainJ.7 to promote teacher growth and to impl'O'V9 the quality of 

iDstructicm--not to provide a basis so as to dismiss a teacher. It 

is very important that teachers understand this clearq. As Berman 

emphasizes, "The success of the formal observations is .dependent cm 

the teacber1a confidence in the stated purpose.u.33 

In formal observation an evaluation sheet containing cam-

prehensi va criteria is gi van to each teacher apprmd.matel.J' one 

month prior to his observation. The· amount o:t time ~:at; in the 

classroom in a farma.1. observation ma-r vary from an hour or so to 

possibq a full dq. Bonver, due to other daily resp0ll8ibil.1tie8 

which make demands on the principal• s time, it is doubtful. 11hether 

the principal can devote nearq a full dq to the observing of one 

teacher. Possibly shorter and more frequent observations would 

suffice. 

321bid. .... 
33 Ibid., P• 64. 
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Once again the principal. will walk around the classroom 

observing the children, the teacher, and the instructional environ-

ment and climate. He may even ma1m 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 teacher's per-

formance. On this report are included both pos11i1ve and negatiw 

comments. Soon thereafter, a conference is scheduled vd.th the 

teacher. the conference the teacher and the principa.l. dis-

cuss freel7 the crJ.teria on the evaluative form and the jtldgments 

which have been made on the classroom teacher's instruction. Such 

conferences w.l.11 usualq last appraximately one hour in length. 

A few days later., the teacher will then receive a typewritten 

copy of the evaluation tom. In another week or so the principal 

will then follow up the formal. observation with an informal visit 

to the classroom to see if tbs recamnendations for improvement are 

being carried 011t. 

Such systematic observational techniques to determine dif-

ferences in performance of effective and ineffectlve teachers wre 

neglected until rather recently, mentioned Fattu.34 He also stated 

that most formal observations seem to dapend upon the sub- · 

jective judgment ot the observer. Fattu supports his viewpoint on 

3~attu, •• A., "Besearch on Teacher Evaluation," The National 
Elementary Principa}, XLIII (Novamber, 1963), P• 24. . -
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formal. observation by sqing1 "• •• in practice1 this technique 

is seldom the only one used tor judgments ot teacher effectiveness, 

and it is rarel.7 used in an objective, scientific tasb1on."3S 

29 

As a res'Ul.t, the author believes that through the 

ough train:ing ot observers can there be a reduction 1n the amount of 

subjective judgments. Js quoted from the DA Besearch Memo, "Effectift 

employment of direct observation and assessment requires the thorough 

t.'t'a1 ni ng ot observers~a1 ning directed at the understanding of, and 

development of skill in identifying, the behaviors under cODSider-

ation. n36 But, 8'99n though the observer may be .U tr~ it is 

necassar,y t.bat he devote adequate time to the observatl.on and evalu-

ation of the teacher so as to arrive at a sOlDld judgment of the 

teacher's effectiveness. Herman states that, 0A cursory inspection 

of the literature reveals that most authorities recommend that bet.en 

twenty-five and fifty per cent of the elementary- school principal' s 

'ffl>rk da.r be devoted to supervision in soma form or another.n37 The 

NBA DisCtl88ion Draft recommends a range frail three to ten hours as 

the mimmum amount ot time far classroom observation.38 Whereas, 

3S -
. Ibid., P• 26. 

36.ational Education .Association, Research Div.l.sian, NEA Rese81'Ch 
Memo, (Washington, D.c., The Association., September, 1962J,P. 2. 

37Berman, op. cit •• --
3S.ational, E&lcat1on .Association, Research Division, Discussion 

Draft& Gaidal:1neft tor the Evalution !£ Classroom Teachers, (Washing-
ton, D.c.a ·the lssoclatl'on, September, 1962), P• 10. 



Gale Roae reports that, "• • • in. about six twenty-minute periods of 

observation., proper:q spread out aver different days and •eks, a 

rather complete picture ot a teacher• a classroom. behav.Lor _ can be 

obtainecl.n39 Furthermore, Beecher recommends,•• •• _two full.halt 

days early in the school year end an additional two full halt clap 

·in the spring. • •11~ Buti., as Herman emphasizes, • • •. • mmv- school 

adm1n1 strators devote llOffbere near this amount ot time to su.pen:1.sion 

and think they are doillg nll., indeed, it they get into each class-

room to observe two or three times a 19ar.11lal 

Yet, one must remember that eftD though clasaroan observa-

tions do have their pitfalls, they-, contribute aubstant~ 

to the improvement ot classroom instruction. As Fattu states, 
8In the case of p.\mmed observational recording, the reliabilit,-

~anpares favorably with other methods of teacher eval.uation."1,2 

Ra.ting scales. "The most cmmon, and moat researched, 

method of rating teachers has been by supervisors and principala,a 

stated Honam.1&3 

391tose., Gale w., •Performance Evaluation and Growth in Teach .. 
tDg,n ?A1:, Delta Xappan, XLV (October, 1963), P• le. 

liO:eeecher, Dwight E., 'f1te Te~ Evaluation liecm:s,, (llaw 
Yorka Educaton Pablishi.Dg Compall7, ) ., P• !. . 

4l.aerman, op. cit .. --
la2rattu, GP• cit • ., P• 2S. --43Howm~ Robert B., 'Who's a Good Teacher! (Burlingame1 Cali-

fomla Teacher's Association and~~;,{ Board's Associ-
ation, 1960), P•· 34. 
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A.1.thoagh maJQ" educators mq- have the opim.an that tha process 

of rating teachers on their performance in the classroom is relatiwl,-

new, it has been found that such a process was in existence in the 

ear:cy 19001s. The BA. Journal brought this to light 1Jban it stated 

that the Bl :Research Div.:1.sion found ratings to be in existence in 

1922. At tbat time SS per cent of the urban school SJ'Stems used 

teacher ratings. In comparison, it also stated that in 1962 approxi-

mately' S8 per cent of urban school systems are using teacher ratings.1'4 

i'hough there mAY' be other tecbniques and methods used in judging 

teacher ettectiveness, rating scales have been fOUDd to be the most 

frequently used elev.Lees for assessing teacher behavior.45 In addition 

to this., the NE& Research M'lmo found formal rating scales to be present 

more often 1n school districts having a population of 301000 or more 

than those with less than this population. 1'6 
Through the use of rating scales an attempt bas been made 

to reduce the amoant ot subjectivity in detenn1n1ng teacher ef-

teatiwness. To completely- 8l1rn:lnate subjectivitT in the use of rating 

scales muld be ft17 difficult, indeed. As Fattu aJq>ressed, 11!n a 

hlinav:1.s, Bazel, "What Teachers Sq About Evaluation ot Teachers," 
!!!; Joa:mal, LIV lo. 2 (February, 196S), P• 37. 

l6wiio1a ! Teacher?, (American Association of School 
Adndnistrators, Departamnt ot -classroam·Teachers of the BEA, and 
National __ School Board.1 a Association, 1961), P• 29 • 

~ational .ation Association, Besearch Div.lsion, ·IEA. 
Research limo, (Washington~ D.c.a the .Association, 16v", 'J!J6U; P• 1. 



32 
sense, the use of rating scales to measure behavioral features 

tends to emphasize the subjectivity. • •1147 Fattu also states 

that, a. • • items on rating scales tend to be subjective, unde-

fined., and varied; there is little consisteDCT as to 'What traits 

a supervisor might be expected to observe and evaluate.nb8 

'lhen engaged in developing a rating scale to be used in de-

te teacmr effectiveness an individual will find that there 

are a number of different types which may- be used. Honam states 

the types of rating scales as being& (1) such as to yield a profile 

of the teacher's strengths and wealmesB8s1 (2) such as to provide a 

check list on 'llhich the appropriate descriptive items are checked, 

(3) such that ask that the teacher be placed in rank order on selected 

characteristics, and (4) that 11hich forces the rater to make cOJDpari-

scms or choices 8l10Jll alternatives in such a 'RT that a pattern is 

yielded.16 Whatever type ot rating scale om mq emplor, it must be 

realized that no rating scale presently in exlstence has been tomJd 

to be tree tran error and that each rating scale has its strengths 

and walmesses. 

When putting rating scales into practice a number of problems 

·l,.7Fattu, loc. cit. --
~ttu, loc. cit. --
b9Banam, Robert B. 1 Who' 8 a Good Teacher?, (Burlingame I cau.-

.torn:l.a Teacher's Association and Cill?omia school Board's Association, 
1960), P• 36. 



may- be encountered. Honam states soma of these problems as beingaSO 

l. Defin:l.tion of terms. Words mean different things to 

different paopla and as a result one rater DIil' not :re-

port the:~same u another rater JDa7 on identical criteria 

llSed in rating scales. 

2. Halo effect. This tendency is usually' called the "gen-

eral estimate.a In such a case the rater tends to mark 

all items much the same. 

3. Over-rating or leniency tendencies. Through such a 

tendency raters 'Will 11SU8l.q place most teachers rela-

tively- high on rating scales. 

4. Weighting of ·items. 'Whenever there is a number of items 

on a rating device there arises the problem of which 

item or items should haft more or lns· wight, and it 

so, how mu.ch. 

S. Beliabili ty-. Will the rating device ccmaistent],1' yield 

a,m11ar scores when the device is used on the same teacher 

by other raters or by- the same rater at ditf'erent time? 

One of the arguments used by- teachers against rating 

scales is that they haw demonstrated low reliability. 

6., Validity-. To what extent 11'.ill the rating device or in-

strument me88\1re 'Wbat it presumes to measure? Comparisons 

33 



of administrative ratings to those ratings made by' 

teachers~ pupils, peers, or pupil gain w.lll. usuaJ.l7 
giw low correlations. As a result, rating dev:Lces 

used are often of undsmonstrated validity. Thus1 • 

find educators operating to a conside~ extent on 

face valid1t7. (It seems to be rightJ it makes sense) • 

.Another major problem of using rating scales or devices1 as 

Rose points out, is that of ". • • the skend distribution ( tendeney 

of individual raters to judp .. gemrall.7 high or generally low). • ... 51 
To aoln JD8D7 ot the problems involved in the use of rating 

instruments would be a tremendous UDdartaldng. This can cmly be 

accampllshed 111th continued research and revision ot rating devices. 

Same progress has been made :recent'.q in this area. As Honam states, 

IIThe comensua of opinion at :th:la time, however, is that ratings 

can be reliable when based on a carefull)" prepared instrument, 11hen 

adm1n:l.stered by' trained raters,·. and 'When careful:. observation tech-

m.cps are med.•52 It ~t be realized, as Boyce states, •A mea.aur:Lng,. 

scheme is nacess21' for the improVement at teachers in serv:Lce.11S3 

Slaose, Gale, ntcmard the Evaluation of Teachil3gft, Educational. 
x.adenhip, XV (January, 1958), P• 233. -

52 · Honam, op. cit., P• 37 • 
SJsoyce. CJ-;~ Arthur, The F0111'taenth Yearbook at the 1111.l.cmal 

Society tar the r at Bducatimi', (Chi.cagoa Univvs1:ty"° olcirl.caio 
P.rasa~lffl');-'p. • -



Measurement _g! student gains. Another technique 'Which may-

be used in dete teacher ettecti'V8D8BB is that of measuring 

pupil achievement. !he Encyclopedia ot Educational Besearch states 

that, neonsideriJJg the theoretical importance of product criteria 

in the assessment of teacher effectiveness., it is surprising that 

so fnr studies haft used some measure ot student growth as the op-

erational def:lmtion of teacher campetence.nS4 

In the student gain teclmiqus the skill or lmoril.edge of 

each pupil is measured before and after the student has 

been under the guidance ot a giwn teacher aver a certain period 

of time. The difference betlreen these two measures is 1mom as 

the student gain or achievemant. Fattu has stated that this stu-

dent gain is usuall7 measured 'b7 the ue of standardized tests.SS 

Burton and Bruckner state_ ... that., 8lleaaurement as such does not 

invol:va value-judgmants.aS6 °Th.1s is certainq" the most direct, 

and is often asserted to be the on1J" valid approach," replied 

Boas and Stanl.97. S7 Whereas Brain contradicts this v:LewpoiDt by-

S~lOJ>!d1.a .2£ Bdncational Besaarch. A Project of The 
American Educational Besea:rch Association, (lew Yo:dc: '?he Vac¥1llan 
Company-, 1960), P• 1483. 

SSrattu, Nicholas .1 • ., "Teacher Effectiveness", BEA Journal, 
L lo. 7 (October, 1961)., P• SS. .. -

S6surton., William H. and Leo J. Bru.acknaX'., S~iona ! 
Social Process, (Bew Yorka Apple-otts;:, l9SS)., · .. 
P• 212. 

91.Ross, c. c. and Julian c. Stanley., Heasuemant in Today's 
Schools~ (Hew Yorka Prentice-Ball., Inc., 1954}, P• 378. -



stating that JDaD7 researchers do not recognize student gains as 

being a valid ovar&U measure of Teacher ettectiveness.S8 Honam 

emphasized the fact that thew usuaJ.ly is temptation to compare 

class re81Jl.ta as a measure of teacher competence and that research 

does not support the use ot pupil gain in this ,rq.S9 

With such an approach to the measuring of teacher effect:l:w-

neas comes JDaD7 and varied problems. As "Who's a Good Teacher!" 

pointed out, a ••• it is difficult to determine precisely- how. 

mch ot tbe change can be di.rectlJ" attributed to the teacher.n60 

ns1nce no accomit 1s taken of factors other than the teacher llhich 
' 
1Dfluence achievement, such as pupil ability-., the method is ot little 

use., n stated Honam. 61 Fattu mentioned some of the iDfluences which 

Jl&1' attect pupil growth as being the hame, eommnn1ty-, clubs and 

organizations., cammm1cat1on media, books., magazims., and teachers 

of the past. 62 Grcmtha or outcomes ot learning 11hich would be 

36 

S~, Geor8!1 ·IIEvalua~ Teacher Etfectivenessn., BA Journal., 
LIV No. 2 (February-, J.Y6S), P• 36. . -

S911omam., Robert B., •Teacher Evaluation1 Facts aml Folklore•, 
!!1!, National FJemmtu,: Principal, XLIII (November, 1963), P• JS. 

60wiio•a ! Teacher?, (American Association of School Ad-
m1D1strators., Departn,nt of Classroom teachers of the BEA, and National 
School ~oard1s Association, 1961)1 P• lS. 

61.Howsam, Robert B., Who1a a Good Teacher?, (Burlingame: Cali-
:torm.a Teacher's Association and Board' a Association, 
1960), P• 27. 

62rattu, loc. cit., P• S6. --



difficu1t to measure by the paper and pencil procedures 'ffl>Uld be 

those such as interests, attitudes, appreciations, ability to deal 

11:Lth problems of da:il7 lite, and social se~itivit,-, stated Burton 

and Bruecmer •. 63 As one can plainly- see, besides the influence ot 

the· teacher, there may be lD8ZJ1' other influences such as those pre-

Viousq mentioned 'Which may affect a pupil's gain or achie'V9Dl8nt •. 

I.n addition to the various influences, there have also been 

ftnm.ct'.. to, be certain limitations which make it extremely- difficult 

to evaluate a teacher by the pupil ga4Jl teclmiqua. Honam mentioned 

same ot the numerous limitations of the pupil gain method~ beingr64 

1. It is l1mi ted to the small segments of the educational 

program .which can .be adequateq measured and so is 

nevar a comprehensive measure of the ~acher. 

- 2. Those aspects of the school program to 'Which it can be 

applied may not be the most significant aspects. 

3. Its use is largely restricted to research since to 

use pupil gain measures in school systems 'ffl>Uld tend 

to place undue emphasis on the measured areas of the 

program. 

4. It is never possible to isolate the influence which 

can be attributed 'to a given teacher over a given 

63irorton, William H. and Leo J. Brueckner, loc. cit. --64aowaam., loo. cit • ., P• 28. --
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period··ot··tim. 

5. The imperfections in tests used make it difficult tor 

some pupils and classes to demonstrate satistactor:tq 

gains no matter how effective the teaching. 

6. Pupil gain measures tend to have low reliability (to 

be inconsiswnt) and so to be of doubtful validity. 

7. Researchers, 'With a few exceptions, have not been too 

successful. in demonstrating that the method di.fferenti-

ates bet11aen more and less competent teachers. 

8. The method takes more i.mplediate gains into account, 

but fails to consider the long-term influence on the 

child ( success in later schoolwork or behavior in 

adult lite). 

fSThough elaborate statistical. and experimental methods have 

been developed, no one has yet demonstrated a practical. wa:r ot making 

effectift use of a.pupil-gain criterion m measuring teacher ef-

fectiveness," expressed Fattu.6> 
In summa'rizing, one may- possib]J conclude that each of the 

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

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

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

techniques and the thorough training of the evaluator, one miv- arrive 

6Sp.attu., Nicholas A., tl'feacher Erfactiveneas", NEA Journal, 
L No. 7 (October, 1961), P• 56. -
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at a reasonable judgment of a teacher's effectiveness. As Howsam 

states.,· 11In the f'inal analysis, the validity, reliability., and 

consistency of the evaluation depend not so much on the instruments 

used as on the expertness of the evaluator who uses them.n66 

RECENT RESEARCH AND STUD!§ 

Researchers OV8r the past years have been attempting to 

discover an effectiw method of assessing teacher competence. In 

the early- 19001s the amount ot rese«roh and the number of studies 

conducted in this area wre very- limited. With the earning of the 

years 1913-1917 research started to gain momentum and more recently 

has begun to show evidence of progzess. Howsam states that wJ.tbin 

the past fifty years more than two thousand studies of some signifi-

cance have been reported.67 He points out the fact that e-ven though 

the number of studies has increased the,- haw wry- little to offer 

the evaluator 1d.th respect to 'What be shoald do in a program of 

evaluation. Howaver, he does .mention that they- do offer a great 

~al by the way of' the problems involved in effective evaluation 

and the limitations ot its use. He goes on to state that research 

studies by the hundreds have failed to turn up aDT criterion., or 

66 Hcmsam.., loc. cit. --
67 Hcmsam., Robert B • ., "Teacher Evaluations Facts and Folklore•, 

:£a!. National Elementary Principal, XLIII (November, 1963)., P• 11,.. 
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sets ot criteria, or constellations of criteria 'Which can be used 

to evaluate teachers and that there can be no meaningf'ul stu~ or 

evaluation of teaching until there is a clear definition of the 

nature of the teaching act, E!!.t !!• As om can conclude, research 

has made us aware ot the problems and limitations of evaluation, 

but has failed to coma up w.tth any- concrete evidence to support 

and rec0111l8lld to evaluators a none best method" of evaluation. 

One of the most significant studies conducted on teacher 

evaluation 1n recent years was that 'Which was done by the Besearch 

Division of tba National Education Association in 1963. In this 

stuc\r questiorma.ires were sent to classroom teachers, principals, 

and superintendents throughout the nation. Through the use ot this 

quaaticmnaire the stucv revealed1 (1) current general administrative 

practices in ev&l.uating teachers, ( 2) methods present:cy- 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 questionnaire amounted to 

638 superintendents (91.3 per cent), 826 principals (88.7 per cent), 

and 1,134 teachers (82.7 per cent). 

Far practical. purposes, the results of this stuc:v- 1d.ll be 

divided into three categories: (1) programs for eval.uating class-

room teachers, (2) methods of evaluating teachers, and (3) 'What 

teachers and adrni D1 strators think about evaluation. Also, for 

purposes of this stud.,, 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 

llho an not on trial, but have a continu:1 ng contract). 

Programs~ evalua;ting teachers. The information relating 

to this topic is from the first of three articles written by- the 

Research DJ.vision at the National Education Association. 68 

When classroom teachers participating in this survey- were 

asked whether or not the:, had received an official written evalu-

ation of their teaching only h4.2 per cent could give a det:lm.te 

nyesn, 20.6 per cent wre uncertain., and 35.2 per cent stated that 

they- had not received a -written evaluation •. 

In comparison, principals were asked 11hether or not they had 

condncted formal eval.uaticms of tha teachers in their school systems. 

Table I 1 page 1&3, indicates their responses. Fram such findings it 

was concluded that: (l) probationary- teachers were more likel.7 to be 

formaJ.11' evaluated than continuing teachers, (2) large school systems 

were more likeq to have formal evaluation procedures than wre small 
.. 

school s.,stems, and (3) elementary- teachers •re more like~ to be 

eval.uated formally than •re secondary teachers. 

Principals 1V9l'9 al.so asked 'What methods they used tor reporting 

6l\tational Education Association, Research Division, •Programs 
for Evaluating Teachers•, BEA Besearch Bulletin, XLII No. 3 (October, 
1964), PP• 83-88. . -



their findings to the superintendent. Table II, page 44, shows 

in detail their responses. Conclusions reached on these tindi ng,a 

werea (1) an overwhelming percentage of the principals reported 

their evaluation findings to the superintendent~ other central 

office adm1D1etrator1 (2) a w.ritten analysis or rating form was 

the most usual method of reporting evaluation., and (3) oral reports 

were more commonly used in the smaller school systems (300 to 

2.,I,99) and •re scarcely- ever used in the larger school systems. 

other pertinent information regarding this topic was that in 

smaller school systems 88.4 per cent of the principals sent 

their findings directly to the superintendent, whereas in larger 

school systems only- 12.5 per cent of the principals stated that 

their findings nnt to the assistant superintendent., director of 

personnel., department head., or others). 

In over 90 per cent of the school systems which reported 

they had w.ritten 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 the elementary principals an~ 16.5 per cent of the secondary 

principals reported that they had shared the responsibility of 



TABLE I 

PERCENTAGE OF PRINClPALS CONDUar~~ FORDL 
_ EVALUATIONS OF TEACHERS 

School For For 
enrollment probationary- co~ 
and level teachers teachers 

Enrollment 

Group A 
(25,000 or more) 

1a.o 55.3 

Group B 
(3,000 to 24,999) 

54,o 42.5 

Group C 31.9 .30., 
(300 to 2,999) 

Level 

Elementary- 65.8 Sl.6 
Secondar7 46.8 38.9 
All Schools 53.6 42.2 

69 Ibid.., P• 84. -



TABLE II 

METHODS USED BI PRINCIPALS FOR REPORTmG_EV.ALUATION 
FINDINGS TO THE.SUPERINTENDENT70 

Type For For 
ot probationar, continuing 
report teachers teachers 

Writ-mn ~is or rating 64.9% 52.3% 
form for each teacher 

Written list ot sati~factory- 10.8% 13.1&% 
and unsatisfactory teachers 

Total 'With written reports 15.1% 65.1% 
Oral report., nothing in -writing 13.1% 13.9% 
Not stated 0.3% o.6% 

fot&l principals reporting evalu- 89.1% 80.2% 
ations to superintendent 

70 Ibid., P• 84. -



evaJ.uation 'With other school officials. Figure 1., page 46., shows 

other school personnel who shared wJ. th the school principal the 

responsibility of evaluating probationary teachers. 

When replying to the questiormaire, more than haU of the 

superintendents and principals had sent in samples of the evalu-

ation forms used in their school systems. After these forms 

had been ~edit was found that 80.4 per cent of them 

featured a list of criteria on which the teacher was to be 

rated item by- item (they- usually were to be rated at one ot 

five levels). The evaluative forms., in most cases, al.so 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 general rating other than satisfactory or unsatisfactory. 

or those school systems which had w.ritten evaluations, 

teachers were ini'ormed ot their evaluation by- the methods as 

indicated in Figure 2., page 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 the 

4., 
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superintendents also mentioned the fact that their evaluation pro-

grams had been revised since 1960. Slightly- more than SO per cent 

reported that at the time of the survey their evaluative programs 

•re presently being studied tor possible revision. 

When principal.a were asked if they had been involved With 

the initiation and planning oft.he evaluation program it was noted 

thats (1) only ;3.9 per cent of the principals had participated, 

(2) ori11' 13.6 per cent stated definitely that they did not parti-

cipate, (3) 23.9 per cent •re not certain, and (4) 8.6 per cent 

had no reply-. 'When teachers -were asked if they had participated 

in the p1anmng of the evaluation program only 16. 7 per cent 

reported they- had. Thus, it appears that in~ school systems 

an evaluation program was imposed on teachers and principals with-

out consulting them on the make-up and the workability ot the 

program. 

In this survey it appeared that many school systems seemed 

to lack a set of criteria in 'Which to guide the evaluator of 

teachers. Of the 7;.7 per cent of the principals 'Who reported they 

had written evaluations in their school systems, only 61.4 per cent 

stated that they had officially defined ori teria by which they 

were to evaluate teachers. These criteria were more likely to 

appear in larger school systems than in smaller school systems. 
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Methods evaluating teachers. '!he information regarding 

this particu1ar aspect or teacher evaluation was taken .trom the 

third of three articles w.ntten by the Research Division or the 

National Education Association. 71 

In this stud_y, the Research Di vision assumed that all 

teachers were being evaluated, whether or not they had received a 

written evaluation, because 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 sometimes 

three, 'Whereas continuing teachers v,ere usually evaluated once a 

year. 

When principals were asked in the survey what steps they 

took before making an evaluation of a teacher the following results 

w:re 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 the)" leild conterences 

11:l.th the teacher as a pre11m1nar,- step. Table llI, page SO~ ex-

presses the freque11C7 in which principals observed teachers in their 

classrooms. One of the most important conclusions 'Which may be 

7¾lation&l. Education Association, Research Division, "Methods 
of Evaluating Teachers11 , REA Research Bulletin, XLIII No. 1 (Febru-
ary, 1965), pp~ 12-18.. - .. 
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TABLE III 

FREQUENCY WITH WHICH PRINCIPALS OMERVED TEACHERS 
TEACHING IN THEIR CLASSROOMS 

F?equeney' For For 
of probationary cont:fnuing 
observation teachers teachers 

Regular schedule 21.1% 18.3% 
Occasionalq 63.0% 67 •. 

On request 0.1% 1.8% 
Almost never 2.6% 4.0% 
No probati0Dar7 teachers 4.7% ••••• 
llo reply 1.9% 6.5% 

Tota1 100.0% 100.0% 

so 



arrived at tran. the information presented on the .frequency of 

observations b,- principals is that a large maj·ority of_ the 

principals do not observe teachers on a regular schedule. This 

may be due, perhaps, to the unforeseen responsibilities Which may 

arlse and require the principal.1s time and thus upset such a 

schedule. 

In comparison, teachers were asked how maJJiY times they -were 

observed in their classrooms during the first t,exm of the 1962-63 

school year. Figure 3, page 52, indicates the number of times 

teachers were observed in their classrooms tor a period of five 

minutes or more. Intormation reported by teachers on the number 

of times they were observed showed that: (1) secondary teachers 

· received fner observations, (2) 33.9 per cent of the secondary-

teachers •re not observed at &1J. and only 17.0 per cent. were ob-

served tour or more times, and (3) 20.8 per cent of the elementary 

teachers received no observations 'While 33. 7 per cent received 

four or more which is almost the reverse of the secondary- teacher's 

obsenations. The median number of observations received by 

elementary- teachers was two, whereas for the secondary teachers the 

median number was one. The median length of the most recant obser-

vation was twenty-two minutes and ot these 10.8 per cent of the 

teachers had requested the observation, which shows that they- •re 

aware that they" needed help 1n some aspect of their teaching. 

Approximately' one-fourth of the teachers nre notified of their 
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observation one day in advance. Only- 9.7 per cent of the proba-

ticmar.r teachers and S.4 per cent of the continuing teachers stated 

that classroom observation had an adverse effect on their teacbi ng._ 

Honver, lb..2 per cent of the probatiollal')" teachers and 7.8 per 

cent of the continuing teachers reported an adverse effect on student 

behavior. 

Nearly one-half of the teachers stated that their most recent 

observation was foll0119d by a conference 'With the observer and 

approx:lmateq one-half of the teachers reported that the most recent 

observation had been helpful to them. 

'When principals •re asked how often they- held conferences 

'With teachers after classroom observations it was noted that: 

(1) approximately- 25 per cent of the principa1.s held a conference 

attar each observation, (2) approximately S6 per cent held frequent 

conferences, but not after every observation, and (J) only 2 per cent 

reported that they- did not hold a conference after an observation. 

Teachers are also asked to ·report on the number ot con-

ferences they had 'With the observer which amounted to ten minutes 

or more in length. Their responses are sham in Figure 4, page S4~ 
Conclusions drawn tram the responses to· this question were: (1) the 

median number of conferences was two for probaticmar.r and elementary-

teache.rs and one for continuing and secondary teachers, (2) onl.7 

21.S per cent or the teachers reported having four or more confer-

ences, and (.3) approximately one-third (35 per cent) reported not 

S3 
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having any- conterences at all. 

Another question asked of the principals in the survey was 

'What methods they used to judge a teacher's performance. it they 

did not observe the teacher in the classroom. The responses in-

cluded such methods as: (l) contacts With the teacher outside of 

the classroom, (2) pupil achievement records, (3) parents• comments 

about the teacher, (4) reports from other supervisory personnel, 

(S) the teacher's professional activities and graduate. work, 

( 6) appearance 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 likel.J"•to feel.that such methods of evaluation 

are unfair or incomplete unless they supplement objective procedures 

of evaluation. 

Information regarding required written self'~val.uations 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 'W1'i tten 

salt-evaluation. This practice was found to be more common in large 

school systems than in small school systems and more common in 

elementary schools than in secondary schools • 

. When teachers nre asked if they nre given the professional 

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 al.so noted that teachers 'Who had received 'Written evaluations 

'Were more likely' to receive help than teachers as a group and that 

secondary- teachers ·•re 1east likal7 to receive the necessary- help 

and guidance. Teachers also made it evident that often help was 

given OlU1" atter it was repsted and 12.4 per cent of the teachers 

stated that the assistance they were given was either too little or 

too late. 

What teachers and administrators thi%lk about evaluation. - ---- ............... ___ --- --- -----
Information regarding this topic of teacher evaluation was 

talam. from the second of three articles -written by the Research Di- · 

vision of the National Education Association. 72 

In this survey a question put to all superintendents, prin-

cipals, and teachers was: 11Does your present system ot evaluation 

enable administrators to make a sound evaluation of a teacher's 

work?• Conclusions drmm tram the ·replies to this question were1 

(l) superintendents had more confidence in their school system's 

program or evaluation than did principals, ( 2) teachers had less 

confidence in the evaluation program than did superintendents or 

principals, (3) persomiel in small school systems were less satis-

fied with evaluatiw programs than personnel in large school systems, 

72~ational. Education· Association, Research Division, tlffllat 
Teachers and Administrators Think About Evaluation", NBA Research 
Bulletin, XLII No. 4 (December., 1964), PP• 108-lll. -



and (4) 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 cant of the princi-

pals gave a negative response., whereas 24.9 per cent of the teachers 

gave a negatiw resp011Se. Other important conclusions drnn regarding 

the soundness of evaluation programs are: (1) more elementary-

principals (29 per cent) expressed doubt in teacher· evaluation than 

secondary principals ( 22.2 per cent), ( 2) more secondary teachers 

(S4.7 per cent) expressed d~t 1n iieacher evaluation than elementary 

teachers (36.3 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, principal.a, and 

teachers wast UWhat desirable outcomes from the program of teacher 

evaluation have you observed in your school system?11 The most 

frequent response for all three groups was that evaluation stimu-

lated ef'f orts to improve instruction.. Teachers believed that they 

had improved in classroom instruction, because if' they knew they 

•re going to be evaluated they 'Were more alert. Teache~ also 

stated they had improved due to the tact that their naknesses 

•re pointed out and they 'W8l'e shown ways in which they could 

improve. Other desirable outcomes noted •re: (1) good rapport 

between teachers and adm1trletration, (2) recognition of good teaching 

S7 



'Which improved the moral.e ot the staff, and (3) use ot evaluation 

to ~d the school system ot incompetent teachers. 

Howeftr., not all comments on the desirable outcome ot 

evaluation nre found to be favorable. In tact., one-fourth of 

the teachers stated that there nren I t aey desirable outcomes of 

evaluation. !lajor criticisms ware that the evaluation was not 

accurate and that the adurinistration was too busy to do an effectiw 

job ot eval.uat:ing. Principals also criticized the program of eval.u-
- . 

ation. Their main criticisms wre the lack of time to make sound 

evaluations and the lack of c0DJDDrn1cation bet.en the teacher and 

the administrator. 

The complete survey did show., heaver., 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 

planmng such a program and setting up realistic criteria. Additional 

time must be given to the training of evaluators and to the expl&-

nation of the program to the professional staff. Fina.l.J.7, sufficient 

time must be spent in the administering of the evaluation program. 

Most persons work:1ng under such a program of evaluation seemed 

to agree that it was 1mll worth the effort involved because of the 

improvements which •re brought about in classroom teaching. 



CHAPl'ER III 

HISTORY OF BLOOMINGTON AND ITS EIJi36ENTARY SCHOOIS 

The City of Bloomington, in Hennepin County-., is located in 

the southeastern part of Mumesota. The city proper encompasses 

as area ot.42.9 square miles. The 1linnesota River provides m.oom-
ington•a irregular boundary' on the south and east., County Road 18 

bounds it on the 11est., and 78th Street South bounds it on the north • 

. It is _approximately- the same distance (]$ miles) fran the main 

business districts of both llinneapolis and St. Paul. Figure S, 
page 60, shon a detailed map of the City of Bloanington along 

'id.th its school boundaries-. 

-Bloomington became a city on December 9, 1960., with a popu-

lation of so.,168. By l96S Bloomington's population had grown to 

66,S)a individuals. Figure 6, page 61, ahoa Bloomington~& rapid 

population growth. Two important characteristics of the present 

population are that over So per cent are under twenty--one years of 

age and that nearly one-halt ot 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 alwaJS wanted 

the best educaticmal facilities available for their children. As 

early as 18lu a school was established by- the missionary., Gideon 

Pond. This school was intended primarily for the Dakota Indians 
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Census Figures 

Year Population 

1930- 2,655 

1940- 3,747 

1950- 9,902 

1~60-50,714 

1965--66,542 
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in the region, but children of the early settlers are taught there 

also. Since 18SS, 'When the first public school was opeMd 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 oormmrni ty o:t Bloomington. These six schools provided an 

education tor children through the eighth grade. Students 'who 

wJ.shed to continue With a high school education enrolled in the 

lf:1.nmapolis Public Schools. Travel to lfinneapolis 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 distriots l'R3re com-

bimd into one and a building which would h0l188 grades one through 

twelve was constructed. This marked the beginning of secondary 

education in Bloomington. ·The school enrollment of Bloomington 

grew slowly be_teen the. years of 1918 and 1925 reaching a population 

of only three lmndred students. By 1935 the school enrollment had 

almost doubled and so had the teaching staff. In 194,, there were 

nearly seven hundred students and tanty-three teachers. Figure 8, 

page 64, shows B1oomington1s elementary student population growth 

and Figure 9, page 65., shows Bloomington's elementary teachiDg 

personnel growth. 

Within the next five years {194,-1950) the Bloomington 

School District absorbed two more smaller districts. The need for 
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additional. classrooms was met lri.th the construction of the first 

separate elementary school. However, this still did not provide 

an ample number of classroams for the enormous enrollment of 

elementary- students• As a result, the Bloomington Elementary 

Schools were forced to go on 11split shifts" with grades one through 

toar. Almost every successive year for the next ten years bond 

issues were approved by- the citizens and more large elementary 

schools appeared. In 1960, four elementary schools •re ope:ned 

and in 1962 another five elementary schools were completed. With 

the inception of the 1962-63 school year Bloomington eliminated 

the 11split shift" schedule. Three additional elementary buildings 

were· completed b 1962. 73 The John F. Kenne~ Senior High School 

was completed in 1965 and became the second high school in the 

district. During this period of time additional rooms 'W8re also 

built on three existing elementary- schools. The student enroll-

ment in the fall of 1965 was near 191000 of which 11.,llal were 

elementary school students.74 

73 11The Social Studies for Grade VI'1, Unpublished 
Curriculum Guide of the Bloomington Public Schools, BloomiJJgton, 
11:Lnnesota., 1964, P• 16 •. 

7h~~---- "Enrollments-Bloomington Public Schoolsfl, 
Unpublished Cens11S and Enrollment Tabillation of the Bloomington 
Public Schools, Bloomington, Minnesota, 1964, P• 1 •. 
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OF TEACHER EVALUATION DI TH&: BLOOMINGTON 
EIEMENTARY SCHOOLS 

From the coneeption of the Bloamington Elementary- Schools 
I 

until the 19S0-Sl school year teacher evaluation within the school 

system had been basically informal and subjective in nature. Any 

judgments 'Which were made on a teacher's effectiveness are based 

on impressions ratMr 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. HOW8ver, 

teachers are not aware or inf o:nned that such year-end evaluations 
I 

mre being conducted by- the administration. The n.sults of these 

first evaluations were kept solely in each principal• s office, but 

•re later requested be sent to the superintendent• s office. During 

this period ot time !formal observation forms also cams into existence. 

Such observation forms, liknise, are not made lmown to the teachers. 

Observations iand evaluations of teachers vere conduc~d in 

such a manner wi. thout the teacher• s knowledge until approximately 

1958. The Bloomington teachers then requested that they- be allowed 

to see such forms and the judgments llbich were made on their teach-

ing~ This desire of the Bloomington teachers 1IU presented to the 

Superintendent ot Schools.by the sal.ary- committee ot the Bloomington 

Jducatitm Associatidn. Shorlily therea.tter, the Bloomington Mrni nis-

trative Council took this wish of the teachers into consideration 
I 

and discussed it at length. The J.dm1 n1 strati ve Council soon reached 
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the decision that if the resu1 ts or the admi ni etrator• s eva1.uation 

of the teacher were! to be shown, then the teacher must conduct a 

sell-evaluation using the same form and the results of both evalu-

ations (the administrator's end the teacher's) would be compared 

and discussed freely. If there was agreement and satisfaction o:t 

both parties regard.µJg the evaluation each form. was to be signed 

by the teacher and the administrator. 

As observations and evaluations continued it was required 
I 

that some of the criteria used on the forms bad to be revised and 

additional criteria included so as to make the forms more compre-

hensive.. It mq be well to point out at this time that the criteria 

used on all observation and evaluation forms had been prepared by 
I 

adm1n:istrative personnel. Teachers were not involved in the prepa-

ration of any- observation or evaluative forms. 

Soon procedures and guidelines tor the completion of the 

evaluative forms were handed dawn from the superintendent's office. 
i 

Figure 101 page 69, ·shows the guidelines used for completing evalu-

ation forms. The Personnel Policies Handbook: ot the Bloomington 
i Schools shortly thereafter included a section on teacher evaluation 

'Wb:l.ch stated, "An annual evaluation of the professional staff will 

be made throughout the Bloomington Schools.n7S 

7S "Persoxmel Policies", Unpublished Handbook of 
the Bloamington Public Schools, Bloamington, K:Lnnesota, 196.3, 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: 

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

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

3. 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. 

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

5. 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 11 11 on two copies (a pink 

- ancla------ym:-low she-et) before L- - · 

3. The t2acher shall fill in in reproducible ink his part of the evaluation form 
using II X II on his copy (a white sheet) before the conference. 

4. 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.) 

5. The teacher shall sign the appropriate place on the yellow sheet of the evalu~ 
ation form :i,.ndicating that he has seen and has had the opportunity to discuss 
the evaluation with the prinr.ipal. 

6. The yellow she-et with the 
Superintendent of Schools 
retained by the teacher . 
principal's office . 

principal's signature should be in the office of the 
no later than February 15. The white sheet may be 
The pink sheet should be completed and filed in the 

Note: In the event that a teacher has resigned, an evaluation by the principal only is 
required -, 
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Type of Form 

DLOOMINGTON FUBLIC SC:HOOLS 

GUIDE FOR PRINCIPALS AND TEACHERS 
TEACHER EVALUATION FORM 

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

~urpose of Evaluation Form 

It is the purpose of this evaluation to: 

1 , Help each teacher jmprove and grow professionally by: 
(a) Providing the teacher with an opportunity to express how well he is doing 

his work . 
(b) Assist i ng principals in determining the areas jn which supervisory leader ... 

ship can bec ome 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. 

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 wit,h the principal. 

3. Such special personnel as principals, assistant principals, psychologists and 
~ounselors are to be evaluated by the major administrator under whom they work, 

How to 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 teacherts ability to change student behavior as the 
teacher assumes the roles of instructioniil 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 

llhich would given an indication of the teacher's effectiveness. On 

this form was also found an area in 'Which the principal could make 

connn.ents on the teacher I a strengths and weaknesses. 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 yea:r the principal 

would review the teacher observation reports and proceed to com-

plete a year-end evaluation on each teacher. A conference would 

then be held with the teacher where both the teacher's and the 

principal' a eval.uations would be compared and discussed. After 

such a conference the teacher and the principal would sign each 

other 1s 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 ii' whether or not the Blooming-

ton teachers were satisfied 'With the present method of evaluation. 

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 I Art I Heal th\ Language\ Musicj Phy .Ed. ~eading l Science\ Social S tudiesl Spelling\Writing \ 

TOPICS OF LESSONS: 

,_,~eat, ventilation . . . . . . .. 
ffi ~ights, shades ..•....•• 

Seating (arrangement and fitting) 
Lockers or wardrobes ..•••• 

z 
§ 
,-l 
0 
@ 
u 
V) 

,-l 

Floor . . . . . . . . . . 
Sink . . . . . . . 
System in pafsing papers, etc. 
Organizing pupil movements 
Orderly storage of materials 
Interruptions and how handled 

\... 

Selection of subject matter. 
Organization of subject matter 

. 

. 

Definiteness of aim . . 
Skill - Presentation 

., 

. 

. 

. 

for this observation Use X for esti~ate 
1 2 3 4 3 

~Undesirable _I)esira_t>le 
. . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . --. . . 
-. . . 

. . . 

. . 
I . i 

;:g Skill - Questioning, leading discussion l~--------+------+-------1-------t---------'' 
8 Skill in assignment . . 

Children's response . 
g Attention tn cu!r~culum suggestions 

Evidence of new ideas V) 
;:; Correction of papers 

Writing - spelling 
Bulletin boards .. 
Use of chalk boards, audio-visual, etc. 
Attention to individual needs-grouping 

Voice . . 
...l Dress . 
;:g 
0 
Cll 

Mannerisms 
Grammar 
Personality with children 
Energy, vitality, health 

FIGURE ll 

REPORT ON CLASSROOM OBSERVATION 

No opportunity 
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( ) 
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( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
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( ) 
( ) 

( ) 
( \ 

( ) 
( . ) 
(- ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ' ) 

( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
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CHECK ALONG THE LINE THE POINT YOU BELIEVE: 

1. The type of PUPIL INDEPENDENCE of action reflected by 

I I I 
e pupils was ·: 

I · I .. I. 
Operated only on 
detailed teacher 
instruction. 

Teacher 
present. 
operated 
ently. 

needed to be 
Only a few 

independ-

Class ranged from the 
very self-sufficient 
to very de ndent. 

Most pupils went 
along independently. 

Class was self-
sufficient and self-
governing. 

2. The type of ROOM ATMOSPHERE reflected in the pupils att·tudes was: 

I . I I I I 
Class was restricted Most indicated that Class was ::wread from Only some individuals Class was pleasant, 
and repressive. they didn't enjoy 

school. 

3. The type of ROOM DISCI PLINE most needed was: 

a few very unhappy seemed unhappy but friendly, and helpful 
to a few very happy and were included in all to one another. It was · · 
enthusiast·c children. activitie~. a relaxed situation. 

Firm and strict. Some relaxing periods. Class inci ents in- Had to speak to only Class needed no · 
a couple individuals. censureship. frequent~y appened. 

4. The type of STUDY HABl'l'S exhibited by pupils was: 

Pupils were disin-
terested. 

Pupils weren't especi- ·Pupils were interested Some individuals Pupil~-were highly 
.. ally interested. . but alert to other teetered betwe·s°: work interested iµ work. 

activities aa well. and other activities. 

5. OUTSTANDING POINTS OBSERVED: .AREA NEEDING ATTENTrmj: 

a. ----------------------
b. ---'---------------------
c. -----------------------
d. 

e. 

FIGURE 11 

REPORT ON CLASSROOM OBSERVATION 



I 
! 
H 

i ; 
I 

I 
i 

I 
I 

t-J:j 

i 

'TEACfn;.R : Last Name Flrst ScnooI Grade or Subject 

TEACHER EVALUATION FORM - BLOOMINGTON ELEMENTARY SCHOOIS - 19~4-A5 
Copies: Yellow - for Superintendent 

Pink - for Principal 
White - for Teacher 

TRAITS 
, 
1. RESOURCEFULNESS IN USING THE PHYSICAL PLANT • I • I ••• 

gl 2 • DISCIPLINE IN ALL EDUCATIONAL SITUATIONS • • , , • • • • 
J, ADEQUACY AND PROMPTNESS OF RECORDS AND REPORTS • • • • • 
4. STIMULATION OF STUDENTS BY ROOM ENVIRONMENT • • • • • • , 

UNDERSTANDING AND EFFECTIVE GUIDANCE OF STUDENTS PROBLEMS 

6. ORGANIZING CHILDREN INSTRUCTIONALLY • • • • • • • • • • • s 11. SELECTION OF CONTENT • , , • 
en 8. ORGANIZATION OF CONTENT , • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • 

I 9. DEFINITENESS OF AIM • • • • I I I I I e I • • • • 

E-c 

10. PREPARATION OF DAILY LESSON ••••••• • • , , , , • • 

11. KNOWLEDGE AND UTILIZATION OF RESOURCE MATERIAIS • • , • , 

12. EFFECTIVE USE OF SUPPLIES AND MATERIAIS •. , , • , • • • 1 

13, UTILIZATION OF TECHNIQUES OF MOTIVATION AND STIMULATION 1 

14. EVIDENCE OF NEW IDEAS • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • , 
15. SKILL IN EVALUATING. TESTING, AND DIAGNOSING • • , , •• §g,. " 
16. TACT AND COOPERATION WITH STUDENTS., PARENTS, FACULTY • , H 

5 17. RESPONSE TO ADMINISTRATIVE SUGGESTIONS • , , • • • • , • 

1

18. LlADERSHIP: Wil.LINGNESS AND PERFORMANCE 1 , , , . • • , , 

-~ 19. GROWTH AS A STUDENT, TEACHER, AND EOUCATIONAL PARTICIPANT ; 
E-t 

-~ 

I 

20, WRITING, SPELLING AND LANGUAGE USAGE • , 1 • 1 , , ., •• 

21. ATTITUDE AND ETHICS • • • • • • , · • , • , • , • • , • • • 

22. EFFORT AND DEVOTION TO WORK EXCEEDING MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS 
23, NEATNESS AND APPROPRIATENESS OF APPEARANCE , , • , , , , 

24. PROMPTNESS AND ATTENDANCE ••• , •••• , • •••••• 
2,5, PERSONALITY TO GIVE STUDENTS WORTHWHILE INSPIRATION • , • 
' 

Date 

EF 38a ... "l6L. 

Super- Aver• 
ior :Strong ae:e Fair 

Signature of Teacher 

Signature of Principal 

Inade-
1quate 

" 

'~ 

/ 



survey. The resuJ.ts are as follows: 

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

2. 145 .felt the evaluation was helpfuJ. for self-evaluation 
lJ.9 felt the evalua.tion was of no significant value 

3. 215 wanted to go over the evaluation with the principal 

73 

35 did not want to go over the evaluation with the p~ncipal 

4. 116 favored having teachers with over two years of experi-
ence in Bloomington not participate in evalua.tion 

135 opposed such a proposal unless an evaluation couJ.d be 
requested by the teacher or principal 

The survey was accepted as indicating that the Bloomipgton 

teachers were • satisfied nth 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 -wi. th less than two years of experience in Bloomington 

now had to participate in the year-end evaluation. Teachers 'With 

tm or more years o.f experience had only to sign a form which stated 

that the teacher had satisfactorily compl eted the current teaching 

assigrnnent. Figure 13, page 74, 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 wouJ.d be followed. 



Cl 

tD~ ;~ ij! 
Ot-3 

C/) ~, -~ 

I;: 
g]~ 

Ii 
ta 
t-3 
iij 

(MAKE IN DUPLICATE ) 
(Principal retains one copy ) 

IBHL,(O) (0) MIJI INl'<Gi 'lt' <O> INI' PW 1m lL.,JI CC: $ CC: Jm(O)<D) IL.,$ 

8900 Queen Avenue South 
Bloomington, Minnesota 55431 

(One copy for Superintendent) 
( via As s1 st ant Su pe rint en dent) 

FRED M. ATKINSON 
Superintendent 

JP>irnmteiii:p,.all.s;' ffiep>@rtt <ll>m 'lrea.c::lners, Wlln@ Imai.we 
'l[' a:1J11m futt iim 1t Hn e Im n (ll)@mDlii.mg tt CiDm $ (C HnCiD(lJ) D. $ 

'][' w, CiD <ID n- Ml@ n-e We ai. Jr s, 

Date ____________ _ 

School 

Teacher 

This certifies there has been no significant 
change in the evaluation made of the above 
teacher on 

(Date) 

(Signed) ----------------(Principal) 

(Signed) ---------------(Teacher) 

NOTE: Each teacher may request a reevaluation if he/ she feels 
there has been a significant change in his/her teaching 
effectiveness. 

524 65Agl300gl 700r 



CHAPrER IV 

RESULTS OF THE STUDY 

It was the opinion ot the author that the most appropriate 

method for obtaining intormation for purposes of this sudy would be 

by a qmationnaire. Therefore, it was necessary to adopt the follow-

ing procedure tor collecting data which was nee dad for the completion 

of this stud;y-. 

:!l!!_ technigue B!!!! 12 gather Through the use of a 

questionnaire information regarding teacher evaluation was sought 

from teachers and principals who were presently employed by the 

Bloomington Elemantary Schools. From this information it was to 

be determined whether or not the questions raised by teachers 1'ib.o 

had misgivings about evaluation were characteristic of the majority-

of the Bloomington elementaiy teachers. 

The questionnaires 'Which nre used in this survey wen, repro-

. duced on a duplicating machine tor a matter of convenience and to 

conserve time and expense. Om form of the questionnaire 'Which 

contained fifteen questions was sent to the Bloomington Elemantaiy 

School Principals and another fo:rm which contained tourteen questions 

was sent to the Bloomington Element&r7 School Teachers. Teacher 

respondents to the questicmnaire •re limited to the "Senior Teachertt 

in each grade area at the buildings. 

All questions used in the survey instrument wre of the 



selection, completion, or rank order type. In most instances, 

h01Vaver., the respondent had oncy to check the appropriate answer. 

At the conclusion of the questionnaire additional space was pro-

vided tor the respondent to make comments if he wished to do so. 

A capy of each questionmd re is found in the Appendix. 

Accampanying each Qll18Stionna1re a cover letter 1'ibich 

stated the purpose of the stud1", the sponsor, and the date by llhich 

it 'was.· to be returned in a self-addressed envelope. 

Per cent ot returns. Questi-onn&ir•s •re sent through the --- . . 

Bloomington school mail to the six senior teachers in each ele-

mentary school and to their building principal. In the first 

ma1J1ng 100 ot the 108 senior teachers responded far a 92 • .$ per 

cent return. Of the 16 elementary principals surve19d, on:cy- 12 

responded with the first mailing. This was due to the fact, as 

the author later tound out, that tour principals are not notified 

that the Assistant Superintendent of the Bloomington Element&rJ" 

Schools had given his approval for conduction such a survey. It 

was shortly thereafter that all 16 elementary principals responded 

to the questionnaire tor a 100 per cent return. The author 1188 

extremely satisfied w1 th the total number ot returns from both the 

Bloomington Elementary School teachers and principal.a. 

!!!!, questionnaire findings. When teachers were asked to 

state the extent of their educational tra1n1ng it was noted thata 
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(l) Oliq l per cent of the Bloomington elementary teachers had two 

years of education, ( 2) the largest percentage ( 70 per cent) bad 

.tram a Bache1or•s Degree to a Bache1or•s Degree plus 26 quarter 

hours of credit, and (3) 4 per cent had a Master's Degree or its 

equivalent. When the principals responded to the item perta1ning 

to the extent of their training it was found that: (1) 18.?S 
per cent had Oliq a Master's Degree or its equivalent, (2) $6.25 

per cent of the principals had from a Master's Degree to a llaster•s 

De~ plus 29 quarter hours of credit, and (3) 6.2$ per cent bad a 

Master's Degree plus 4S quarter hours of credit or more. 

The average number of ,ears of classroom ta~ experience 

amounted to 10.2 years tor the Bloomington Elementary- School teachers 

and 8.6 years tor the elementary principals. Figure 14, page 78, 

indicates the classroom teaching experience of teachers .and principals 

in the Bloomington Ele:mentar.r Schools. It was also found that. the 

elemantar.r principals had an average of 7 .3 years of a&ri nistrative 

experience of which 6 years ware as a principal in the BloomiJlgton 

Elementary Schools. 

When the teachers and principals were asked 'What the most 

important outcomes of an evaluation should be it was noted that; 

(1) 89 per cent of the teachers and 93.75 per cent of the principals 

stated that the most important outcome of evaluation shou1d be the 

improvement of instruction, {2) Oliq 2 per cent of the teachers and 

none of tbe principals thought that the outcome should be for rating 
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or comparing teachers, and (3) 9 per cent of the teachers and 

6.2.$ per cent of the principals thought that the outcome of 

evaluation should be for both. Figure 1$, pap 80, shcntB the 

per cent of teachers and p~ipals 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 improvement of instruction. 

Teachers and principals li91'9 also asked how often the7 
. thought an evaluation should be conducted during the school year. 

Figure 16, page 81, indicates their responses to such a question. 

The results show that S3 per cent.of the elementary- teachers and 

81.25 per cent of the elementaey principals favor oonducting 

evaluations as often as they are needed. This in turn would imply 

that those teachers needing the most assistance and guidance in 

classroom instruction vmuld 1possibly be evaluated more often than 

those teachers not needing as much assistance. 

When responses 'W8re 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. 7S per cent) favored using both in evalu-

ation. Figure 17, page 82, indicates the percentage_s of teachers 

and principaJ.s favoring objective, subjective, or both procedures 

in evaluation. 

In response to the question of haw often a teacher should 
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be observed during the school yea:r it was found that over half of 

the Bloomington Elementary School teachers and principals answered 

-with 3-4 times during the year. However, it must also be pointed 

out that more than one-£ ourth 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 IT, page 84, gives the per cent 

of teachers and principals w.i..th the number of observations per year 

which they recommended. Table IV also reveals that the actual mun-

ber of observations conducted by 75 per cent of the elementary 

principals was 3-4 a yea:r which is exactly 'What the majority of 

teachers and principals had recommended. 

The Bloomington Elementary School teachers and principals 

1'8re 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 l the 

most important): (1) classroom teaching procedures and methods, 

(2) pupil growth, (3) professional attitudes and responsibilities, 

(4) use of the physical plant and equipment, (5) personal inter-

action with the staff and the administrator, (6) adhering to school 

policy, (7) personal appearance, and (8) participation in extra-

cUITicular activities. Table V, page 85, gives an indication of 

the importance of the criteria which may be used in evaluation as 

stated by teachers. When the elementary principal ts answers to 

the question on the importance of criteria were recorded it was 
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TABLE IV 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE RECOWJENDED NUMBER OF CLASSROOll 
OBSERVATIONS PER IEAR AS REPORTED BY TEACHERS 

AND PRINCIPALS OF THE BLOOMINGTON 
ELEMENTARY SCHOOJ.B 

'reacher's Principal'& Actual. Number 
Recommendation Recommendation BT Principals 

84 

Observations Number Per cent Number Per cent Number Per cent 

1-2 28 28 0 0 0 0 

3-4 51 51 9 S6 12 15 
5-6 11 11· 4 2S 3 19 

7-8 s 5 0 0 0 0 

9·or more 5 5 2 13 0 0 

No reply 0 0 l 6 l 6 

Total 100 100 16 100 16 100 



TABIE V 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DIPORTANCE OF CRITERIA USED IN EVALUATI_ON AS 
REPORTED BY .TEACHERS OF THE · BLOOM"J:NGTON EI,EMENTARY SCHOOLS 

Order ol' Importance 
Criteria 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total. Rank 

Personal Appearance 0 l 6 10 19 16 28 ·20 625 7 

Personal Interaction l .3 ,17 30 22 18 8 l 460 5 
Classroom Procedures 55 39 4 0 2 -0 0 0 l.15 l 

Use o£ Plv'sical Plant 0 4 20 21 lS 27 11 2 1'22 4 
Pro.fessional Attitude 3 ll 36 22 17 7 4 0 376 3 

Adhering to Policy 0 l 8 16 20 20 28 7 h92 6 

Participation in Extra-
curricul-ar Activities 0 0 0 l 3 12 19 6$ 744 8 

Pupil Growth h1 41 9 0 2 4 2 l 206 2 



noted that they placed the importance of the criteria as being 

(number 1 the most important)I (1) classroan teaching procedures 

and. methods, ( 2) professional attitudes and responsibilities, 

(3) personal interaction with the staff and the adm1n:!strator., 

(4) pupil growth., CS) adhering to school policies, (6) use ot the 

phpical plant and equipment., (7) personal appearance., and 

(8) ·participation in extra--curricular activities. Table VI, page 

87, shows the principal1s responses in placing evaluative criteria 

in their order of_importance. Conclusions reached on the preceding 

results are that both teachers and principals of Bloomington 

Elementary Schools agree that the most important criterion in 

evaluation 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" 94 per cent ot the teachers and principals responded with 

"both the teacher and the principal.u Figure 18, page 88, shows 

the per cent ot teachers and principals regarding their replies 

to 'Who should be ~olved in an eval.uation.. 

In respODBe to the question l1hich asked the basis of com-

par:l.son upon which a teacher be evaluated it was noted that 82 per 
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TABLE VI 

AN .ASSESSMENT OF THE llfPORT.ANCE OF CRITERIA USED IN EVALUATION AS 
REPORTED BY PRINCIPALS OF THE BLOOMINGTON EI,EMENTARY SCHOOLS 

Order of Importance 
Criteria 1 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 Total Rank 

Personal. Appearance 0 0 1 2 1 4 2 6 102 7 

Personal Interaction 0 3 5 4 3 1 0 0 58 3 

Classroom Procedures 14 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 23 1 

Use of Physical Plant 0 l 1 3 0 4 6 1 91 6 

Professional Attitude 0 9 4 2 0 0 1 0 45 2 

Adhering to Po1icy 0 1 0 3 7 4 0 1 81 5 
Participation in Extra-

6 6 curricul.ar Activities 0 0 0 0 1 .3 11.3 8 

Papil Growth 2 2 5 l .3 0 l 2 63 4 
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cent of the teachers replied 'With na teacher~s own abilities, capa-

bilities, and sell-improvement," 'Whereas 66. 67 per cent of the 

principals replied with ••past teachers which the principal has 

evaluated and known to be etfective teachers." The teacher1s 

responses to this question may stem from the fact that they, as 

individuals, usually' prefer to be compared to themselves and not 

to others. Table VII, p~ 901 indicates the per cent o£ ele-

mentary teachers and principals with their replies to the basis 

of comparison for evaluating teachers. 

To determine whether or not the principals of the Bloomington 

Elementary Schools bad any' educational background in judging teacher 

competence it was asked if they had had arq college courses during 

their post graduate work which dealt with the subject of measuring 

teacher effectiveness. It was found tha~ 43.75 per cent of the 

principals had taken some form of ~ourse work on measuring teacher 

effectiveness 'While 56.25 per cent had not. 

The principal.a of the Bloomington Elementary Schools -were 

then asked to number in their order of importance only those ways 

in which they used the results of teacher evaluation (number one 

was the most important). ~sponses to this item indicated that 

principals in the Bloomington Elementary Schools use the results 

of an eval..uation m&i n] y for the improvement of classroom instruc-

tion and least of al.l for re-employment or dismissal .. Table VIII, 

page 91, shows the principal.ts replies perta:,ning to the use of 
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TABm VII 

THE BASIS FOR COMPARJSON OF AN ASSESSMENT 
OF 4 TEACHER'S EVALUATION AS REPORTED 

BY TEACHERS ilD PRmCIPAIB OF THE 
BLOOMINGTON EI~ARY SCH()QLC) 

Evi.tuation Based on Per cent of' 
· Comparison of Teachers 

Teachers in the grade area and building O 

All teachers in the build1Dg 3 

All teachers in the school system l 

Past teachers 'Which the principal 14 
has evaluated and are lmown to be 
effective teachers 

A teacher•a own abilities, capabilities, 82 
and self-improvement 

Total 100% 

90 

Per cent of 
P.rincipala: 

0 

0 

0 

67 

33 

I 

100% 



TABLE VIII 

AN ASSESSMENT OF HOW ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS USE THE RESULTS OF EVALUATION 
AS REPORTED BI PRINCIPALS OF THE BLOOMINGTON ELEMENTARY SCHCXX$ 

(n a J.6) 

Order of Importance No 
Results Used For 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total Rank Ref!z 
Be-employment or 
Dismissal 0 8 1 3 1 0 36 6 3 
Rating or 
Comparing Teachers 0 0 2 0 0 3 24 4 11 

Promotion or 
Demotion 0 l 2 0 -1 l 19 2 11 

Improvement o:t 
16 l 0 Instruction 16 0 0 0 0 0 

Transfer or Change 
of Assignment 0 2 4 0 1 0 21 3 9 

Appointment to 
Special Tasks 0 3 1 3 l 0 26 8 



the results of teacher evaluation. 

The concluding question on the questionnaire asked both the 

teachers and the princi~al.s to 'What extent they believed teacher 

evaluation in the Bloomington Elementary- Schoo~ had improved a 

teacher's effectiveness. Approximately one-fourth of the teachers 

and one-third of the principals stated that the teacher's effective-

ness had "definitely" improvedJ more than one-half' of the teachers 

and two-thirds of the principals stated "to some degree"; and 

teachers o~ (20 per cent) stated that a teacher• s effectiveness 

had not improvad at an. Figure 19., page 93, gives the percentage 

ot teacher's and principal1s responses in relation to how evaluations 

have improved a teacher• a effectiveness. 

When comments are solicited from the Bloomington elementary-

teachers and principals at the end of the questionnaire it surprised 

the author to find that most comments were made by the principals. 

Some ot the most pertinent comments on teacher evaluation are listed 

as followsa 

1. Time is a factor in observing classroom teachers. 

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

pal' a past observations of teachers affect his 

present evaluations. 

3. Without evaluation I have seen teachers remain at 

the same level simply because they had no idea 

how good or poor they were. 
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4. The most effective teacher evaluation should 

follow classroom observation. Ir this is done 

effectively', then no further evaluation is 

necessary. 

S. Teachers need assurance that they- are doing a 

good job. 

6. An evaluation should be the culm:I nation ot all the 

experiences a teacher has had for the school year. 

It should not be the first attempt to improve 

situations, nor the end ~esult of a poor year in 

the field of educational experiences. 

7 • The observation f ollow-u;p is the most important 

aspect of teac~r evaluation. 

8. 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 act as a screening device for those who 

should continue in the teaching profession. 

9. Attitude and mutual respect of both parties play 

a great part in a teacher's evaluation. 

10. In order to change a_ teacher's methods, a teacher 

must be w1JJing to try new ideas suggested by- the 

supervisor. 

ll. Evaluation by a checklist or rating scale is not 

94 



good as it tends to demoralize a teacher i.t he is 

not rated hi~. 

12. Each teacher wants to feel that he is a very good 

teacher and that feeling for the most part should 

be protected. 

13. Supervisors and teachers should talk informally 

about the classroom., the children., and the program. 

A detailed list is not necessary either in obser-

vations or evaluations. 

14. Perhaps in the first year or two there is a value 

in pointing out to the teacher his 'Weaknesses., but 

not past that point. There should be the one 

exception of course---'that of. sufficient knowledge 

on all sides before a dismissal. 

FinaJJ7., teachers -were asked if there had been any change in 

their evaluations as they transferred from one school to another 

within the Bloomington 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 wre lower., and (.3) .31 per cent of the teachers stated that 

their evaluations v;ere higher. One major conclusion which can be 

arrived at from the preceding results is that approx:l.mate11" one-

third of the teachers noticed a significant positive change in 

their evaluations as they transferred from. one school to another. 
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This ma7 be due, perhaps, to the fact that teachers usually become 

better and more effective teachers with additional. experience. 



CHAP.rER V 

SUJl4ARY, CONCLUSIONS:, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

It was the author's major purpose throughout this stuey-

to present information 'Which might assist in clarifying any- miscon-

ceptions or misunderstandings of teacher evaluation. Even though 

the information presented in this stuc%r 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 o£ teacher evaluation. 

SUMMARY OF THE Fnmmos 

In this stu~ a questionnaire 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 questionnaire. On the 

teacher's and principal.1s questionnaires were found questions 

regarding& (1) the outcomes of evaluation, (2) the frequency of 

observations and evaluations, (3) the importance.of criteria in 

evaluation, (4) objective and subjective procedures in evaluation, 

(5) the basis tor canparison in evaluation, and ( 6) teacher im-

provement as a result of an evaluative program. From the results 

of such questions the major findings of the previous chapter are 

listed below. 



l. Outcomes _2! Evaluation. Approximately- 90 per cent o:t 

the teachers and principals of the Bloanington Elementary Schools 

stated that the most important outcome o£ teacher evaluation should 

be the improvement of instruction. 

2. Freg.uenoz ,2! Evaluations. Over one-half of the teachers 

and over three-fourths of the principals reported that teacher evalu-

ations should be conducted as often as they are needed. 

3. Freguency Observations. Three to tour observations a 

year was preferred by over one-half of the moomington teachers and 

principals. 

4. !!!! .2! Objective !ru! Subjective Procedures Evaluation. 

A little more than two-thirds of the elementary teachers and princi-

pals favored using both objective and subjective procedures in an 

evaluation program. 

So Importance 2{. Criteria. Classroom. teaching procedures 

and methods were found to be the most important criteria in evalu-

ation. Participation in extra-curricular activities was reported 

to be the least important criterion. 

6. Participants !! Evaluation. Approxima:tely 94 per cent 

of the teachers and principals stated that both the teacher and the 

principal. should participate in an evaluation. 

7 • Comparison !9£ Evaluation. -Over three-f'ourths 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 principa1. had evaluated. 

a. !!2! Principals Y!!. Results Ev&l.uation. Responses 

indicated that all principals in the Bloomington Elementary Schools 

use the results o:t an evaluation for the improvement of classroom 

instruction. Principal.a used the results least of all for re-

employment or dismissa.1.. 

9. Dnprovement .2! Teaching. Over three-fourths of the 

teachers and all of the principal.a reported that a teacher's 

effectiveness had improved as a result of the 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 phenomnon which is extremely difficul.t to measure. 

have attempted to measure this effectiveness by various means, 

but as of now, there has yet to be found a truly accurate instru-

ment which can measure this effecti veneas. HOW8ver, 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. Just how this measurement 0£ effective-

ness is done is determined by each individual. school system. 

A program o£ 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. The cooperation and mutual 

respect of both parties is necessary in order to develop an evalu-

ative program which is acceptable to both. 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 methods of evaluation adopted so as to eliminate as much as 

possible subjective judgments. Possibq more important than the 

method of evaluation or its instruments is the skill of the evalu-

ator. He must be an individual who is thoroughly trained in 

evaluative techniques and procedures. Not only must there be 

periodic administrati va evaluations, but continuous self-evaluations 

by the teacher if' improvement in teaching is to be brought about. 

At the present time there are no definite solutions to marzy-

of the problems confronted w1 th in teacher evaluation. The only 
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RECOJ!MENDATIONS 

It is the recommendation of the author that the Bloamington 

Elementary- Schools continue with their present 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 I from the research and :fj nd; ngs presented in this stutV' 1 

suggestions for the improvement of tlle evaluative program found in 

the Bloomington Elementary Schools are hereby submitted by the 

author. 

It is the author1s wish that a committee comprised of Bloom-

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 purpQses of teacher evaluation 

should be conducted to determine whether or not 

they meet the educational objectives of the 

school system. 

2. There should be a thorough explanation or the 

evaluation program t~ the instructional statt 
in order to avoid serious misunderstandings. 

3. Teachers should be involved in the revision 

of the evaluative program. 

4. There should be a periodic rev.Lew and revision 

of the evaluation program.. 
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5. Teacher evaluation should be giwn high priority 

on the list of administrative responsibilities. 

6. Evaluators shoul.d be as objective as possible 

in conducting evaluations. 

7 • Evaluators should be thoroughly trained in 

observational. and evaluative techniques and imthods. 

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 in:f'ormed of evalu-

ative reports should be respected.. 

ll. The results of teacher evaluation should be used 

p~ tor the improvement of classroom 

instruction. 

12. Whenever possible more than one person should 

evaluate each teacher. 

13. Som form of appeal procedure should be made available 

if the teacher is not satisfied w.t th his evaluation. 

It is the sincere desire of the author that through the 

inf'ormation presented in this stutt, an improved program ot teacher 

evaluation will be developed in the Bloomington Elementary Schools. 
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APPENDIX A 

BLOOMINGTON ELEMENTARY TEACHER1S SURVEY 
ON TEACHER EVALUATION 

1. What is the extent of' your college training? 
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2 years M.A. + less than 29 quarter credits 
__) years . M.A. +- 30-44 quarter credits 

B.s. -1- less than 27 quarter crecli ts M.A. +- 45 and above quarter credits 
---:S.s. + 27-44 quarter credits -other · 

M.A. or equivalent -

2. Number of years 0£ classroom teaching experience 

__ Outside or Bloomington __ In ~oomington 

3. Hem many years have you been teaching in your present building? __ 

4. lbich do you believe is or are the most important outcomes or evaluation? 

Suggestions or constructive crlticism-f'or improving your teaching 
-For rating and comparing teachers . 
-Both -

5. Haw of'ten shou1d an evaluation be conducted? 

Twice a year 
-Once a year 
-Once every three years 

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

6. Should the evaluation be 

Objective 
-Subjective 
---:Soth -

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

1-2 _5-6 
7-8 - ____:) or more 

8. Put in numerical. order the importance of' the following criteria which 
may be used in teacher evaluation (Number from• 1 to 8, with number l 
your most-important) 

Personal appearance 
~rsonal interaction 1li th staff and administrator 
_Cl.assroom tea~ procedures and methods 



Use of physical plant and equipment 
-Professional attitudes and responsibilities 
-Adhering to school policy 
-Participation 1n extra-curricular activities 

Pupu growth ' 

9. Should an evaluation involve 

Only the principal 
-Only the teacher 
~0th -

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

_J or more 

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

No change - Lower Higher -
12. Should a teacher's evaluation be based on the past performance of 

Teachers in the grade area aJXl building 
-All teachers in the building 
-W. teachers in the system . 
-Past teachers v41.ich the ·principal has evaluated and lmown 
-to be effective teachers 
_A teacher's own abilities, capabilities, and self-improvement 

]J. When you were a f'irst year teacher in the sys~em, how do you feel 
the principal considered this in your evaluation? 

_Positively Adverse:cy, - No effect -
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l.4. Do you believe that teacher evaluations have improved your effectiveness? 

Definitely - To some degree - _Not at all 

Comments1 

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



APPENDJX B 

BLocmNGTON EIEMENTARY PRINCIPAL I S SURVEY 
ON TEACBm EVA'LUATIOB 

1. 'What is the extent of your college training? 

110 

B.s. + less than 27 quarter credi.ts 
--al!B.S~ + 27~44 quarter credits 
___ il~A. or equivalent 

M.A. + less than 29 quarter er. 
--"""!M.A. + 30-1'4 quarter er. 

MJ.. + 4., and above quarter er. 
---other 

2. Number of ,ears of classroom teaching experience 

Outside of Bloomington --- In Bloomington --
J. Number or years ot experience as an Elementary Principal 

___ Outside of m.oomington ___ In Bloomington 

4. How maey years have you been Principal in your present building? 

Years ---
S. Which do you believe is or are the most important outcomes of the 

evaluation ot teachers? 

___ Suggestions or constructive criticism for improving the quality 
of instruction 

____ For rating and comparing teachers 
Both . ---

6. How often should an evaluation be conducted? 
___ Twice a year 
___ Once a y-ear 
___ Once ever., three years 
__ As needed (as requested by principal and/or teacher) 

7. Should the evaluation involve the use of 

___ Objective devices 
___ Subjective procedures (written and verbal. comments) 

Both --
8. qn the average, how often do you think a teacher should be observed 

during the school year so as to make an effective evaluation? 

1-2 --.3-4 
____ 5-6 
__ 7-8 9 or· more ---



9. Put .in. numerical order the importance of the following criteria 
'Which may be used in teacher evaluation (Humber from 1-8 with 
number las the most important) 

Personal. appearance 
---Personal interaction with staff and adr)rl.nistrator 

Classroom teaching procedures and methods ---Use of physical plant and equipment 
__ ,.._Professional attitudes and responsibilities 

Adhering to school policies 
--""-Participation in extra-curricular activities • 

Pupil growth ---
10. Should the evaluation be made by 

The Principal ·only 
--IN!.The teacher only ( self evaluation) 

Both ---
11. On the average, how often have you observed each teacher during 

the· school year? 

lll 

1-2 --.3·-4 5-6 ----7-8 9 or more ---
12. Should a teacher's evaluation be based on the comparison o:t (check one) 

Teachers in their grade area and building ---All teachers fn the building ---All teachers in the system 
--"'-Past teachers 'Vlhich the principal ·has evaluated and lmown to 

be effective 
___ A teacher's own abilities, capabilities., and self-improvement 

1,3. In ;your post graduate work have axr,- of your courses or sessions 
deal.t with the subject 11How to Measure Teacher Ef'fectiveness?n 

Yes 
--aoitNo Ir yes, give course number and 

name of college ------
14. Number in order of importance ong those wg:s in which you use 

the results o:t teacher evaluations (Use number 1 as the most 
important) · 

--~Re-employment or dismissal 
Rating or comparing teachers 

---Promotion or demotion 
--~Improvement of quality of classroom instruction 
___ Transfer ar change of assignment 
__ Appointment to special tasks 



15. Do you believe that through the use or an evaluation the teacher's 
effectiveness has improved? 
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___ Definitely 

Canments-: 

To sane degree Not at all --- ---
Please feel free to make aI\V' comments or statements you may- have 
regarding teacher evaluation. 
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