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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to provide a data base for
making pertinent decisions concerning future directions for teacher
evaluation in the State of Tennessee. The study specifically compared
perceptions and attitudes of administrators toward evaluation purposes,
implementation, methodology, degree of importance, and results of
implementation. Data were categorized on the basis of administrative
position, school level, size of school system, and years of experience.

A survey questionnaire was developed by the researcher and
mailed to a random sample of superintendents, supervisors, and
principals in Tennessee. Data were reported by percent of relative
frequency of responses and cross tabulations were compared using the
chi square statistic.

The major findings of the study were as follows:

1. The two most important purposes of teacher evaluation were
improvement of instruction and increase in job performance.

2. Principals were perceived by administrators as the person
most involved in teacher evaluation.

3. Teacher checklists were the most popular method of teacher
evaluation. Evaluation by objectives and setting job targets were used
by 50 percent of the respondents. Classroom observations by the
principal (92 percent) and supervisor (65 percent) were acceptable and
desirable methods of teacher evaluation. Pre-observation conferences
and post-observation conferences by principals and supervisors were
acceptable and desirable methods of teacher evaluation. Student test
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data and competency tests for teachers were not used to a high degree
by school systems and were considered an undesirable method of teacher
evaluation.

4. Teacher evaluation ranked fifth in importance of eight
functions of a principal.

5. Administrators indicated that an average of three hours was
spent in a teacher's evaluation in one year's time; whereas, six hours
should be spent per teacher each year for evaluation. Teachers are
observed four times per year, but should be observed five times during
an evaluation year. The desired and actual length of classroom observa-
tions was 30 minutes.

6. Due process is being followed relative to reviewing evalua-
tion documents, the right to make written comments, receiving a copy
of the evaluation, and being informed of the evaluation appeal process.

7. The greatest number of significant differences in percep-
tions and attitudes toward teacher evaluation existed when data were
analyzed by size of school system rather than system level, position,
or years of experience.

8. The overall evaluation process was rated by administrators
in Tennessee as good (42 percent), fair (48 percent), and poor (9
percent).

Based on the survey of the literature and the data gathered and
analyzed in this study the following conclusions were reached:

1. There was general agreement regarding purposes, methodology,
degree of importance, involvement, and results of implementation of

teacher evaluation among superintendents, supervisors, and principals.



vi

2. The evaluation system in Tennessee appears to be a result
of a combination of factors including low priority placed on evaluation
by administrators, lack of skills of effective evaluation procedures,
and inadequate amount of time devoted to the evaluation process.

3. Teacher checklists are most appropriate in the teacher selec-
tion process and lend themselves to the personnel purposes of evaluation.
A discrepancy exists between the methods used to evaluate teachers and
the most important purposes of teacher evaluation.

4. Administrators want to maintain exclusive control of the
evaluation process, rather than allow participation from teachers in the
data collection process.

5. The reason for the lack of support for the use of test data
is the lack of acceptance of testing techniques if used alone as the
basis for teacher evaluation.

6. In order for the 1974 regulation to be effective it will
require leadership by the State Department in the development of evalua-
tion methodology, evaluation skills, and improved attitudes toward

evaluation purposes.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Evaluation is the process of identifying and selecting specific

1 Staff evaluation describes a philosophy,

information for decision-making.
criteria, and procedure which serves as a basis for professional judgments
of teacher performance. The process of evaluation involves the examina-
tion of performance in relationship to experience to predict a person's
future potential within the orgam'zation.2 Evaluation guides a teacher
toward the realization and achievement of individual as well as organi-
zational goa1s.3 Teacher evaluation serves a variety of purposes includ-
ing improvement of instruction, staff development, and personnel decisions.
Identification of information necessary in the determination of quality
teaching is a major task of evaluators. For many years learning theorists,
philosophers, and educators have sought to identify characteristics of
competent teachers. Qualities identified include pgrsonal and physical
attributes, professional competencies, attitudes, values, and professional
experience. Seldom is there agreement on a specific checklist to serve as
a guideline for training or identifying competent educators.

A variety of methods and techniques are used to collect specific
information on the quality of teacher performance. Five frameworks of
evaluation are professional judgment, measurement, goal-free observation,
decision-orientation, and comparison of performance with predetermined
objectives.4 Evidence of these frameworks in teacher evaluation systems
include teacher checklists, classroom observations, records of critical

1



events, student test data, conferences, and evaluation of objectives.
School systems often combine the techniques of evaluation to provide a
broad base for decision-making.

It is necessary for a school system to develop a comprehensive
framework for the evaluation of teachers. The process of teacher eval-
uation requires a well-defined set of procedures, as well as consistent
implementation on the part of principals and central office administrators.
Every school district should develop a teacher evaluation system in an

effort to improve instruction and facilitate personnel decisions.
I. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

In 1974, the Tennessee State Board of Education mandated the
development and implementation of procedures for the evaluation of pro-
fessional personnel to improve instruction and facilitate personnel
dec1‘s1‘ons.5 Five years after the development and implementation of these
plans virtually no data had been found which indicated the adequacy of
the original plans or the success of their implementation. Without this
data there was an inadequate basis for the appraisal of various aspects

of evaluation in Tennessee.
II. THE PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study was to provide a data base for making
pertinent decisions concerning future directions for the program of
teacher evaluation in the State of Tennessee. The data collected included

the perceptions and attitudes of administrators toward the following:
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purposes of teacher evaluation; assessment of personnel participation in
the evaluation process; description of the methodology of teacher eval-
uation systems presently in use; degree of implementation of evaluation
systems; and results of teacher evaluation in Tennessee. The study
specifically:

1. Developed criteria based on the current literature for the
assessment of personnel evaluation as it now exists in the State of
Tennessee.

2. Developed an objective description of personnel evaluation in
the State of Tennessee.

3. Evaluated personnel evaluation systems and procedures in
Tennessee relative to the criteria and preferred practices indicated in
the literature.

4, Compared the perceptions of various categories of central
office and building level administrators regarding the degree of imple-
mentation of teacher evaluation systems.

5. Compared evaluation purposes, implementation, methodology,
degree of importance, and results of implementation based on the size of

the school system, varying grade levels, and length of service.

ITI. QUESTIONS OF THE STUDY

The following questions served as a basis for the study of
teacher evaluation systems in Tennessee public schools.
1. What were the major components of teacher evaluation suggested

in the literature?
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2. What were the perceptions of and attitudes toward purposes of
teacher evaluation by school adminjstvators in Tennessee?

3. What were the perceptions of and attitudes toward involvement
in the implementation of teacher evaluation systems by school adminis-
trators in Tennessee?

4. What were the perceptions of and attitudes toward types of
methodology by school administrators in Tennessee?

5. What were the perceptions of and attitudes toward the degree
of importance of teacher evaluation as perceived by school administrators
in Tennessee?

6. What were the perceptions of and attitudes toward the results
of implementation of teacher evaluation systems by school administrators
in Tennessee?

7. How did superintendents, supervisors, and principals differ
in their perceptions of and attitudes toward the purposes, involvement,
methodology, degree of importance, and results of implementation of
teacher evaluation in Tennessee?

8. How did central office administrators and principals of varying
grade levels differ in their perceptions of and attitudes toward purposes,
involvement, methodology, degree of importance, and results of implemen-
tation of teacher evaluation systems in Tennessee?

9. Did school systems of varying sizes report major differences
in perceptions of and attitudes toward purposes, involvement, methodology,
degree of importance, and results of implementation of teacher evaluation

in Tennessee?



10. Did administrators of varying length of service and experi-
ence differ in their perceptions of and attitudes toward evaluation
purposes, involvement, methodology, degree of importance, and results
of implementation of teacher evaluation in Tennessee?

11. What was the relationship between components suggested by
the Titerature and existing teacher evaluation systems in Tennessee

schools?
IV. IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY

Personnel decisions regarding placement, remuneration, and
dismissal greatly affect the morale of the employees of an organization.
It is desirable for these decisions to relate directly to the functions
and purposes of the organization. To improve teacher performance in the
classroom it is necessary to identify specific strengths and weaknesses.
Unscheduled classroom observations conducted in a variety of ways often
do not portray an accurate description of teacher competencies. Each
school system needs a well-planned comprehensive system of evaluation
to make appropriate personnel decisions. An evaluation model must be
systematically implemented if it is to be effective. This was the intent

of the 1974 regulation of the Rules, Regulations, and Minimum Standards®

which reads as follows:

b. Evaluation
Local boards of education shall develop evaluative procedures
for all professional school personnel during the 1973-1974
school term. The evaluative procedure shall be designed for
the purpose of improving the instructional program. The
Evaluative Criteria shall be filed with the Commissioner of
Education by June 1, 1974.



Implementation of the evaluative procedures shall begin

with probationary teachers July 1, 1974, and include all

professional personnel by 1974-1975. Annual evaluation

shall be made of probationary teachers with tenure

teachers being evaluated once every three years. Tenure

teachers may be evaluated on a staggered basis.
This study sought to portray the current and desired perceptions of
teacher evaluation in Tennessee as perceived by superintendents, super-
visors, and principals. The data collected provides a basis for the

improvement of personnel evaluation in Tennessee.
V. ASSUMPTIONS

The investigation of teacher evaluation for personnel decisions
was based on the following assumptions:

1. The current literature was a valid source of ideas for
evaluation.

2. It was possible to ascertain the effectiveness of the imple-
mentation of evaluation systems in Tennessee by use of a survey instru-
ment.

3. Central office and building level administrators responded

honestly and to the best of their ability to the questionnaire.
VI. LIMITATIONS AND DELIMITATIONS

The following items were considered to be delimitations of the
study on teacher evaluation systems in Tennessee:

1. The survey was limited to the principals and supervisors
as identified in the State Department of Education 1978-1979 Directory

of Public Schools.’
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2. The perceptions and attitudes of principals, supervisors, and
superintendents toward teacher evaluation was limited to the information
provided by respondents in the sample.
3. The study is based on perceptual data provided by the respon-

dents.
VII. DEFINITION OF TERMS

The terms listed below were defined in this study as follows:

Building level administrator. The person(s) at the local school

responsible for teacher evaluation is the building level administrator;
this individual may be the principal, assistant principal, or curriculum
principal/coordinator.

Diagnostic evaluation. Assessment of teacher personality, experi-

ence, attitude, and interests via biographical questionnaires, inter-
views, attitudes and preference inventories, and checklists throughout the
school year is diagnostic evaluation.

Evaluation by objectives. Evaluation by objectives involves the

identification of teacher performance goals, objectives, and activities
by teachers and administrators for the purpose of professional growth,
improvement, and evaluation.

Formative evaluation. The assessment of observable and discrete

behaviors while the teacher is learning and practicing the behaviors and
skills to be evaluated in the final stages of the appraisal process is
formative evaluation.

Job targets. Job targets are teacher performance goals identi-
fied by teachers and/or administrators at the beginning or during the

school year; these may or may not be based on a needs assessment.
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Observation. Observations are the collection of data during one
or more class sessions by an observer for the purpose of evaluating the
professional performance of a teacher.

Observation instrument. An observation instrument is a form used

by an observer to give structure and to aid the observer in making an
objective and/or evaluative judgment of teaching performance, classroom
environment, student interaction, and/or methods of instruction.

Observer. The teacher or administrator identified to collect
data on teacher and/or student behaviors that occur in the classroom and/or
other educational settings is identified as the observer.

Peer observation. Peer observations are classroom observations

of a teacher by another teacher.

Personnel officer. The system-wide person responsible for pro-

cessing personnel decisions including recruitment, selection, tenure,
transfers, and dismissals is the personnel officer.

Pre-observation conference. Pre-observation conferences are

discussions between the teacher and observer to outline the objectives
and instructional strategies of the classroom observation prior to
visitation.

Post-observation conference. Post-observation conferences are

discussions between the teacher and observer after the classroom obser-
vation has occurred to report data and provide feedback to the teacher.

Self-evaluation. An individual's introspection regarding his/her

performance often with the use of a checklist or rating scale is referred

to as self-evaluation.
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Student observation. Observations made of a teacher by a student

during a class and/or in school-wide activities are student observations.

Summative evaluation. Summative evaluations are cumulative

ratings of teacher performance and measures of pupil gain collected
during the school year. This evaluation is conducted at the end of the
school year.

Supervisor. A supervisor is a person with system-wide respon-
sibilities for instructional improvement and development, teacher
evaluation, and curriculum coordination; this person may include the
assistant superintendent, supervisor, director, consultant, specialist,
or coordinator as identified by the school system.

Teacher evaluation. Teacher evaluation is the assessment of

teachers conducted for purposes of improvement of instruction, planning
for development, and decisions on tenure, merit pay, transfers, promotions,
or dismissals.

Teacher evaluation system. A system for teacher evaluation is a

step-by-step process involved in the assessment of teachers; another

synonymous term may be teacher evaluation framework.

VIII. PROCEDURES

A review of related literature in the area of teacher evaluation
provided the researcher with a foundation for further research in this
field. The review of textbooks, periodicals, and research in the area of
teacher evaluation provided the underlying theory and practice, and

acquainted the researcher with current knowledge in the field. Specific
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topics researched included purposes of teacher evaluation, implementation,

methodology, degree of importance, and results of teacher evaluation.

The Questionnaire

A structured, closed questionnaire was developed as the primary
method 6f data collection since it could provide a cross-section of
current practices and present current perceptions of superintendents,
supervisors, and principals in Tennessee toward teacher evaluation. The
questionnaire had the advantage of collection of a large amount of data
with minimal time and resources. The large population in the study and
the wide distribution made it an appropriate method for collecting data
for this study.

As a result of the mandate by the State Board of Education in
19748 evaluative criteria describing teacher evaluation procedures for
each of the 148 school systems were to be filed with the Tennessee
Commissioner of Education in Nashville by June 1, 1974. The teacher
evaluation files were reviewed by the researcher on July 10, 1979 to
insure that all pertinent items were included in the questionnaire.

The results from the review of the files were particularly helpful in the
methodology section of the questionnaire.

A jury of experts was identified to review the questionnaire and
respond to the content validity. The jury was identified via a review
of the literature and identification of persons at all levels of school
administration. Each of the 15 persons on the jury was sent a sample
questionnaire. Space was provided for comments relative to the improve-

ment of the questionnaire by addition or deletion of items. Of those
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who were selected to serve on the jury 86.6 percent responded. See
Appendix A for a complete list of the jury of experts, the cover letter
of explanation, and a copy of the original questionnaire.

An item by item check was made of the receipt of returns from
the jury. Al1 suggestions and comments were examined to determine mod-
ification of the instrument. The major suggestions were to shorten the
questionnaire to reduce the time required for completion. Following an
analysis of the results from the jury, it was concluded that the question-
naire included the data needed to meet the requirements of the study.

The instrument was revised to reduce the time for completion and
field tested on a sample of subjects to ensure clarity and effectiveness.
The subjects involved in the field testing were graduate students enrolled
in the following classes at the University of Tennessee during Summer
Quarter, 1979:

Introduction to Supervision and Personnel Administration

School Personnel Administration

Doctoral Seminar
The results of these sessions indicated that the instrument met Good's
criteria of validity for a questionnaire:

. The questions were on the subject.

. The questions were clear and unambiguous.

. The questions had as their focus the stable perceptions of

the target population.

4. The questions possessed extractive power and would be answered
by enough respondents to be valid.

5. The responses showed a reasonable variation range.

6. The information was consistent, in accord with the known

and with the expectancy. 9
7. The items were sufficiently inclusive.

1
2
8
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The final form of the questionnaire was designed to gather infor-
mation regarding attitudes and perceptions of administrators toward
teacher evaluation. See Appendix B. The questionnaire was divided into
four sections--respondent data, school system information, methods of
evaluation, and evaluation priorities. Section I contained information
referred to as respondent data. The respondent data included the
respondents' position, school level of responsibility, size of school
system, and years of experience. These items were for comparisons of
descriptors on variables required by the questions listed in Chapter I.
Section II contained information regarding the School System
Information of the perceived and desired purposes of teacher evaluation.
This section also contained questions concerning the total and desired
personnel involved in the implementation process of teacher evaluation,
Section III--Methods of Evaluation contained a list of 12 methods
of teacher evaluation. Respondents were asked to check on the left
those presently in use in their school system, and on the right indicate
their attitudes (very desirable to very undesirable) toward each method.
Section IV--Evaluation Priorities was the final section of the
questionnaire referring to considered importance of the evaluation
process. A previous question in Section II also related to importance
via a ranking of functions of a principal, but due to the format of the
questionnaire was included earlier. Eight questions at the end of this
section were designed to assess current practices and procedures and

provided an overall attitude toward the evaluation process.



13
Population

The population for this study included the superintendents,
supervisors, and principals employed in the 148 school systems in the
State of Tennessee. From the 1978-1979 State Department of Education
Directory of Public Schools the following three populations were iden-
tified: 148 superintendents, 627 supervisors, and 1826 principals.

The number of superintendents (148) in the state was small. It
was felt important to obtain a complete response from this group; there-
fore, the decision was made to include the total population of superin-
tendents in the survey.

The supervisors' population included assistant superintendents,
directors, consultants, specialists, and coordinators with responsibil-
ities for teacher evaluation. These were determined by the titles
listed in the State Department Directory. The State Department also
supplied an updated supervisor list and labels which were helpful in
cross-referencing with the Directory to ensure the exact population. A
random sample of princ{pals and supervisors was drawn by assigning each
member of the population a number and then drawing with replacement the

numbers listed from the Table of Random Numbers.

Determination of sample size. In order to determine the sample
10

size for supervisors and principals the formula suggested by Hauskin

was used:

¥ Np  (1-9)
4% (N-1) + X2 9 (1-p)
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Where N = population
n = sample size
xz = Chi square
d = error range
P = (.50 for largest sample size or percent of

population with a given characteristic)
Using this formula for determining sample sizes indicated the number for

supervisors was 240 and the number for principals was 319.

Coding. A five digit code which included a region, system, and
position designation was assigned to each individual asked to respond to
the questionnaire. The number was placed on the questionnaire to allow
the researcher to identify the specific individual to ease the additional
mailings and to monitor the balance of returns from across the state, The
cover letter which accompanied the questionnaire indicated that the
number was for follow-ups and, therefore, would be kept confidential.

Zip codes were checked to determine that there was an approximate balance
of principals from across the state. For questionnaires returned due to
school closings additional schools were selected using the same procedures
explained earlier.

The questionnaire was mailed to all persons included in the
sample on August 16, 1979. Questionnaires to superintendents, super-
visors, and principals included a cover letter. The questionnaire was
prepared with a return address, as well as a stamp so it could be returned
directly to the researcher by August 28, 1979. Copies of the cover

letters and questionnaires can be found in Appendix B and C.
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One week after the deadline for return of the questionnaires, cards
were mailed to non-respondents to remind them to complete and return it.
The cover letter was reworded and mailed with a second questionnaire to
the balance of the non-respondents two weeks after the mailing of the
card.

The last follow-up included a questionnaire and a revised letter.
It emphasized the importance of the study and the value of individual

input into changes in the educational profession.

Treatment of the Data

Data gathered were keypunched directly from the questionnaire to
cards by The University of Tennessee Computer Center. The Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version H was used to process the
data. Questionnaires were grouped by totals, position, school level,
size of school system, and years of experience. Absolute frequencies,
relative frequencies, adjusted frequencies, and cumulative frequencies were
obtained for each group of respondents on each of the 162 variables. Data
collected were compared via the chi square statistic to determine levels
of significance at the .05 level or less.

There were five major categories analyzed from the questionnaire--
purposes, involvement, methodology, degree of importance, and results of
implementation. Data on perceived and desired purposes were rank ordered
based on a six, four, two Qéighting of the first, second, and third
choices or indication of importance.

Questions referring to the areas of involvement, methodology, and

results of implementation were presented by percent of relative
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frequencies. Comparisons within categories were analyzed by the chi
square statistic using frequencies of responses.

Data referring to the degree of importance were presented by
relative frequencies and.chi square statistics. Another indication of
degree of importance related to the functions of a principal. The
functions of a principal were rank ordered based on the means of

responses.
IX. ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY

The study was divided into four chapters as follows:

Chapter I contains the general introduction, statement of the
problem, purpose of the study, questions of the study, importance of the
study, assumptions, delimitations, definitions of terms, procedures and
organization of the study.

Chapter II contains a review of related literature in the area
of teacher evaluation.

Chapter III contains an analysis and interpretation of the data
which were collected.

Chapter IV contains a summary, conclusions, and recommendations

based on the research conducted.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The purpose of this chapter is to review literature concerning
teacher evaluation. Related studies were selected for review for the
methodology employed by the investigator in identifying and establishing
criteria for evaluating teacher performance. The chapter is organized
to include the historical development of evaluation; definitions of
evaluation; purposes, criteria, and procedures for evaluation; and

related studies.
I. HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT

Documented systems of evaluating individuals were recorded as
early as 2200 B.C., when the Chinese administered civil service examina-
tions. Under this system, Chinese officials were examined every third
year by the emperor to determine their fitness for continuing in office--

a practice similar to the current method for granting tenure in educa-

Ll

tional organizations. In America, teacher evaluation began almost

simultaneously with opening of schools. Eye reported the following

statement:

. In 1642 the Governor and Company of Massachusgttg Bay
showed concern for the affairs of the community by.1nd1cat1ng
that those people chosen as town officers should give, among
other things, some of their time to the parents and the school-
masters as well as their children. The expectations, insofar
as supervisory purposes were concerned, was to give attention
to the calling and employment of the children of the community,
especially with respect to their ability to read, to develop
religiousity, and to obey the laws of the country.

17
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The ol1d English concept of teacher evaluation was stated a number
of years later, when, in 1709, the Commission of Boston called for a
citizens committee to scrutinize teaching methods and the resultant pro-
ficiency. Frequent and direct inspections were demanded. However, the
schoolmaster was to be advised in advance relative to an impending visit
by the Citizens Committee, and once there, members were to "consult and
advise regarding the progress of teaching and learning in the schoo].“13

Teacher evaluation by laymen was a concept alive in the 1800's,
but lay people were seen as a friend of the schoolmaster. Judgments
about the teacher's merit and the pupils' learning were still made through
visiting the school, but the lay committee was to "give stimulation to
the teacher to want to improve teaching practice, so that the learning of
students might be greatly improved."14

Beginning in the late 1800's, teacher evaluation began to evolve
as a process conducted primarily by professional educators. Elmore's
historical study of teacher evaluation from 1890 to 1973 determined that
there were two basic points at which teacher evaluation was done. The
first was at the point of employment or bre-service; the second was during
employment, or inservice. Techniques such as examinations, health reports,
letters of recommendation, transcripts of courses completed, and state-
ments of competencies processed were usually pre-service oriented. Such
devices as rating scales, checklists, the use of student input into the
evaluation of teachers, merit rating schemes, interaction analysis inven-
tories, and assessment of criteria-referenced instruction were considered
inservice devices.15

The early research in teacher evaluation focused on the collec-

tion of opinions of the qualities of successful teachers, as well as the
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causes of failure. One of the earliest pieces of research in evaluation

16 in 1905. Merriam attempted to

of teaching was made by J.L. Merriam
show the relationship between professional scholarship and teaching
ability. He found that scholarship was not an accurate measure for
predicting teaching ability.

During the years between 1910-1920 researchers developed rating
scales and other measures of teaching ability. Edward C. Elliot in his
research in 1910 dealt with quantitative standards applied to the measure-
ment of teaching efficiency. The categories he identified included
physical, dynamic, administrative efficiency. Elliot did not find these

categories were accurate measures of teaching efficiency.17

18 19 41 1915 iden-

Research by Littler™™ in 1914 and Buellesfield
tified deficiencies among the teachers which were common causes of failure
in teaching. A variety of deficiencies identified included techniques,
discipline, knowledge of subject, intelligence, effort, initiative, good
health, moral standards, personality, and social background. Reasons
suggested for the deficiencies during the early 1900's were low levels of
training for teachers, poor salaries for teachers, and inadequate certifi-

cation standards.

20 in the research study in 1922 identified a combination

Knight
of ratings to use as a basis for judging teaching efficiency. He found
that professional tests, inservice, interest in one's work, and intel-
ligence were all indicative of success in teaching. Knight also intro-
duced the concept of the "halo effect" into teacher evaluation. He

indicated that observers were biased toward teachers during observations,
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and actually placed more emphasis on the general effect of the teacher
rather than judging specific traits.

21 in his research on "Characteristic Differences of

In 1929 Barr
Good and Poor Teachers" identified a variety of teacher qualities. A
partial 1list of qualities of good teachers Barr included were motivation,
communication, organization, knowledge of subject matter, discipline,
enthusiasm, patience, and a sense of humor. Barr found that while good
teachers differed from poor teachers, these differences were not critical
factors in teaching. He concluded that the methods of evaluation were
unreliable and subjective, and few people could agree on the characteris-
tics of good teaching.

Charters and Waples provided in the 1929 Commonwealth Teacher
Training Study a "comprehensive description of the duties and traits of

22 In this research

teachers to determine what teachers should be taught.”
project traits were identified for kindergarten, intermediate, junior
high, senior high, and rural teachers; teacher activities were listed;
course objectives were developed; and methods and materials for instruc-
tion were organized. This three year research study was instrumental in
upgrading the teacher training programs at universities throughout the
nation.

The research study by Bryan in 1937 related to the use of pupil
ratings of teachers. He found that pupil ratings of teachers were highly
reliable and valid if they were scientifically coHected.23

The Ohio Teaching Record research study in 19392% emphasized the

importance of gathering a large amount of teacher performance data such

as self-evaluations, classroom observations, and anecdotal records to aid
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in assessing teacher efficiency. This study was significant in that it
dealt with a variety of subjective techniques for teacher evaluation,
rather than previous research which often was limited to objective
measurement.

25 research study of evaluation in 1941 dealt with

Baxter's
combined teacher and pupil interaction as a basis for estimating the
effectiveness of teaching. Baxter classified behavior of teachers as
positive and negative. This study was one of the first to deal with
teacher-pupil interactions as a basis for teacher evaluation.

During the 1940's much research was devoted to the refinement
of the observational techniques and rating scales developed in the 1930's.
The well-known Eight Year Study directed by Tyler focused on 30 high
schools. In the area of teacher evaluation he was primarily concerned
with the accomplishment of educational objectives.

Reaves and Cooper26 in their research in 1945 analyzed specific
items on rating forms. Seven broad categories identified were "social
relations, instructional skills, personal characteristics, noninstructional
school service, professional qualifications, habits of work, and pupil
resu]ts."27 They were most concerned with the evaluation forms which were
ambiguous and the lack of definition of terms relating to teacher eval-
uation.

28 identified 212 evaluation instruments

Shane and McSwain
published after 1945. The qualities of these instruments indicated that
evaluation should focus on appraisal of changes in pupil behavior,
assessment of teacher competencies, selection of goals, and self-

improvement.
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29 in 1952 indicated that evaluation

Research by Briggs and Justman
should relate to pupil progress and achievement. They felt that evaluation
should relate to the improvement of instruction. The accomplishment of
this goal was to be achieved by providing for the individual needs of the
students, differentiating courses of study, and providing a variety of
teaching techniques.

Ryans’30research focused on criteria involving teacher behavior
in process rather than on measurement of student behavior. From his 1960
study that has become a classic in the area of teacher behavior and
effectiveness, he established three patterns of teacher behavior:

(1) Pattern X--warm, friendly, understanding vs. aloof,

egocentric, and restricted teacher behavior.

(2) Pattern Y--responsible, businesslike, systematic vs.

evading, unplanned, slipshod teacher behavior.

(3) Patterq Z--stimu]ating,_imag{native, surgent, vs.

dull, routine teacher behavior.
Ryans identified several teacher characteristics including favorable
opinion of pupils, favorable opinion of classroom procedures, favorable
opinion of personnel, traditional versus child-centered, verbal understand-
ing, emotional stability, and validity of responses.32 These characteris-
tics relate to a teacher's personality and intelligence, both of which are
difficult to assess and inherent to the individual prior to entering the
teaching profession.

The federal government's role in evaluation has increased signif-
icantly over the last decade. The Elementary and Secondary Education Act
of 1975 required that each project conducted under its Titles I and II

provision include a plan for the evaluation of both the process and

product, and the report of that evaluation be submitted to the appropriate



23
federal agency.>3 Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the 1972
amendment to that act giving the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission

34

greater power in evaluation of guidelines,” and inter-governmental

agency guidelines have added another dimension to evaluation systems.35
Federal funding has often added a requirement for teacher evaluation
systems.

The literature indicated that teacher evaluation has changed as
it has evolved through time. From the concept of evaluation being
conducted by a committee of citizens it has evolved to evaluation being
conducted primarily by professional educators. Teacher evaluation has
been conducted at two basic points: the point of employment (pre-service)
and during employment (in-service). The in-service process has changed
from simple observation techniques to complex rating scales and assess-

ment instruments. In addition, evaluation has received impetus from

federal legislation.
II. DEFINITIONS OF EVALUATION

In education, at least three different schools of thought concern-
ing how evaluation should be defined have co-existed for a number of
years.36 An early definition, developed in the 1920's and 1930's during
the measuremental equated evaluation with measurement.37 The measurement-
oriented definition is still evident in the writings of such measurement
specialists as Thorndike, Hagen, and Ebel. Thorndike and Hagen have

written the following definitions of evaluation:
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The term “"evaluation" as we use it is closely related to
measurement. It is in some respects more inclusive, including
informal and intuitive judgments . . . and . . . the aspect of
valuing . . . of saying what is desirable and good. Good
measurement technigges provide the solid foundation for sound
evaluation . . . .

Ebel defined evaluation as:

. « « @ judgment of merit, sometimes based soley on
measurements such as those provided by test scores, but
more frequently involving the synthesis of various measure-
ments, critical incidents, subjective impressions, and other
kinds of evidence.3

Another widely accepted definition of evaluation has been that of

determining the congruence between performance and objectives, especially

40

behavioral objectives. The congruence definition was proposed by

Ralph W. Tyler as a result of his work on the Eight-Year Study at Ohio
State University. The following statement concerning evaluation was
developed by Tyler:
The process of evaluation is essentially the process of

determining to what extent the educational objectives are

actually being realized by the program of curriculum and

instruction. However, since educational objectives are

essentially changes in human beings, that is, the objectives

aimed at are to produce certain desirable changes in the

behavior patterns of the student, the evaluation is the

process for determining the degree to which these changes in
behavior are actually taking place.4l

A third definition is that evaluation is professional judgment.42
The judgment definition is prevalent in practices where evaluations are
based on the opinions of experts. In education, the expert who renders
this opinion of teaching performance is most often a principal, an instruc-
tional supervisor, or a superintendent. Since teacher evaluation is most

often a professional judgment, it is a process that is ever-present in the

minds of both teachers and administrators.43 Constant teacher evaluation
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is necessary because the primary function of staff evaluation is to
encourage growth and the primary function of management is to increase
productivity.44 Since research has been unable consistently to 1ink any
one set of teacher competencies to student achievement, the only compe-
tencies on which teachers can be evaluated are arbitrary in nature--that

45 Thomas summarizes the problem of the

is, a product of judgment.
professional judgment:
Evaluation has always been troublesome for school admin-
istrators and teachers. Both profess the value and necessity
for evaluation, but neither believes it can be effectively
accomplished. On one extreme, a superintendent, Robert
Finley, says: "Evaluation is subjective . . . period. No
other way to evaluate people exists." At the other extreme
is the National Education Association: Evaluation must be
objective; subjective evaluation has a deleterious effect
on teachers and children.46
To summarize, teacher evaluation in education may be viewed as a
systematic process of obtaining information for making judgments in
relation to acceptable criteria or objectives. The literature indicates
that an effective approach to evaluation should be based on principles
that reflect a clear sense of direction, flexibility to change, and a

desire to improve and upgrade all persons, programs, and processes.47

III. PURPOSES, CRITERIA, AND PROCEDURES

The literature suggests that the purposes for evaluating teachers
are separated into at least two areas. One area emphasizes that the
purpose of evaluation is administrative (tenure, promotion, retention,
termination), while the other area emphasizes that the purpose of eval-
uation is instructional (improved instruction, professional advancement

and success for the teacher).
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Howsam believed that the purpose of teacher evaluation is the most
important aspect of the evaluation process. He also suggested that the
perceptions teachers have concerning these purposes play a large part in
determining their reactions toward the entire evaluation process.48

Corwin differentiated in his research between the official and
unofficial purposes of evaluation. The official basis for teacher eval-
uation are competency and seniority. However, unofficial purposes such
as agreement with superiors and personal compatibility with them and
with peers are invo]ved.49

Bolton contended that teacher evaluation can serve several
purposes, some of which may be in conflict with each other. His list of
purposes as a result of this research include: (1) improved instruction,
(2) reward for outstanding performance, (3) professional growth for the
teacher, (4) protection for the individual or the organization, and

50 The

(5) facilitation of self-evaluation on the part of the teacher.
conflict in these purposes stems from the fact that unnecessary emphasis
may be placed on a particular purpose.

Redfern is well-known for his research in evaluation. He listed
three purposes of evaluation: (1) assessment of the status and quality
of teaching performance, (2) the identification of those aspects of per-
formance which are below standard and need improvement, and (3) stimula-
tion of the growth and development of the individual.51

Pine and Boy stated that the ultimate purpose of evaluation is the

growth and development of the student. They further stated that evaluation

should revolve around the following two concerns: (1) Are students being
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helped? and (2) How can teaching be improved so as to be of greater value
to students?*?

In considering the question of what criteria are appropriate for
the evaluation of teachers, three general types of criteria have been
traditionally used--process, teacher characteristics, and product.
Process evaluation involves teacher effectiveness assessed against some
standard of performance or particular teaching act. The assumption is
that as a teacher performs certain specified acts, pupil behavior and
teacher effectiveness can be predicted. Teacher characteristics refers
to various traits such as intelligence, number of degrees, personality
traits, aptitudes, and other personal attributes of the teacher that are
assumed to relate to effective teaching. Product evaluation refers to
measuring changes in pupil achievement, both affective and cognitive
over a period of instruction. This achievement is measured by norm-
referenced or criterion-referenced tests.

Many authors consider the student product to be the most impor-
tant criteria for evaluation. Howsam took the position that the only
justifiable criteria for teacher evaluation is pupil resu]ts.53 Fattu
agreed in his research that the obvious measure of teacher effectiveness
is in the ability of the teacher to bring about changes in the behavior
of students.54

The pupil growth criterion is often considered in terms of per-
formance objectives as agreed on by the evaluator and the evaluatee.
Popham's research indicated that evaluation of teachers should be based

on their success in achieving the desired learning objectives for their

students. In recommending the "Teacher Performance Tests" as a new
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approach to the assessment of teaching, Popham asked the question: "Why
should we not operationally define the teacher's ability to accomplish
instructional objectives as the principle indicator of teacher's effect-
iveness?"55

Lawrence recommended in his research that demonstrated competen-
cies and measurement procedures should contain the following criteria:
(1) data gathered by systematic observation instruments, (2) samples of
pupil products and descriptions of pupil achievement attributable to the
teacher, (3) data gathered by diagnostic tools that measure change in
pupil attitudes, perceptions of self and others, motivations, feelings,
as these reflect teacher influence, and (4) records of concrete accomplish-

ment of the teacher according to stated criteria.56

Porter in his research insisted that the teacher evaluation
program should focus on specific objectives. Evaluation should focus
on the following: (1) improving students' academic achievement,
especially the lower half of the classroom distribution, (2) improving
the students' attitudes, (3) improving the teachers' classroom manage-
ment, (4) improving the teachers' professional performance, (5) improv-
ing the teachers' attitudes, and (6) improving the reporting of student
progress in terms of student-school-community re]ations.57

McNa]ly58 proposed several characteristics of a good evaluation
program. The purpose should be placed in writing and discussed by those
involved in the evaluation process. Policies and procedures used by
school systems should be based on research. The evaluation program

should be cooperatively planned, administered, and periodically reviewed

by all levels of the school system. In order for improvement to occur,
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evaluation should be diagnostic, rather than judgmental. Evaluation
should not be confined to personal characteristics and performance. In
order for evaluation to be effective, there must be open lines of
communication in which to operate.

Teacher checklists as a method of evaluation are popular among
educators. McNei]59 indicated in his review of research in teacher eval-
uation that checklists are not good predictors and are not sufficient for
evaluative purposes for teaching performance even though they are popular.
Items which are often used on checklists are not usually defined, and
there is a great deal of inconsistency among raters. The varying types of
checklists include personal characteristics, physical characteristics,
professional qualities, attitudes and values, professional training and
experience. Popham60 also suggested that rating scales were confusing
and inconsistant because of the variety of perceptions of good teaching
among different raters.

Evaluation by objectives involves teachers and administrators
setting goals, identifying specific procedures to meet these goals,
completing the procedures, agreeing on the criteria used to measure goal
accomplishment, and determining that the goals have been accomplished.

61 64 65

Work by Thomas, Keegan,62 Armstrong,63 Spillane, ' Redfern, = and

Beecher66 further supported the concept of evaluation by objectives.

01ds®’

suggested that this method of evaluation involves a shared respon-
sibility in which the teacher and administrator work together to help a

teacher improve in a goal both have agreed upon in advance.
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Hunter68 described in her research an evaluation system referred
to as TAIII (Teaching Appraisal Instrument for the Improvement of Instruc-
tion). This system provides evidence of what the teachers have learned,
what they need to learn, and what they are able to apply in the classroom.
Teachers are evaluated on the basis of the appropriateness and achievement
of specific learning objectives, and the manner in which they facilitate
or hinder learning.

Classroom observations are a commonly used method of teacher

69

evaluation. Rosenshine and Furst™~ in their research identified more

than 100 category systems of observation instruments for teacher evaluation.

70

Simon and Boyer’'~ edited an anthology of many of these classroom obser-

vation instruments. The instrument selected for observations should have

four essential features: '"relevance, reliability, freedom from bias, and

ll71 d72

practicality. Diamon suggested that observations should be planned,

continuous, positive, purposeful, and centered on improvement. Negative
criticisms relating to observations are that they are highly subjective

scales in which an untrained observer is surrounded by a tremendous

amount of 1nformation.73

Pre-observation and post-observation conferences are a necessary

74 75 identi~

part of the observation cycle identified by Redfern. Harris
fied the pre-observation conference as a time in which the observer and
teacher established the purpose for the observation, selected observa-
tion instruments, and reviewed procedures. Post-observation conferences
allow the observed to provide feedback to the teacher concerning the

observation, interpret the findings, and make plans for improvement.76
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Informal observations of teachers by principals are a method of

77 identified in their research

teacher evaluation. Medley, Soar, and Soar
that there may be bias on the part of the observer, which will produce
favorable or unfavorable evaluations. In the case of informal observa-
tions the teacher will often not have time to explain the objectives of

a lesson to an observer, which only confuses the situation.

There is a division in the literature concerning the evaluation by
peers. Heafele suggested that teachers are not comfortable with peer
evaluation, and it could possibly "create disharmony and alienation among
facu]ty."78 Beecher,79 however, recommended that peers be involved in
the observation process for evaluation through the collection of objec-
tive data to aid in the improvement of instruction.

Self-evaluation as a method of evaluation can help teachers

80 identified pro-

identify their own strengths and weaknesses. Simpson
cedures used in self-evaluation which included questions regarding pro-
fessional development, individual strengths and weaknesses, relationships

81 suggested that teachers

with peers, and student achievement. Bushman
are threatened by evaluation because of the personnel decision associated
with it and should use self-appraisal to assess their teaching effective-
ness.

There was a division of opinions in the literature regarding
student test data in teacher evaluations. A variety of types of student
evaluations include standardized tests, teacher-made tests, proficiency
tests, student attitude measures, and student reports of teacher behavior.
Popham82 insisted that standardized tests allow comparisons of learners,

83

rather than teachers. Glass = similarly indicated in his research that
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standardized test data as a method of evaluation of teachers was invalid,

unreliable, and unfair, and that it should be used to uncover skill

84

deficiencies. 0'Hanlon and Mortesen ' in their research indicated that

student outcomes should play a major role in the assessment of teacher
performance, but these should be multiple procedures to obtain data for

different purposes of evaluation.

85

Travis~ " reported that an alternative method of involving students

in teacher evaluation was through development of objectives by students
and teachers. Teachers are then evaluated and held accountable for the
student's mastery of skills. This technique allows the teacher to

"establish outcomes and standards most appropriate for the particular

teaching situation."86

Another division of opinions existed in relation to student

87

examination of teachers. Raskin and Plante™ took the position that

student evaluation dictates behavior, and are "demeaning, arbitrary, and

88 89

demoralizing." Machlup™ contended that student evaluations were unre-

liable measures of content, and only served to rate teachers on their

90 who supported student evaluation, indicated

ability to lecture. Page,
that it provided encouragement, increased student interest, and was a
quick, economical method of evaluation. He did suggest that student eval-
uations be used for improvement of instruction, rather than personnel

91

decisions. McKeachie”" felt that student ratings were useful in improv-

ing teaching, but should not be the only method of evaluation. PoHakoff92
reported that since the 1920's student evaluation has not been widely
used, because of the lack of evidence between student ratings and teacher

effectiveness.
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Competency tests for teachers as a method of evaluation encom-
passes tests such as the National Teachers Examination. The validity of
such tests is currently the topic of recent litigations in South Carolina.

93 in his research questioned the use of competency tests as an

Menges
effective measure of successful teaching performance and test scores.
Teaching performance tests for teachers as identified by

9 involved the teacher in teaching a mini-lesson. The teacher is

Popham
given a measurable instructional objective, plans a lesson, presents it
to a group of students, and tests the students on the attainment of the
objective. This method evaluates the teacher's effectiveness by deter-
mining the student's ability to learn the objective. Later research by
Popham in the late 1960's indicated that teaching performance tests were
not accurate in predicting teacher effectiveness. He concluded, after
three separate replications of his previous research, that "experienced
teachers are not particularly skilled at bringing about prespecified
behavior changes in 1earners,"95 therefore, the performance tests were
not adequate predictors for identifying effective teachers and teaching.

96 indicated that most principals spend as little time as

Berger
possible on evaluation. One major reason is that superintendents have
not demanded that evaluation be a top priority of principals. There has
not been a commitment by administrators to evaluation. Teachers, however,
want to be evaluated; it is one of their top priorities. He suggested
that more money be allocated for evaluation; workshops be conducted to
upgrade administrators' skills in evaluation; and money be allocated to
hire the best teachers.97

Marks, Stoops, and King-étoops indicated the frequency of class-

room observations depends on the "purpose of the visit, as well as who
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t."98 They recommend four short, unscheduled visits

initiates the visi

within the school year to provide an overview of the instructional pro-

gram. During an evaluation year there should be four, 30 minute scheduled

visits per teacher for the purpose of teacher evaluation. To ensure that

observations occur at various times of the day it would be helpful to

keep a chart of both the scheduled and unschedu]ed-observations.99
Ellman suggested to "ensure representativeness of observed

»100 a variety of observations should occur. These suggestions

behavior
included observing several lessons for the entire period, as well as

- numerous observations for short periods of time. He also emphasized
avoiding observations prior to a holiday, observing a variety of classes
or activities, and increasing the frequency of observations.

Norton indicated that observations should be planned when varying
activities are occurring. For example, observations should occur when a
topic is introduced, during a unit of study, or during a culminating
activity. This enables the observer to identify a cross-section of the
teacher's abilities. 01

Griffith suggested variable numbers of teacher observations were
necessary, depending on the teacher. Beginning teachers, non-tenured
teachers, and problem teachers most 1ikely need more observations than
experienced teachers. He recommended that a good rapport and trusting
relationship should exist between the observer and teacher to eliminate
fear of observations. The observer should remain in the classroom as
long as necessary to achieve his purpose. Most likely the visit would
last the entire period, but it could also be shorter. Visits for the
entire period require a written report or follow-up discussion with the

teachers.102
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Pine and Boy suggested that in order to evaluate effectively and
supervise teachers so they will improve their teaching skills, there needs
to be the establishment of evaluative criteria flexible enough to encom-
pass varied theoretical positions and individual styles of teaching. In
essence they argued for individualized evaluation of teachers.103
Rosenshine and Furst, in a review of research on teacher perform-
ance criteria, concluded: "Although hundreds of teacher performance
criteria are specified in the United States Office of Education's Model
Teacher Education programs, the programs do not describe how these par-

104 They indicated the need for further

ticular criteria were chosen."
research in the selection of performance criteria for teacher evaluation.

One of the primary questions related to the procedures for
evaluating teachers is: Who should do the evaluating? Those who align
themselves with the internal-frame-of-reference concept would argue that
the teacher is the best source of information regarding his competency.
Those who align themselves with the external-frame-of-reference concept
would argue that the teacher's competency must be evaluated by sources
external to the teacher because his self-evaluation may be distorted by
egocentrism or a tendency toward defensiveness. Also, in attempting to
answer this question, reference is often made to the conflict that is a
result of an administrator attempting to perform a role of helper to the
teacher and, at the same time, be an evaluator of the teacher.

Owen pointed out that role conflict results when an administrator
is expected to be empathetic and understanding when dealing with his
subordinates. The administrator is still expected to enforce the rules

of the organization.105
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Simpson took the stand that the evaluation program should be
designed to help teachers evaluate themselves as teachers in positive and

106 16

constructive ways and to improve their professional performance.
was supported by McNally who stated: "When an objective of the evaluation
is instructional improvement, it is necessary that the teacher participate
in the process, help to analyze the teaching and learning in his class,
and help to plan how to 1'mprove."107
Kimbrough did not question the administrator's role in evaluating
teachers. Rather, the question, from his point of view, was: "Does the

108

evaluator have the necessary skills to do the evaluating?” Redfern

also considered skills of the evaluator as being of great importance in

109 Bolton suggested that a

deciding who should do the evaluating.
critical issue is whether the evaluator has been adequately trained to
collect evaluative data. He considered this to be crucial to the eval-
uation process:

Public school systems often treat the training of those who

evaluate teachers rather casually. However, training of

personnel involved in teacher evaluation is 1ikely to increase

validity, reliability, discrimination (of relevant facts) and

feelings of certainty regarding decisions.1l

Ryans research focused on a related issue: Should more than one
evaluator be involved in the process? He contended that because of the
complexities of the evaluation process, several skilled observers in a
school system, whose sole purpose would be to observe and assess on-going
teacher behavior, should do the evaluating. He outlined his plan by
suggesting that,
. . each teacher may be visited on several occasions through-

out the year for observation and assessment of teaching perfor-
mance. With respect to any characteristic or behavior the
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pooling of independent ratings of the judges constitutes a
reliable assessment of a teacher's performance. The evalua-
tors must be well trained, and their integrity must be above
question. 111
Herman suggested that a variety of people be involved in the
evaluation of teachers. He included peers, immediate supervisors, central
office administrators, students, lay residents, outside evaluators, and
the individual teacher.!?
Bolton indicated that there should be involvement at the local
level. He included the principal, assistant principal, department head,
subject matter specialists, general consultants, personnel specialists,
peers, students and parents. Different people should be responsible for
collecting a variety of information based on their degree of expertise.113
Pine and Boy indicated the teacher was the best source of infor-
mation regarding his own competency. This data should be used with a

combination of other data gathered by others on the staff.114

Cummings and Schwab115

suggested that superiors maintained the
responsibility for evaluations. The superiors can represent the same organ-
jzational level, as well as successive levels. There is a certain amount
of tension associated with evaluation by superiors. The teacher often
feels that he must defend himself or justify actions.

In his summary of assessment methods, Biddle stated that "measure-
ments by a priori classification, behavioral observation, and objective
instruments are to be advocated over measurements made by existing records,

116 Biddle also indicated that

self-reports, and (above all) ratings."
10,000 studies had dealt with the relationship between teacher character-

istics, teacher behavior, and educational goals. As a result of these
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studies few facts related to teacher effectiveness have been identified,
no approved methods of measuring competencies have been accepted, and no
methods of promoting "teacher adequacy" has been accepted.117 Pine and
Boy stated that teacher resistance to the-evaluation process will be over-
come when teachers have a significant voice in designing and carrying out

evaluation procedures.118

IV. RELATED STUDIES

Several studies were reviewed on the topic of teacher evaluation
for the purpose of identifying methodology and instrumentation used in
previous research. Four such studies were reviewed for that purpose in

this section.

Webber Study

119 study was three-fold (1) to discover

The purpose of the Webber
what teachers perceived to be the present practices in the teacher eval-
uation process, (2) to discover what teachers perceived to be desired
practices in the teacher evaluation process, and (3) to gain some new
insights concerning these perceptions to help develop better practices
of evaluating teachers.

The stratified random sampling technique was used to select the
participants in the study. The instrument developed by the investigator
yielded information concerning teachers' perceptions of present practices
and desired practices in the teacher evaluation process. It was found
that there were discrepancies between what selected teachers perceived to

be present practices of teacher evaluation and what they perceived to be

desired practices of teacher evaluation.
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Freese Study

The purpose of the Freese120 study was to identify and study the
evaluation practices being used in I1linois public secondary schools to
evaluate classroom teachers. In the first phase of the study, question-
naires were sent to 660 public secondary school principals in I11inois.
In the second phase of the study, a random sample of 63 schools was
selected from those schools whose principal had returned a Phase I ques-
tionnaire. Teacher lists were obtained from the 63 principals; 216
teachers were selected at random to participate in the study, and a
questionnaire was sent to them soliciting the identtcal information
requested of principals in the 63 schools.

The questionnaire was designed to seek answers to the following
general questions:

1. What evaluation procedure(s), instrument(s), and observa-
tional technique(s) were being used to evaluate teachers?

2. What opinions did ITlinois public secondary school principals
and teachers have concerning the teacher evaluation procedures in their
schools?

3. Was there agreement:between what teacher evaluation procedure(s)
the principals said they were using and the evaluation procedure(s) their
teachers perceived them as using?

4. What preferences did I11inois public secondary school princi-
pals and teachers have concerning new approaches to teacher evaluation?
As hypothesized, there was considerable disagreement between what eval-
uation procedure(s) the principals said they were using and the evaluation

procedure(s) teachers perceived them as using.
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Thompson Study

121study was to determine how teachers

The purpose of the Thompson
and their supervisors perceived the usefulness of an ipsative ranking
instrument as compared to a rating scale after using both in the teacher
evaluation process. The primary questions raised were:

1. Which of the two instruments did the teachers and their super-
visors 1like better for the purpose of evaluation?

2. Which of the two instruments did the subjects see as being
more useful for instructional improvement?

3. Which instrument did the teachers and/or supervisors prefer
to use?

To collect the data, two questionnaires were designed: one for
the supervisors and one for the teachers. A group of nine supervisors in
the Glenbard Township High School District 87 were se]gcted randomly.
Each supervisor then selected four teachers to evaluate. After the post-
evaluation conference, both teacher and supervisor filled out the ques-
tionnaires designed for the study. Interviews were conducted by the
researcher with four supervisors randomly selected from the nine partici-
pating in the study and ten teachers who the supervisors felt would be
most likely to express an honest opinion about the instruments. Follow-
ing the interviews, questionnaire responses were analyzed using sums and
percentages. In addition, the interview responses and the comments were
examined.

The results indicated that the supervisors and teachers both
liked the rating scale better than the ipsative ranking instrument. Both
groups saw neither of the instruments as being better than the other and

preferred not to use either of the instruments for future evaluations of

teachers.
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Chan Study

The purpose of the Chan122

study was to determine whether a
significant relationship existed between principals' philosophies and
teachers' philosophies concerning educational practices as these philos-
ophies are applied in the evaluation of teachers.

The data were collected in a public school system with a student
population of approximately 40,000. Sixty-eight out of 85 principals
responded to Brown's Personal Beliefs Inventory and Teacher Practices
Inventory. Each principal was asked to provide the name of three teachers
he rated high and the names of three teachers he rated low. The inven-
tories were scored for compiling the composite score which is the sum of
the two inventory scores for each response. The 20 principals with the
highest composite scores, and the 20 principals with the lowest composite
scores were selected as principals "in high agreement" and "in low agree-
ment" respectively. A total of 160 teachers were selected to complete
Brown's inventories. .Forty teachers were rated high and 40 teachers were
rated low by high agreement principals and 40 teachers were rated high
and 40 teachers were rated low by low agreement principals.

Data were treated descriptively and statistically to determine
whether or not a significant difference existed between the groups. The
results showed that the principals of both groups and the teachers they
rated high or low were significantly different in their beliefs, but the
difference in philosophies between principals and teachers they rated
high was less than the difference in the philosophies between principals

and teachers they rated low.
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It was concluded that a significant relationship between princi-
pals' philosophies and teachers' philosophies with respect to educational
practives and teacher evaluation existed. Based on the results of
this study, Chan stated that it was also reasonable to conclude that

principals' opinions of teacher evaluation were biased.

IV. SUMMARY

A review of the literature concerning teacher evaluation was
presented in this chapter. The chapter also included selected related
studies which had implications for the present study.

Teacher evaluation in America's public schools has undergone many
changes and is still evolving. Whereas once a citizens' committee per-
formed the task, today professional educators are utilized almost exclu-
sively. Various periods in our history have seen efficiency, the
scientific approach, the democratic approach, and the humanistic approach
emphasized in teacher evaluation.

Evaluation has received impetus from federal legislation and the
public demand for accountability in education. Several definitions have
been developed by various writers; however, the role of the evaluator and
the purposes served by the evaluation depend upon how evaluation is
defined.

The results of studies dealing with how evaluation is perceived by
teachers and administrators are in conflict. While some show major dif-
ferences among the groups in their perception of what constitutes evalua-

tion, others term the differences only a matter of degree.



CHAPTER III

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

I. INTRODUCTION

The data gathered by the teacher evaluation questionnaire is
presented and analyzed 1n this chapter. Questions were designed to elicit
information from superintendents, supervisors, and principals. Services
of The University of Tennessee Computer Center were utilized to keypunch
the data directly from the questionnaire on cards, and the SPSS (Statis-
tical Package for the Social Sciences) version H, provided absolute fre-
quencies, relative frequencies (percent), adjusted frequencies (percent),
and cumulative frequencies (percent) with their totals. Absolute fre-
quencies were the responses for each variable on the questionnaire.
Relative frequencies were the percent of the total number of responses
accounted for in each cell with missing values included. Adjusted rela-
tive frequencies were the percent of the total number of responses with
the missing values excluded from the percent. Cumulative adjusted fre-
quencies were the total number of responses based on the nonmissing values.
Data were presented in tabular form and organized roughly approximating
the sectional design of the questionnaire to answer the questions posed in
the study.

Cross-tabulations were conducted to determine levels of signifi-
cance. Comparisons within categories were analyzed by the one-sample chi
square statistic using frequencies of responses. A significant difference
at .05 level or less was indicated on the table by an asterisk. Tables

43
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contained analysis by total groups, position, school level, size of
school system, and years of experience. Data were presented in the
tables in percent of relative frequency responses.

A total of 575 usable questionnaires were returned, which repre-
sented approximately 80 percent of the total sample. The returns as a

result of the various mailings are listed below:

Number of Percent of
Date Returns Returns Position
8-31-79 36 24.1 Superintendent
104 43.3 Supervisor
153 47.9 Principal
9-15-79 61 41.3 Superintendent
132 55.0 Supervisor
179 56.0 Principal
9-24-79 96 65.0 Superintendent
153 63.7 Supervisor
214 67.0 Principal
10-16-79 110 74.3 Superintendent
204 85.0 Supervisor
261 81.8 Principal

The entire population of 148 superintendents was included in the
study. Each superintendent was sent a questionnaire, which was coded for
follow-ups of non-respondents. Of the 148 questionnaires mailed to super-
intendents 127 were returned, however, of that number 17 were checked in
the supervisor position. This implies that the superintendents probably
had passed on the questionnaire to the supervisor to complete. A1l
questionnaires were analyzed according to the position checked by the
respondent, thus slightly increasing the supervisors' percentages of returns

and decreasing superintendents' percentages of returns.
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Table I contains the percent of relative frequencies by respondent

data for the questionnaires returned from administrators in Tennessee
during the school year 1978-1979. Of the total questionnaires returned
the ‘superintendents comprised 19.1 percent, supervisors 35.5 percent,

and principals 45.4 percent. Returns by school level included elementary
(35.5 percent), middle/junior high (5.7 percent), secondary (12.9 percent),
those responsible for all grade levels (42.3 percent), and other levels
not included (3.7 percent). Respondents indicated they represented a
variety of sizes of school systems throughout the State of Tennessee which
included less than 5,000 students (42.8 percent), 5,000-10,000 students
(26.7 percent), and more than 10,000 students (30.5 percent). Years of
experience in the school system included 1-5 years (9.6 percent), 6-10
years (19.8 percent), 11-15 years (18.0 percent), 16-20 years (17.8 per-
cent), and more than 20 years (34.9 percent). Years of experience in
their administrative position included 1-5 years (48 percent), 6-10 years
(33 percent), 11-15 years (10.9 percent), 16-20 years (3.0 percent), and
more than 20 years (4.1 percent).

The data in this chapter are presented under five major headings
drawn from the questionnaire. These are purposes, involvement, methodology,
degree of importance, and results of implementation. Within each of these
major headings data are analyzed to respond to the basic questions of the
study. The questions required the analysis of data by total group
responses, position, school level, size of school system, and years of
experience of respondents.

Data on perceived and desired purposes of teacher evaluation are

rank ordered, based on a 6, 4, and 2 weighting of the first, second, and
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PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCIES OF RETURNS BY RESPONDENT DATA OF
ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE TO THE QUESTIONNAIRE REGARDING TEACHER
EVALUATION DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Respondent Data

Relative Frequencies

Categories (Percent)

Position

Superintendent 19.1

Supervisor 35.5

Principal 45.4
Level

Elementary 35.5

Middle/Junior High 5.7

Secondary 12.9

A11 Levels 42.3

Other 3.7

Size of School System

Less than 5,000
5,000 - 10,000
More than 10,000

System Experience

1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
> 20 years

Position Experience

1-5 years

6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
> 20 years
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third indication of importance by respondents. The various purposes are

listed by totals, positions, school level, size of school system, and years
of experience.

Responses to the questionnaire in the areas of involvement, method-
ology, and results of implementation are presented by percents of relative
frequencies. Comparisons within categories were analyzed by the chi
square statistic, using frequencies of responses. A significant difference
at the .05 level or less was indicated on each table by an asterisk.

Data on degree of importance are presented in two forms. Several
questions are analyzed in the same manner as the section on methodology
using percents of relative frequencies and chi square statistics. The
question referring to the functions of a principal which indicates degree

of importance includes a rank ordering of functions using means of responses.

II, PURPOSES OF TEACHER EVALUATION

The purposes of teacher evaluation are examined in this section.
Teacher evaluation respondents were asked to indicate first, second, and
third choices of the most important purposes of teacher evaluation from a
list of 13 options in two ways. First, they were asked to indicate their
three choices as they perceived their school systems most important pur-
poses. Secondly, they were asked to indicate what they personally con-
sidered to be the three most important purposes of teacher evaluation.

The resulting ranking within each respondent group was done by weighting
each individual's first, second, and third choice--6,4, and 2 respectively.
The resulting score was used only to rank the 13 items and was not used
in any other treatment of the data in the questionnaire, since the weighted

scores could not be considered to be interval data.
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Table II contains the data which were the basis for the following
analysis. Total responses to the question "What do you perceive to be
your school systems most important purposes of teacher evaluation?"
received the following ranking from most important to least important:

(1) improvement of instruction

(2) increase job performance

(3) meet State Department requirements

(4) staff development and planning

(5) approval for tenure

(6) accounting to authorities

(7) provide feedback to teachers

(8) set standards of performance

(9) dismissal of teachers

(10) improve communication

(11) teacher transfers

(12) promotion of teachers

(13) others, (introduce good innovative practices, produce

paperwork, and money were suggestions written in this
category by respondents)

Individual perceptions of the desired purposes of teacher evalua-
tion from the total respondents yielded the following rankings:

(1) improvement of instruction

(2) increase job performance

(3) staff development and planning

(4) provide feedback to teachers

(5) set standards of performance



TABLE II

PURPOSES OF TEACHER EVALUATION AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE
DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Purposes Personally Considered

Purposes As Perceived by My School Weightings Most Important Weightings
1. Improvement of Instruction 1924 1. Improvement of Instruction 2560
2. Increase Job Performance 1150 2. Increase Job Performance 1578
3. Meet State Department Requirements 878 3. Staff Development and Planning 970
4, Staff Development and Planning 650 4. Provide Feedback to Teachers 510
5. Approval for Tenure 636 5. Set Standards of Performance 314
6. Accounting to Authorities 388 6. Improve Communication 278
7. Provide Feedback to Teachers 266 7. Meet State Department Requirements 144
8. Set Standards of Performance 260 8. Approval for Tenure 122
9. Dismissal of Teachers 194 9. Accounting to Authorities 78

Improve Communication 148 10. Dismissal of Teachers 56
Teacher Transfers 72 11. Promotion of Teachers 26
Promotion of Teachers 14 12. Teacher Transfers 2
Others 6 13. Others 0

6v



50

(6) improve communication

(7) meet State Department requirements

(8) approval for tenure

(9) accounting to authorities

(10) teacher dismissals

(11) promotion of teachers

(12) teacher transfers

(13) others.

According to data in Table III analysis by position revealed
"improvement of instruction" and "increase job performance" were perceived
as most important by school system and administrators personally also
considered it most important. Superintendents reported more often that the
predominant feeling in their school system was that "staff development
and planning" was more important than did supervisors and principals.
"Meeting State Department requirements" received a higher weighing in
school perceptions than in those personally considered most important by
superintendents, supervisors, and principals. "Improve communication" was
personally considered more important by superintendents, supervisors,
and principals than as perceived by their school systems.

As revealed in the data in Table IV analysis by varying school
levels, the two most important purposes of teacher evaluation were
?improvement of instruction" and "increase job performance." "Improvement
of instruction" was perceived by administrators as a primary purpose of
teacher evaluation by administrators responsible for varying school levels.
"Increase job performance" was considered second in importance by their

school system to all levels except secondary administrators. Secondary



TABLE III

TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

PURPOSES OF TEACHER EVALUATION AS PERCEIVED BY SUPERINTENDENTS, SUPERVISORS AND PRINCIPALS IN

Purposes Personally Considered

Staff Development and Planning

Purposes As Perceived by My School Weightings Most Important Weightings
Superintendents
1. Improvement of Instruction 464 1. Improvement of Instruction 504
2. Increase Job -Performance 280 2. Increase Job Performance 308
3. Staff Development and Planning 154 3. Staff Development and Planning 194
4, Meet State Department Requirements 130 4, Set Standards of Performance 76
5. Approval for Tenure 52 5. Provide Feedback to Teachers 54
6. Provide Feedback to Teachers 50 6. Meet State Department Requirements 34
7. Set Standards of Performance 40 7. Improve Communication 34
8. Accounting to Authorities 36 8. Approval for Tenure 28
9. Dismissal of Teachers 34 9. Dismissal of Teachers 24
10. Improve Communications 28 10. Accounting to Authorities 20
11. Teacher Transfers 14 11, Promotion of Teachers 2
12. Promotion of Teachers 6 12. Teacher Transfers 0
.13. Others. 0 13. Others 0
Superyisors
1. Improvement of Instruction 694 1. Improvement of Instruction 938
2. Increase Job Performance 398 2. Increase Job Performance 532
3. Meet State Department Requirements 306 3. 382

1§



TABLE III (Continued)

Purposes Personally Considered

Purposes As Perceived by My School Weightings Most Important Weightings
4, Approval for Tenure 238 4, Provide Feedback to Teachers 192
5. Staff Development and Planning 218 5. Improve Communications 120
6. Accounting to Authorities 170 6. Set Standards of Performance 98
7. Provide Feedback to Teachers 108 7. Approval for Tenure 34
8. Set Standards of Performance 106 8. Meet State Department Requirements 24
9. Improve Communication 54 9. Accounting to Authorities 20
10; Dismissal of Teachers 42 10. Promotion of Teachers 10
11. Teacher Transfers 20 11. Dismissals of Teachers 6
12. Promotion of Teachers 4 12. Teacher Transfers 0
13. Others 0 13. Others 0
Principals
1. Improvements of Instruction 766 1. Improvement of Instruction 1118
2. Increase Job Performance 472 2. Increase Job Performance 738
3. Meet State Department Requirements 470 3. Staff Development and Planning 364
4, Approval for Tenure 346 4. Provide Feedback to Teachers 264
5. Staff Development and Planning 278 5. Set Standards of Performance 140
6. Accounting to Authorities 202 6. Improve Communication 124
7. Set Standards of Performance 114 7. Meet State Department Requirements 86
8. Provide Feedback to Teachers 108 8. Approval for Tenure 60
9, Dismissal of Teachers 106 9. Accounting to Authorities 38
10. Improve Communication 66 10. Teacher Dismissals 26
11. Promotion of Teachers 8 11. Promotion of Teachers 14
12, Others 6 12. Teacher Transfers 2
13. Teacher Transfers 0 13. Others 0

es



TABLE IV

PURPOSES OF TEACHER EVALUATION AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN VARYING SCHOOL LEVELS IN
TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Purposes Personally Considered

Purposes As Perceived by My School Weightings Most Important Weightings

Elementary

1. Improvement of Instruction 702 1. Improvement of Instruction 912
2. Increase Job Performance 404 2. Increase Job Performance 602
3. Meet State Department Requirements 400 3. Staff Development and Planning 300
4, Approval for Tenure 230 4. Provide Feedback to Teachers 194
5. Staff Development and Planning 184 5. Set Standards of Performance 108
6. Accounting to Authorities 138 6. Improve Communication 78
7. Provide Feedback to Teachers 96 7. Meet State Department Requirements 68
8. Set Standards of Performance 84 8. Approval for Tenure 56
9. Improve Communication 38 9. Accounting to Authorities 26
10. Dismissal of Teachers 38 10. Dismissal of Teachers 18
11. Teacher Transfers 22 11. Promotion of Teachers 18
12. Promotion of Teachers & 12, Teacher Transfers 0
13. Others 0 13. Others 0

Middle/Junior High

1. Improvement of Instruction 114 1. Improvement of Instruction 156
2. Increase Job Performance 42 2. Increase Job Performance 92
3. Approval for Tenure 42 3. Staff Development and Planning 44
4, Staff Development and Planning 40 4. Provide Feedback to Teachers 36

€9



TABLE IV (Continued)

Purposes Personally Considered

Purposes As Perceived by My School Weightings Most Important Weightings
5. Set Standards of Performance 32 5. Set Standards of Performance 24
6. Meet State Department Requirements 22 6. Improve Communication 22
7. Provide Feedback to Teachers 18 7. Approval for Tenure 14
8. Improve Communication 18 8. Meet State Department Requirements 4
9. Accounting to Authorities 14 9. Dismissal of Teachers 2
10. Dismissal of Teachers 8 10. Promotion of Teachers 2
11. Promotion of Teachers 6 11. Accounting to Authorities 0
12. Teacher Transfers 0 12. Teacher Transfers 0
13. Others 0 13. Others 0
Secondary
1. Improvement of Instruction 126 1. 1Improvement of Instruction 314
2. Meet State Department Requirements 122 2. Increase Job Performance 174
3. Approval for Tenure 108 3. Staff Development and Planning 152
4, Staff Development and Planning 92 4. Provide Feedback to Teachers 62
5. Set Standards of Performance 66 5. Improve Communication 46
6. Dismissal of Teachers 54 6. Set Standards of Performance 36
7. Accounting to Authorities 52 7. Meet State Department Requirements 10
8. Provide Feedback to Teachers 36 8. Approval for Tenure 8
9. Set Standards of Performance 28 9. Dismissal of Teachers 2
10. Teacher Transfers 16 10. Teacher Transfers 2
11. Improve Communication 14 11. Accounting to Authorities 2
12. Promotion of Teachers 2 12. Promotion of Teachers 0
13. Others 0 13. Others 0
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TABLE IV (Continued)

Purposes Personally Considered

Purposes As Perceived by My School Weightings Most Important Weightings
A11 Levels
1. Improvement of Instruction 898 1. Improvement of Instruction 1096
2. Increase Job Performance B2 2. Increase Job Performance 670
3. Meet State Department Requirements 314 3. Staff Development and Planning 430
4. Staff Development and Planning 298 4. Provide Feedback to Teachers 184
5. Approval for Tenure 198 5. Set Standards of Performance 142
6. Accounting to Authorities 159 6. Improve Communication 114
7. Provide Feedback to Teachers 116 7. Accounting to Authorities 48
8. Set Standards of Performance 100 8. Meet State Department Requirements 48
9. Dismissal of Teachers 88 9. Approval for Tenure 44
10. Improve Communication 68 10. Dismissal of Teachers 30
11. Teacher Transfers 32 11. Promotion of Teachers 6
12, Promotion of Teachers 2 12. Teacher Transfers 0
13. Others 0 13. Others 0
Other
1. Improvement of Instruction 62 1. Improvement of Instruction 82
2. Increase Job Performance 36 2. Approval for Tenure 44
3. Staff Development and Planning 36 3. Staff Development and Planning 44
4. Approval for Tenure 24 4, Increase Job Performance 40
5. Meet State Department Requirements 20 5. Provide Feedback to Teachers 20
6. Set Standards of Performance 16 6. Improve Communication 18
7. Accounting to Authorities 12 7. Meet State Department Requirements 14
8. Improve Communication 10 8. Promotion of Teachers 6
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TABLE IV (Continued)

Purposes Personally Considered

Purposes As Perceived by My School Weightings Most Important Weightings
9, Dismissal of Teachers 6 9. Dismissal of Teachers 4
10. Provide Feedback to Teachers 4 10. Set Standards of Performance 4
11. Promotion of Teachers 4 11. Accounting to Authorities 2
12. Teacher Transfers 2 12. Teacher Transfers 0
13. Others 0 «13., Others 0

99
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administrators indicated "meeting State Department requirements" were
second in importance; however, they personally considered it seventh in
importance. "Staff development and planning" and "provide feedback to
teachers" were personally considered third and fourth in importance by
administrators of varying grade Tevels. They did not perceive their
school systems "providing feedback" as an important purpose of teacher
evaluation.

As indicated in the data in Table V, when analyzed by school
size administrators personally considered "improvement of instruction"
and "increase job performance" as the two most important purposes of
teacher evaluation. In systems with 5,000-10,000 students, administrators
indicated the system ranked "meet State Department requirements" second
in importance. Regardless of the size of the system "staff development
and planning" and "provide feedback to teachers" were personally consid-
ered third and fourth in importance. "Improve communication" was
perceived by schools to be of lesser importance; whereas, administrators
of varying school system sizes personally considered communication of
moderate importance. Larger school systems (more than 10,000 students)
perceived their schools placing more importance on "meeting State Depart-
ment requirements" than they personally considered most important.

As indicated by the data in Table VI when analyzed by varying
years of experience "improvement of instruction” and "increase job per-
formance" were perceived by schools and personally considered the two
most important purposes of teacher evaluation. "Staff development and
planning" and "provide feedback to teachers" were personally considered

third and fourth in importance respectively to administrators of varying



TABLE V

PURPOSES OF TEACHER EVALUATION AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN VARYING SCHOOL SIZES IN
TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979
Purposes Personally Considered
Purposes As Perceived by My School Weightings Most Important Weightings

Less than 5,000 Students

1. Improvement of Instruction 812 1. Improvement of Instruction 1062
2. Increase Job Performance 516 2. Increase Job Performance 662
3. Meet State Department Requirements 364 3. Staff Development and Planning 414
4, Staff Development and Planning 322 4. Provide Feedback to Teachers 198

5. Approval for Tenure 184 5. Set Standards of Performance 138
6. Accounting to Authorities 156 6. Improve Communication 108
7. Provide Feedback to Teachers 124 7. Meet State Department Requirements 80

8. Set Standards of Performance 102 8. Approval for Tenure 52
9. Dismissal of Teachers 82 9. Accounting to Authorities 44
10. Improve Communication 68 10. Dismissal of Teachers 38
11. Teacher Transfers 20 11. Promotion of Teachers 8
12. Promotion of Teachers 10 . 12. Teacher Transfers 0
13. Others 0 13. Others 0
5,000 - 10,000 Students

1. Improvement of Instruction 516 1. Improvement of Instruction 672

2. Meet State Department Requirements 316 2. Increase Job Performance 434

3. Increase Job Performance 308 3. Staff Development and Planning 268

4. Staff Development and Planning 160 4, Provide Feedback to Teachers 124

5. Approval for Tenure 146 5. Set Standards of Performance 90

85



TABLE V (Continued)

Purposes Personally Considered

Purposes As Perceived by My School Weightings Most Important Weightings
6. Accounting to Authorities 76 6. Improve Communication 90
7. Provide Feedback to Teachers 74 7. Meet State Department Requirements 42
8. Dismissal of Teachers 54 8. Accounting to Authorities 22
9, Set Standards of Performance 38 9. Approval for Tenure 14
10. Improve Communication 38 10. Dismissal of Teachers 8
11. Teacher Transfers 30 11. Promotion of Teachers 4
12. Promotion of Teachers 2 12. Teacher Transfers 0
13. Others 0 13. Others 0
More than 10,000 Students
1. Improvement of Instruction 596 1. Improvement of Instruction 818
2. Increase Job Performance 322 2. Increase Job Performance 478
3. Approval for Tenure 300 3. Staff Development and Planning 280
4. Meet State Department Requirements 188 4. Provide Feedback to Teachers 184
5. Staff Development and Planning 160 5. Set Standards of Performance 86
6. Accounting to Authorities 156 6. Improve Communication 80
7. Set Standards of Performance 116 7. Approval for Tenure , 56
8. Provide Feedback to Teachers 68 8. Meet State Department Requirements 22
9. Dismissal of Teachers 58 9. Promotion of Teachers 14
10. Improve Communication 42 10. Accounting to Authorities 12
11. Teacher Transfers 22 11. Dismissal of Teachers 10
12. Promotion of Teachers 6 12. Teacher Transfers 4
13. Others 6 13. Others 0
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TABLE VI

PURPOSES OF TEACHER EVALUATION AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS WITH VARYING YEARS EXPERIENCE IN
TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Purposes Personally Considered

Purposes As Perceived by My School Weightings Most Important Weightings
1-5 Years of Experience
1. Improvement of Instruction 170 1. Improvement of Instruction 260
2. Increase Job Performance 124 2. Increase Job Performance 164
3. Meet State Department Requirements 70 3. Staff Development and Planning 92
4. Approval for Tenure 62 4. Provide Feedback to Teachers 58
5. Staff Development and Planning 62 5. Set Standards of Performance 28
6. Accounting to Authorities 34 6. Improve Communication 18
7. Dismissal of Teachers 30 7. Approval for Tenure 10
8. Provide Feedback to Teachers 24 8. Meet State Department Requirements 6
9. Set Standards of Performance 20 9. Accounting to Authorities 4
10. Teacher Transfers 8 10. Dismissal of Teachers 2
11. Improve Communication 6 11, Teacher Transfers 0
12. Promotion of Teachers 2 12. Promotion of Teachers 0
13. Others 0 13. Others 0
6-10 Years of Experience
1. Improvement of Instruction 338 1. Improvement of Instruction 452
2. Increase Job Performance 236 2. Increase Job Performance 318
3. Meet State Department Requirements 198 3. Staff Development and Planning 172
4. Approval for Tenure 126 4. Provide Feedback to Teachers 136
5. Staff Development and Planning 112 5. Set Standards of Performance 64

09



TABLE VI (Continued)

Purposes Personally Considered

Purposes As Perceived by My School Weightings Most Important Weightings
6. Accounting to Authorities 90 6. Improve Communication 48
7. Provide Feedback to Teachers 78 7. Accounting to Authorities 32
8. Dismissal of Teachers 42 8. Meet State Department Requirements 30
9. Set Standards of Performance 38 9, Approval for Tenure 20
10. Improve Communication 26 10. Dismissal of Teachers 18
11. Teacher Transfers 12 11. Promotion of Teachers 0
12. Promotion of Teachers 6 12. Teacher Transfers 0
13. Others 0 13. Others 0

11-15 Years of Experience

1. Improvement of Instruction 346 1. Improvement of Instruction 466
2. Increase Job Performance 172 2. Increase Job Performance 252
3. Approval for Tenure 134 3. Staff Development and Planning 174
4, Meet State Department Requirements 126 4. Provide Feedback to Teachers 102
5. Staff Development and Planning 122 5. Improve Communication 80
6. Accounting to Authorities 78 6. Set Standards of Performance 38
7. Provide Feedback to Teachers 42 7. Approval for Tenure 14
8. Dismissal of Teachers 40 8. Meet State Department Requirements 12
9. Set Standards of Performance 38 9. Accounting to Authorities 12
10. Improve Communication 30 10. Dismissal of Teachers 10
11, Teacher Transfers 16 11. Promotion of Teachers 4
12. Promotion of Teachers 4 12. Teacher Transfers 0
13. Others 0 13. Others 0

19



TABLE VI (Continued)

Purposes Personally Considered

Purposes As Perceived by My School Weightings ~Most Important Weightings
16-20 Years of Experience
1. Improvement of Instruction 361 1. Improvement of Instruction 426
2. Increase Job Performance 186 2. Increase Job Performance 254
3. Meet State Department Requirements 124 3. Staff Development and PTanning 160
4, Approval for Tenure 110 4. Provide Feedback to Teachers 86
5. Staff Development and Planning 104 5. Improve Communication 62
6. Accounting to Authorities 66 6. Set Standards of Performance 56
7. Set Standards of Performance 58 7. Meet State Department Requirements 28
8. Provide Feedback to Teachers 50 8. Approval for Tenure 24
9. Improve Communication 30 9. Accounting to Authorities 16
10, Dismissal of Teachers 28 10. Dismissal of Teachers 8
11. Promotion of Teachers 4 11. Promotion of Teachers 6
12. Teacher Transfers 2 12. Teacher Transfers 0
13. Others 0 13. Others 0
More than 20 Years Experience
1. Improvement of Instruction 678 1. Improvement of Instruction 892
2. Increase Job Performance 426 2. Increase Job Performance 556
3. Meet State Department Requirements 322 3. Staff Development and PTanning 276
4, Staff Development and Planning 232 4, Provide Feedback to Teachers 122
5. Approval for Tenure 192 5. Set Standards of Performance 122
6. Set Standards of Performance 100 6. Meet State Department Requirements 68
7. Accounting to Authorities 94 7. Improve Communication 62
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TABLE VI (Continued)

Purposes Personally Considered

Purposes As Perceived by My School Weightings Most Important Weightings
8. Provide Feedback to Teachers 68 8. Approval for Tenure 54
9. Improve Communication 54 9. Dismissal of Teachers 18
10. Dismissal of Teachers 50 10. Promotion of Teachers 16
11. Teacher Transfers 34 11. Accounting to Authorities 12
12. Promotion of Teachers 2 12. Teacher Transfers 4
13. Others 0 13. Others 0

€9
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years of experience. "Meet State Department requirements" and "approval
for tenure" were perceived by schools as being higher in importance than
administrators with varying years of experience personally considered it
should be. "Improve communication" was personally considered more impor-

tant than as perceived by schools.

Summar

The most important purpose of teacher evaluation identified by
the total group of administrators as being both currently used and most
desired was the "improvement of instruction." "Increase of job perform-
ance" received the second highest number of responses of all categories.
Other items relating to the general improvement of instruction ranked
immediately below these first two purposes with minor variations among
groups. "Staff development and planning" and "provide feedback to
teachers" were third and fourth respectively in importance as personally
considered by administrators.

Superintendents, supervisors, and principals agreed that "improve-
ment of instruction" and "increase job performance" were most important
purposes of teacher evaluation. "Meeting State Department requirements"
was generally considered more important by the school system as perceived
by administrators than they personally considered it should be.

Analysis by school level revealed that secondary administrators
felt their system emphasized "meeting State Department requirements"
second in importance. "Staff development and planning" and "provide feed-
back to teachers" were personally considered third and fourth in impor-

tance.
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Regardless of school system size "improvement of instruction"

and "increase job performance" were the two most important purposes of
teacher evaluation. Larger systems placed more importance on "meeting
State Department requirements."

Analysis by varying years of experience indicated no major dif-
ferences from previous groups. "Improvement of instruction," "increase
job performance," "staff development and planning," and "providing feed-
back to teachers" were the four purposes personally considered most impor-

tant purposes of teacher evaluation.
ITI. INVOLVEMENT IN TEACHER EVALUATION

"Who is to be involved in the evaluation of teachers?" is the
focus of this section. In order to assess involvement.of school personnel
in teacher evaluation administrators were asked to check the positions
of those involved in the evaluation of teachers in their school system.
There were 11 possible position responses to this question.

The responses of the total sample to the question "Who is involved
in the evaluation of teachers in your school system" is provided by the
data in Table VII: principals, 99 percent; personnel officer, 6 percent;
supervisor, 61 percent; superintendent, 30 percent; assistant principal,
30 percent; curriculum principal, 4 percent; department head, 7 percent;
assistant superintendent, 8 percent; teachers, 34 percent; school board
members, 4 percent; and others, 3 percent. There was apparent agreement
among all respondents that the principal is the main person involved in
the evaluation of teachers, while supervisors were second highest in

number of responses.



TABLE V11

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY RESPONSES OF PERSONS WHO ARE INVOLVED IN TEACHER EVALUATION AS PERCEIVED
BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Personnel Assistant Curriculum Department Assistant School
Category N__ Principal Officer Supervisor Superintendent Principal Principal Head Superintendent Teacher Board Other
Totals 575 99 6 61 30 30 4 7 8 33 4 3
Position
Superintendent 110 100 3 75 43 36 1 13 9 36 4 3
Supervisor 204 99 6 61 30 24 7 5 8 30 4 3
Principal 261 99 8 54 23 23 2 7 8 36 4 2
XZ 1.03 3.64 *13.72 *14.03 *9.42 *12.53 *6.58 .22 2.10 .02 19
Schenl Level
Elementary 204 99 7 52 21 16 2 5 6 39 4 3
Middle/Junior 33 100 12 79 24 55 12 6 9 30
Secondary 74 99 8 57 28 49 8 n n 26 7 3
A 243 100 5 65 38 33 3 9 10 33 3 2
Other 21 95 5 76 29 24 5 24 5
ZZ 7.66 3.18 *15.52 *15.59 *43.19 *14.55 4.00 4.01 5.54 4,25 2.10
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 100 1 63 4 18 1 8 3 38 3 2
5,0C0 - 10,000 155 100 il 59 3 35 2 7 9 37 7 1
More than 10,000 175 98 19 58 23 42 9 7 15 24 2 5
XZ 3.98 *64.18 1.53 *31.12 *28.77 *21.76 .13 *19.77 *10.35 4,38 *7.01
Years Experience
1 -5 years 54 100 2 54 50 20 2 4 4 28 ) 2
6 - 10 years m 99 3 64 34 26 3 5 5 25 6 4
10 - 15 years 101 99 9 65 28 3 2 n 12 40 3 3
16 - 20 years 100 100 8 58 17 37 6 10 5 25 3 1
>20 years 196 99 8 59 28 3 5 7 n 43 4 3
xz 1.54 6.70 2.99 *20.02 5.58 3.55 4.63 9.04 *16.57 2.22 1.74

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.
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According to the data in Table VII (page 66), superintendents,
supervisors, and principals responded to the question "Who is involved in
the evaluation of teachers?" in a similar fashion as shown above. Signif-
icant differences existed in the following categories of involvement when
analyzed by position of supervisors, superintendent, assistant principal,
curriculum principal, and department heads. Generally, superintendents
ranked each of these positions having more involvement in teacher evalu-
ation, than did supervisors and principals.

In the division of school level into elementary, middle/junior
high, secondary, all and other responses to the question of involvement
in teacher evaluation there was similar agreement with total responses.

As indicated by the data in Table VII (page 66) significant differences in
level existed in the following categories: supervisor, superintendent,
assistant principal, and curriculum principal.

Analysis by school size into categories of less than $,000 students,
5,000-10,000 students, and more than 10,000 students on the question of
present involvement in teacher evaluation yielded the most significant
differences as indicated by the data in Table VII (page 66). The major-
ity of responses by all categories by size responded with the principal
as most heavily involved in teacher evaluation. Significant differences
by size of school system were in the following categories: personnel
officer, superintendent, assistant principal, curriculum principal, assis-
tant superintendent, teachers, and others. Larger systems with more than
10,000 students had more participation in teacher evaluation by personnel

officers (19 percent), assistant principals (42 percent), curriculum
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principals (9 percent), and assistant superintendents (15 percent) than
did smaller systems. Smaller school systems had more involvement in
teacher evaluation from superintendents (41 percent) and teachers (38
percent).

Responses of administrators with varying years of experience to
involvement in teacher evaluation yielded similar data to total responses
as indicated by the data in Table VII (page 66). Significant differences
existed in the areas of superintendents and teachers. Those with 1-5 years
of experience perceived more involvement from superintendents in teacher
evaluation than did those with more than five years experience.

The question "Who should be responsible for teacher evaluation?"
was analyzed next. The same 11 possible responses were listed for a
comparison between who is involved and who should be involved in teacher
evaluation. According to the data in Table VIII, the responses of the
total sample to the question "Who should be involved?" were as follows:
principals, 98 percent; personnel officer, 9 percent; supervisor, 67 per-
cent; superintendent, 32 percent; assistant principal, 32 percent; curri-
culum principal, 16 percent; department head, 21 percent; assistant super-
intendent, 9 percent; teachers, 42 percent; school board members, 3 percent;
and others, 2 percent. There was agreement among respondents that the
principal should be involved in teacher evaluation. Supervisors were
second highest in number of responses for involvement with 67 percent.
Teachers had a higher percentage (42 percent) of involvement as perceived
by all administrators.

Superintendents, supervisors, and principals responded to the

question "Who should be involved in teacher evaluation?" in a similar



TABLE VIII

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY OF RESPONSES OF PERSONS WHO SHOULD BE IMVOLVED IN TEACHER EVALUATION AS PERCEIVED
BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Personnel Assistant Curriculum Department Assistant School
Category N__ Principal Officer Supervisor Superintendent Principal Principal Head Superintendent Teacher Board Other
Totals 575 98 9 67 32 32 16 21 9 42 3 2
Position
Superintendent 110 96 6 70 42 36 15 26 8 ] 3 4
Supervisor 206 98 n n 32 35 19 18 9 39 3 3
Principal 261 99 9 62 27 27 15 21 8 44 3 1
XZ .449 .285 .109 * 022 .087 .493 .230 .880 .618 919 120
School Level
Elementary 204 98 9 65 26 23 15 19 7 43 3 2
Middie/Junior 33 100 9 64 30 42 21 21 9 36
Secondary 74 100 8 58 34 41 26 31 12 39 5 1
AN 243 97 9 n 36 35 14 21 9 42 3 3
Other 21 95 10 n 38 24 10 10 48 5
xz .474 .998 .288 .166 *.010 .130 .139 .452 917 .549 ;768
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 96 2 69 41 22 n 19 4 a1 4 2
5,69 - 10,000 155 99 7 n 39 36 15 20 n 46 4 1
More than 10,000 175 99 20 59 13 41 25 24 13 37 2 3
XZ .148 *.000 *.036 *.000 *.000 *.,000 .475 *.003 .236 .426 327
Years Experience
1 -5 years 54 98 6 59 4 24 15 n 4 30 2
6 - 10 years M 9% 4 72 37 29 7 19 8 30 3 2
11 - 15 years 101 100 8 65 33 3 15 22 n 51 6
16 - 20 years 100 100 13 55 15 39 24 25 9 33 1 4
>20 years 196 96 n 72 35 32 18 21 8 51 4 3
X .030 .088 *.022 *.002 .356 *.019 .34 .655 *.000 730 .39

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.
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fashion as indicated by the data in Table VIII (page 69). Significant
differences in position only existed in the involvement of superintendents,
with principals indicating less involvement from superintendents.

In the division by school 1level there was similar response to the
question on involvement. According to the data in Table VIII (page 69) a
significant difference was in the involvement of assistant principals,
Middle and secondary school administrators wanted more involvement from
assistant principals in teacher evaluation than did elementary school
administrators.

School size again had the greatest number of significant differ-
ences as indicated by the data in Table VIII (page 69). The positions
included for more involvement were personnel officers, superintendent,
assistant principal, curriculum principal, and assistant superintendents.
Larger systems with more than 10,000 students wanted involvement from
personnel officers, assistant principals, curriculum principals, and
assistant superintendents. Smaller systems with less than 5,000 students
wanted involvement from superintendents.

Administrators when categorized on the basis of school system
experience responded in a very similar fashion to the overall total
responses reported earlier. Significant differences were found 1n the
preferred involvement of superintendents and teachers as indicated by the
data in Table VIII (page 69). Administrators with 1-5 years of experience
wanted more involvement from superintendents in teacher evaluation. Admin-
istrators with 11-15 years experience wanted more involvement in teacher

evaluation from teachers.
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The "other" category allowed for write-in responses. Listed by
respondents on the questionnaire were area superintendents, directors,
parents, students, and consultants.

Comparisons between what is perceived as actually happening and
what should be happening are generally in agreement according to the data
in Table IX: principal, personnel officer, superintendent, assistant
principal, assistant superintendent, school board members, and others.
Areas in which more involvement is needed in teacher evaluation include

curriculum principal, department head, and teachers.

Summary

The total group of administrators perceived the principal, super-
visor, teacher, assistant principal, and superintendent as being involved
in teacher evaluation. They thought the department head and/or team
leader should also be involved in teacher evaluation.

Analysis by position indicated the principal, supervisor, super-
intendent, assistant principal, teacher were involved in teacher eval-
uation. More superintendents (26 percent) thought department heads and/or
team leaders should be involved than did supervisors (18 percent) and
principals (21 percent).

Analysis by school Tevel indicated involvement by the principal,
supervisor, teacher, superintendent, and assistant principal. There
should be more involvement from the department head and curriculum prin-
cipal.

School systems of varying sizes indicated involvement from the

principal, supervisor, superintendent, teachers, and assistant principal.



TABLE IX

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FRE!IUENCV RESPONSES BETWEEN ACTUAL AND DESIRED INVOLVERENT OF PERSONMEL AS PERCEIVED
Y ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

A Pomml e " l;:isimu' % g'uv'rri:ul |l. Departmnt Assistant s School
fficer Supervisor uper intendent ncipa nctpa Head Sugerintendent ‘eacher Board
Cateqory ] Is SH Is SH 1s Is SH 1s SH Is SH Is SH ] Is SH Is SH
Totals L2 . ] ) 6 9 a1 67 30 2 30 2 4 16 7 2 8 9 n (-] 4 3
Position
Superintendent 110 100 96 3 6 75 70 43 Q 36 36 1 18 13 26 9 8 36 4 4 3 4
Supervisor 204 99 98 6 n 61 n 30 32 k4 35 7 19 S 18 8 9 30 39 4 3 3
Principal 261 9 99 8 9 54 62 23 27 23 27 2 15 7 21 8 8 36 44 4 k] 1
1.03 1.60 3.64 2.51 *13.72 4.48 =43.03 7.66 *9.42 489 *12.53 1.1 *6.58 2.3 .22 .26 2.10 .96 02 a7 4.
School Leve)
€l ementary 208 99 98 7 9 52 65 a 26 16 3 2 15 5 19 6 7 39 43 L 3 3 2
Middle/Juntar 33 100 100 1 9 79 64 24 30 55 42 12 21 6 21 9 9 30 36
Secondary 74 99 100 8 8 57 58 28 34 49 L 8 26 n 31 n 12 26 39 7 5 3 1
AN 243 100 97 5 9 65 n 38 36 33 35 3 14 9 21 10 ) 33 42 3 3 2 3
Other 21 95 95 5 10 76 n 29 38 24 24 10 5 10 24 48 5 5
xz 7.66 3.53 3.18 .13 *15.52 4.99 *15.59 6.48 *43.19 *13.34 *14.55 7.12 4.00 6.95 4.0 3.67 5.54 .95 4.25 3.05 2 ]
Sfze of Systes
Less than 5,000 245 100 96 1 2 63 69 4 41 18 22 1 1 19 3 4 38 a 3 L4 2 2
5,000 - 10,000 185 100 99 1 T 59 n 31 39 35 36 2 5 7 20 9 n 37 46 7 4 1 1
More than 10,000 175 ] 99 19 20 58 59 12 13 42 4 9 25 7 24 15 13 24 37 2 2 5 3
xz 3.99 3.8 *64.18 #41.36  1.53 *6.65 *41.12 *40.52 *28.87 *17.35 *21.76 *16.07 .13 1.49 *19.77 *11.69 *10.35 *2.89 4.3 1.71 *7.01 2.24
Years Exparience
1.- 5 years 54 100 98 2 6 54 59 50 4 20 24 2 15 4 1 4 4 28 30 4 2 2
6 ~ 10 years mn 99 96 3 4 64 72 34 37 26 29 3 7 5 19 5 8 25 30 6 3 4 2
17 = 15 years 10 99 100 9 8 65 65 28 33 31 3 2 15 n 22 12 n 40 51 3 [ 3
16 - 20 years 100 100 100 8 13 58 55 17 15 37 35 6 24 10 25 5 9 25 33 3 1 1 4
>20 years 196 99 9% 8 n 59 72 28 35 3 R S 18 7 21 n 8 43 51 3 4 3 3
xz 1.54 8.34 6.70 8.09 2.99 *11.42 *20.02 *17.13 5.58 4.39 3.55 *11.80 4.63 *4.51 9.04 2,44 #16.5T *¢2.39 2.27 6.37 & q

The data are reportmd as percEmtages.
*Ch{ sqpare calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.
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Larger systems indicated more involvement should be included from the
curriculum principal and department head and/or team leader.
Administrators with varying years of service indicated involvement
from principal, supervisor, superintendent, teacher, and assistant
principal. More involvement should be via the curriculum principal and

department head and/or team leader.

Primary Responsibility

The responses of the total sample to the question "Who has primary
responsibility for teacher evaluation?" as indicated by the data in Table X
were as follows: principal, 95 percent; personnel officer, 0 percent;
supervisor, 3 percent; superintendent, 1 percent; assistant principal, 0
percent; curriculum principal, O percent; department head, 0 percent;
assistant superintendent, 0 percent; teachers, 0 percent; school board
members, 0 percent; and others, 0 percent, There was agreement among all
respondents that the principal has primary responsibility for teacher
evaluation.

Division of respondents by position, school level, school system
size, and years of experience yielded similar results as indicated by the
data in Table X with the principal listed as the person with primary
responsibility for teacher evaluation. There were no significant
differences in any category or division of respondents on this question.

The total responses to the question "Who should have primary
responsibility for teacher evaluation?" included the following results,
as indicated by the data in Table XI: principal; 91 percent; personnel
officer, 0 percent; supervisor, 4 percent; superintendent, 1 percent;

assistant superintendent, 0 percent; teachers, 1 percent; school board



TABLE X

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY RESPONSES OF THE PERSON WHO HAS PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY FOR TEACHER EVALUATION AS PERCEIVED

BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Personnel Assistant Curriculum Department Assistant School
Category N__Principal Officer Sugervisor Superintendent Principal Principal Head Superintendent Teacher Board Other
Totals 575 92 3 1
Position
Superintendent 110 92 5 4
Supervisor 204 95 5 1
Principal 261 97 1
*21.75
School Level
Elementary 204 96 3
Middle/Junior 33 100
Secondary 74 93 1 1 3 1
All 243 94 4 2
Other 21 100
26.40
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 93 5 2
5,000 - 10,000 155 97 3 1
More than 10,000 175 98 1 1
' *23.59
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 85 8 8
6 - 10 years m 96 3 1
11 - 15 years 101 96 2 1 1
16 - 20 years 100 98 2
> 20 years 196 95 1 3 1 1
? *37.18

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.
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TABLE XI

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY RESPONSES OF PERSONS WHO SHOULD HAVE PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY FOR TEACHER EVALUATION AS PERCEIVED

BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Personnel Assistant Curriculum Department Assistant School
Category N Principal  Officer _ Supervisor Superintendent Principal Principal Head Superintendent Teacher Board _ Other
Totals 575 91 4 1 2 1 1 1
Position
Superintendent 100 93 6 2
Supervisor 204 89 1 3 2 3 1 1
Principal 261 91 3 1 2 1 2
x2 17.80
School Level
Elementary 204 90 5 2 3 2
Middle/Jdunior 33 100
Secondary 74 87 1 1 1 3 3 2
All 243 91 1 4 1 2 1
Other 21 95 5
x2 30.40
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 89 6 2 1 1 1
5,000 - 10,000 155 9 1 3 1 1 2 2 1
More than 10,000 175 93 1 2 3 1 1 1
7.2 19.61
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 87 6 2 4 2
6 - 10 years m 85 1 6 4 2 1 1 1
11 - 15 years 101 94 1 1 1 1 1 1
16 - 20 years 100 95 1 1 1 1 1
>20 years 196 90 1 5 1 3 1 1
X 25.95

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.
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members, 0 percent; others, 1 percent. As in the previous question "Who
has primary responsibility for teacher evaluation?" the principal was
again selected as the person who should have primary responsibility for
teacher evaluation.

Analysis of responses by position, school level, size of school
system, and years of experience contained similar findings as the total
responses. As indicated by the data in Table XI the principal was
selected as the person who should have primary responsibility for teacher
evaluation. There were no significant differences among any categories
on this question.

When respondents were given an opportunity to 1ist other persons
who should have primary responsibility for teacher evaluation two were
included. Those added to the 1ists were director of instruction and

students.

Summar
In response to the question "Who is to be involved in the evalua-
tion of teachers?" there was general agreement among all segments of the

administrators sample that principals should have major involvement as

indicated by the data in Table XII. Supervisors received the second
highest number of responses. Principals should also be the primary
agent in teacher evaluations. Minor variations occurred when
analyzed by varying sizes of school systems with small school systems

having somewhat different involvement patterns than others.



TABLE XII

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY RESPONSES OF ACTUAL AND DESIRED PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY FOR TEACHER EVALUATION AS PERCEIVED
BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Personnel Assistant Curriculum Department Assistant School
Principal Officer Supervisor Superintendent Principal Principal Head Superintendent Teacher Board Other
Category N Is SH Is SH Is SH Is SH Is SH Is Is SH Is SH Is SH Ts SH Is SH
Totals 575 95 91 3 4 d 1 2 1 1 1
Position
Superintendent 110 92 93 5 6 4 2
Supervisor 204 95 89 1 5 3 1 2 3 1 1 2
Principal 261 97 91 1 3 1 2 1 1 2
X Is = *21.75 Should = 17.80
School Level
Elementary 204 96 90 3 5 2 3 il 2
Middle/Junior 33 100 100
Secondary 74 93 87 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 3 3 3 2
AN 243 94 91 1 4 4 2 1 2
Other 21 100 95 5
x2 Is = 26.40 Should = 30.40
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 93 89 5 6 2 2 1 1 1
5,000 - 10,000 155 97 91 1 3 3 1 1 1 2 2 1
More than 10,000 175 98 93 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1
X Is = *23.59 Should = 19.61
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 85 87 8 6 8 2 4 2
6 - 10 years 1M1 96 85 1 3 6 1 4 2 1 1 1
11 - 15 years 101 96 94 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
16 - 20 years 100 98 95 2 1 1 1 1 1
> 20 years 196 95 90 1 1 3 5 1 1 3 1 1 1
¥ Is = *37.18 Should = 27.95

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.
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IV. METHODS OF TEACHER EVALUATION

This section includes a variety of methods which may be used by
administrators in the evaluation of teachers. Respondents were asked to
check those which were presently a part of their teacher evaluation
system. They were also asked to indicate their attitudes regarding the
desirability of these items in teacher evaluation. Included in the list
were items related to teacher checklists, evaluation by objectives,
student test data, classroom observations, pre-observation conferences,
post-observation conferences, instructional ponferences, and a series
of miscellaneous items including critical incidents, input from parents,
self-evaluation, competency tests for teachers, and casual information
from others. Data are analyzed by percentages.

A variety of teacher checklists were used for teacher evaluation.
This section refers to the current usage by school systems of six
possible checklists and the attitudes toward including each of these in
an evaluation system. The first checklist was physical characteristics.
0f the 575 respondents according to the data in Table XIII, 60 percent
indicated their school system was currently using a checklist of physical
characteristics. While there was slight variation within the categories
of respondents, none was significant.

Total attitudes according to the data in Table XIV toward using
physical checklists included were considered by their respondents as very
desirable, 17 percent desirable, 57 percent undesirable, 15 percent
very undesirable, 3 percent. There were slight variations among the

attitudes of the various respondent groups, but none was significant.



TABLE XIII

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY RESPOMSES OF TEACHER CHECKL1STS PRESENTLY USED AS A METHOD OF TEACHER
EVALUATION AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Physical Personal Professional Attitudes Professional
Category N Characteristics Characteristics Characteristics and Values Training Other
Totals 575 60 88 96 84 76 8
Position
Superintendent 110 66 92 98 86 76 13
Supervisor 204 54 88 97 83 77 7
Principal 261 62 85 94 83 76 8
xz 4.31 2.89 4.79 1.39 -1.07 3
School Level
Elementary 204 56 86 95 86 73 10
Middle/Junior 33 70 94 94 76 82 3
Secondary 74 57 81 96 80 80 n
All 243 62 89 97 84 76 7
Other 21 n 91 95 86 86 10
)(2 4.49 5.20 1.06 3.04 3.59 2.99
Size of System
Less than 5,000° 245 57 87 95 85 74 7
5,000 - 10,000 155 67 91 96 88 78 1
More than 10,000 175 57 86 97 77 77 7
Xz 4.23 2.28 4.59 *9.13 1.99 2.03
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 63 91 96 83 82 2
6 - 10 years m 58 87 94 82 70 9
11 - 15 years 101 60 89 .99 85 73 12
16 - 20 years 100 61 85 97 83 83 7
> 20 years 196 60 87 95 85 76 8
v 1.51 1.3 4.69 1.58 6.00 5

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.
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TABLE XIV

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY RESPONSES OF ATTITUDES TOWARD TEACHER CHECKLISTS AS-A METHOD OF TEACHER EVALUATION

AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Physical Personal Professional Attitudes Professional
Characteristics Characteristics Characteristics and Values Training Other
Category N W__D0 U VU VO D U VU V00 U Vo0 U WU VO__D U WU V0D U VU
Totals 575 17 57 15 3 45 45 8 1 7 1 5 65 26 8 1 57 34 7 1 4 22 14 3
Position
Superintendent 110 24 54 18 4 56 35 9 8 N 4 n 21 8 47 35 7 60 20 20
Supervisor 204 17 62 18 3 40 53 6 2 76 19 5 62 3 8 62 32 6 4 33 19 4
Principal 261 17 63 15 5 45 45 9 1 75 19 6 66 25 8 59 32 8 1 56 26 14 5
xz 7.14 12.21 6.07 5.07 9.01 2.69
School Level
Elementary 204 15 58 13 4 43 47 7 1 76 19 5 66 26 8 57 35 / 49 18 15 6
Middle/dJunior 33 16 66 16 3 42 39 18 70 18 12 50 31 19 39 42 18 50 25 13
Secondary 74 5 61 18 6 35 60 3 1 80 15 1 69 21 4 1 66 28 1 1 56 19 6 6
AN 243 22 53 17 3 48 52 9 1 78 17 5 64 26 8 57 34 7 37 24 17
Other 21 19 62 10 5 62 29 10 76 19 5 n 29 60 30 10 40 40
XZ 23.88 23.77 21.18 25.93 19.53 9.25
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 19 58 13 3 46 46 5 1 76 19 5 66 26 7 1 53 39 7 41 23 18 2
5,CC0 - 10,060 155 18 61 N 3 46 45 7 80 15 3 70 24 5 60 32 6 1 48 29 10
More than 10,000 175 14 51 22 5 42 4 12 1 7% 18 7 58 28 12 59 29 9 i 48 16 13 7
XZ 14.44 10.13 7.32 11.54 9.77 4.94
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 13 61 19 2 2 47 9 80 15 6 2 22 6 52 4 7 60 20 20
6 - 10 years m 17 51 19 4 45 43 9 1 74 20 6 61 28 12 49 38 12 55 25 15
il - 15 years 101 13 65 15 3 40 52 7 1 78 19 3 63 29 6 56 34 7 1 46 21 17
16 - 20 years 100 28 50 16 3 54 4 4 83 13 4 70 25 3 67 31 2 56 19
>20 years 196 18 57 13 4 44 43 9 2 7% 18 6 66 23 9 1 60 32 6 1 33 20 17 7
xz 18.63 11.26 9.63 14.38 19.06 13.69

N = number; VD = very desirable; D = desirable; U = undesirable; VU = very undesirable.

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.
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Total responses for a checklist of personal characteristics was
88 percent according to the data in Table XIII. When analyzed by position,
size, level, and years of experience a similar trend was noted. There
were no significant differences within these categories as related to
personal characteristics.

As indicated in the data in Table XIV attitudes of the total
group of respondents were regarding checklists of personal characteris-
tics very desirable, 45 percent, desirable, 45 percent, undesirable, 8
percent, and very undesirable, 1 percent. There were no significant
differences found among the various respondent categories in attitudes
toward personal characteristics checklists as a part of an evaluation
system.

Professional characteristics as indicated by the data in Table XIV
was a present part of teacher evaluation system by 96 percent of the
respondents. The various respondent categories were not significantly
different from each other or the total responses.

The attitudes toward the inclusion of professional qualities
checklists as indicated by the data in Table XIV was also highly suppor-
tive, with 77 percent indicating very desirable, 17 percent desirable,
and only 5 percent classifying it as undesirable, and 1 percent as very
undesirable. Several respondent groups submitted similar responses
with no significant differences being indicated in any of the sub-
categories.

According to the data in Table XIII attitudes and values check-
lists for teacher evaluation was indicated to be presently a part of the

teacher evaluation system by 84 percent of the respondents. There were
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no significant differences among the respondent groups with the excep-
tion of size of system. The largest school systems indicated less use
of this checklist.

As seen in the data in Table XIV it was indicated by 65 percent
of the respondents that an attitude and value checklist was very desirable,
26 percent indicated it was desirable, 8 percent checked undesirable,
with only 1 percent responding very undesirable. There were no signifi-
cant differences within the subcategories of respondents toward attitude
and value checklists.

According to the data in Table XIII the use of professional
training checklists as part of a teacher evaluation system was indicated
by 76 percent of the respondents. The subcategories of respondents all
indicated similar utilization.

Attitudes toward the use of professional training checklists were
indicated by the data in Table XIV: 57 percent very desirable, 34 per-
cent desirable, 7 percent undesirable, and 1 percent very undesirable.
There was no significant differences within the attitudinal responses
of the various subcategories.

The questionnaire provided for the respondents to indicate the
use of other types of teacher checklists. Eight percent of the total
sample indicated such use. Some of the suggested "other" types of check-
lists were: coaching ability, community relations, discipline, classroom
management, adaptability, teaching performance, extracurricular
activities, loyalty, absenteeism, relationships with others. Many of

these suggestions probably fit into the checklists which were listed,
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but respondents felt it necessary to emphasize these. As indicated by
the data in Table XIII, there were no significant differences when
analyzed by various categories.

Attitudes toward "other" checklists showed 44 percent of the
respondents indicating very desirable, 22 percent desirable as indicated
by the data in Table XIV. Fourteen percent responded undesirable and 3
percent very undesirable to the other checklists. There were no

significant differences indicated within the various subcategories.

Summary

The comparison of the various checklist methods indicates the
following popularity of use as indicated by the data in Table XV:
professional characteristics, 96 percent; personal characteristics, 88
percents; attitude and value characteristics, 84 percent; professional
training and experience, 76 percents physical characteristics, 60 percents
and other, 8 percent.

Attitudes toward including these checklists in a teacher evalua-
tion system were ranked as follows: professional qualities, attitudes
and values, professional training, personal qualities, physical
characteristics, and other. A1l categories were thought to be more
desirable than undesirable.

The use of evaluation by objectives and setting job targets is
a possible technique of teacher evaluation. There were six variations
of job targets for the respondent to consider on the questionnaire.

The first of these was "job targets identified by teachers and adminis-
trators." Total responses as indicated by the data in Table XVI to this

item indicated 50 percent of the respondents used this method in teacher



TABLE XV

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY RESPONSES OF PRESENT USAGE AND ATTITUDES TOWARD TEACHER CHECKLISTS AS A METHOD OF TEACHER EVALUATION
AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Physicai Personal Professional Professional
Characteristics Characteristics ualities Attitudes & Values Trainin Other
Category N IU_ VD D U VU TU VD VO "TU_ VD D U VU "TU VD D U VU _"IU_VD D IU_VD D U VU
Totals 575 60 17 57 15 3 88 45 45 8 1 9% 77 17 5 1 84 65 26 8 1 76 57 3¢ 7 1 8 4 22 14 3
Pesition
Superintendent 110 66 24 54 18 4 92 5 35 9 98 85 11 4 86 n 21 8 76 48 45 7 13 60 20 20
Supervisor 204 54 17 62 18 3 88 40 53 6 2 97 76 19 5 83 62 31 8 77 62 32 6 7 4 33 19 4
Principal 261 62 17 63 15 5 85 45 45 9 1 94 7% 19 6 1 83 66 25 8 76 59 32 8 1 8 56 26 14 5
;(2 4.31 7.14 2.89 12.21 4.79 6.07 1.39 5.07 1.07 9.01 3.50 2.63
School Level
tiementary 204 56 15 58 13 4 86 43 47 7 1 95 76 19 5 86 66 26 8 73 57 35 7 10 49 18 15 6
tiiddle/Jdunior 33 70 6 66 16 3 94 42 39 18 94 70 18 12 76 50 31 19 82 39 42 18 3 50 25 13
Secondary 74 57 5 61 18 6 81 35 60 3 1 96 80 15 1 1 80 69 21 4 1 80 66 28 1 1 1 5% 19 6 6
Al 243 62 22 53 17 3 89 48 42 9 1 97 78 17 5 84 64 26 8 76 57 34 7 7 37 24 17
Otger 21 N 19 62 10 5 91 62 29 10 95 76 19 5 86 n 29 86 60 30 10 10 40 40
X 4.49 23.88 5.20 23.77 1.06 21.18 3.04 25.93 3.59 19.53 2.99 9.25
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 57 19 58 13 3 87 46 46 5 1 95 76 19 5 1 85 66 26 7 1 74 53 39 7 7 41 23 18 2
5,000 - 10,020 155 67 18 61 11 3 91 46 45 7 96 80 15 3 88 70 28 5 78 60 32 6 1 N 48 29 10
Mo;e than 10,000 175 57 14 51 22 5 86 42 44 12 1 97 75 18 7 77 58 28 12 77 59 29 9 7 48 16 13 7
X 4.23 14.44 2.28 10.13 4.59 7.32 *9.13 11.54 1.99 9.77 2.03 4.94
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 63 13 61 19 2 91 42 47 9 96 80 15 6 83 72 22 6 82 52 41 7 2 60 20 20
6 - 10 years 111 58 17 51 19 4 87 45 43 9 1 94 74 20 6 82 61 28 12 70 49 38. 12 9 55 25 15
11 - 15 years 101 60 13 65 15 3 89 40 52 7 1 99 78 19 3 85 63 29 6 73 56 38 7 1 12 6 21 17
16 - 20 years 100 61 24 50 16 3 85 54 41 4 97 83 13 4 83 70 25 3 83 67 31 2 7 5 19
>20 years 196 60 18 57 13 4 87 4 43 9 2 95 7% 18 6 1 85 66 23 9 1 76 60 32 6 1 8 384 20 17 7
)(2 1.51 18.63 1.34 11.26 4.69 9.63 1.58 14.38 6.00 19.06 5.01 13.69

N = number; IU = in use; VD = very desirable; D = desirable; U = undesirable; VU = very undesirable.

Indicates significant differences at the .05 level or less of frequency of responses within categories.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.
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TABLE XVI

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY OF RESPONSES OF EVALUATION BY OBJECTIVES AS A METHOD OF TEACHER

EVALUATION AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Teacher and Teacher Administrator Needs Job
Category N Administrator Only Only Assessment  Description  Other
Totals 575 50 32 14 21 16 2
Position
Superintendent 110 60 37 15 25 19 3
Supervisor 204 44 30 12 15 12 1
Principal 261 50 32 15 24 17 3
xz *6.42 1.61 1.26 *6.94 2.92 1.89
School Level
Elementary 204 53 32 15 25 18 2
Middle/Junior 33 58 36 15 27 12
Secondary 74 42 28 18 12 12 4
AN 243 48 33 N 19 15 2
Other 21 48 38 19 14 14 5
XZ 3.75 1.10 3.20 7.25 1.67 3.09
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 49 32 14 17 16 1
5,000 - 10,000 155 49 35 14 22 13 4
More than 10,000 175 51 31 13 25 17 2
© a7 57 .3 3.57 .87 3.52
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 44 33 9 13 n 2
6 - 10 years m 46 28 14 14 12 1
11 - 15 years 101 55 36 22 17 20 2
16 - 20 years 100 50 34 17 23 16 5
> 20 years 196 51 34 10 29 17 2
v 2.68 1.70 *9.84 *12.99 3.68 3.00

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using -05 level of significance.
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evaluation systems. A significant difference existed in the supervisors
category with 44 percent indicating usage, while 60 percent of the
superintendents checked this item. There were no significant differences
within other categories.

Attitudes of respondents toward "job targets identified by
teachers and administrators" according to the data in Table XVII included:
52 percent very desirable, 38 percent. desirable, 4 percent undesirable,
and 1 percent very undesirable. There were slight variations among
the attitudes of the various respondent groups, but nonewere significant.

"Job targets identified by teachers being evaluated" was indicated
by the data in Table XVI as a present part of teacher evaluation systems
by 32 percent of the respondents. The various respondent categories were
not significantly different from each other or the total responses.

According to the data in Table XVII the attitudes toward the inclu-
sion of "job targets identified by the teacher being evaluated" were mixed
with 29 percent indicating very desirable, 35 percent. desirable, 29 per-
cent undesirable, and 1 percent very undesirable. Several respondent
groups submitted similar responses with no significant differences being
indicated in any subcategories.

The use of "job targets identified by administrators only" as
indicated by the data in Table XVI as a part of a teacher evaluation
system was reported by 14 percent of the respondents. Administrators
with 1-5 years experience indicated only 9 percent usage, while those
with 11-15 years experience indicated 22 percent usage. There were no

significant differences within subcategories.



TABLE XVII

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY RESPONSES OF ATTITUDES TOWARD EVALUATION BY OBJECTIVES AS A METHOD OF TEACHER EVALUATION
AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Teacher and Administrator
Administrator Teacher Only 0n'|_1ﬂﬂ Needs Assessment Job Description Other
Category N ) U_wu VW o U VU Vo_ o0 U VoD U _Ww VO D U WU VO__ D U VU
‘Totals 575 52 38 4 1 29 3% 29 1 9 21 55 8 27 3% 30 2 20 38 32 2 10 24 26 3
Position
Superintendent 110 65 29 6 3 34 30 12 19 63 4 3 3% 3R 1 30 38 36 10 29 57 5
Supervisor 204 56 40 4 1 30 40 30 8 24 59 9 30 41 28 1 25 43 32 1 20 53 27
Principal 261 50 44 5 2 30 35 33 3 9 24 58 10 27 34 36 3 16 44 37 3 17 39 39 6
& 10.99 13.55 8.92 8.16 *16.25 4.99
School Level
Elementary 204 44 44 4 2 24 36 29 3 7 20 54 10 26 36 29 3 16 38 31 3 11 20 24 a4
Middie/Junior 33 55 36 6 27 21 49 9 21 58 9 21 271 39 15 36 39 3 0 25
Secondary 74 51 4 6 29 39 26 6 24 56 10 22 38 35 2 16 49 32 2 8 50 17
ANl 243 58 31 4 32 35 28 10 21 56 5 32 33 28 1 24 35 30 10 22 31 2
Other 21 50 35 32 2 26 21 21 37 5 17 28 28 6 21 21 3 5 50
XZ 21.75 26.57 16.19 19.21 25.34 12.29
Size of System
Less than $,000 245 53 39 3 29 36 29 10 22 55 6 28 31 34 2 21 35 35 1 5 29 24 2
5,000 - 10,000 155 47 40 3 4 29 33 27 1 10 21 49 8 23 37 29 2 16 38 31 2 15 17 27 2
More than 10,009 175 54 34 7 1 28 34 3R 2 5 20 59 10 29 36 26 1 21 a1 27 1 9 27 27 3
s 13.63 7.72 13.04 6.28 7.01 3.62
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 60 32 4 2 26 40 28 2 9 23 53 9 28 38 26 2 12 48 3 2 48 25
6 - 10 years m 45 41 5 1 23 39 28 1 9 26 50 6 20 36 33 2 17 40 29 2 9 26 26 4
11 - 15 years 101 60 33 4 1 3 30 31 1 13 19 58 5 27 3B 3R 18 41 3 12 20 48
16 - 20 years 100 55 35 2 2 32 38 25 2 14 23 50 8 32 39 2 2 22 38 29 1 9 2 17 &
>20 years 196 47 40 6 27 33 33 1 3 19 59 10 27 30 33 2 24 31 34 3 2 13 3
xz 18.64 11.83 22,78 11.14 ) 12.05 16.80

N = number; VD = very desirable; D = desirable; U = undesirable; VU = very undesirable.
The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.
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According to the data in Table XVII, the attitudes toward the
inclusion of "job targets identified by administrators only" was not
supported by the respondents with 9 percent indicating very desirable,

21 percent desirable, 55 percent undesirable, and 8 percent very undesir-
able. There were no significant differences within any of the subcate-
gories.

"Job targets based on a needs assessment" as indicated by the
the data in Table XVI was currently being used by 21 percent of the total
respondents. Administrators with 1-5 years experience indicated only
13 percent usage of needs assessments as a method of teacher evaluation,
while those with 11-15 years experience indicated 22 percent usage.

There were no other significant difference within other subcategories.

It was indicated by the data in Table XVII by 27 percent of the
respondents that "job targets based on needs assessment" was very
desirable. Thirty-four percent indicated it was desirable, while 30 per-
cent checked undesirable, and 2 percent very undesirable. There were no
significant differences in any of the other subcategories to this method.

According to the data in Table XVI total responses for "needs
assessment based on job description" were 16 percent. There was a
similar trend when analyzed by position, level, size, and years of
experience. There were no significant differences within the subcate-
gories toward the inclusion of a needs assessment.

Attitudes toward a "needs assessment based on a job description"
as indicated by the data in Table XVII were as follows: 20 percent very
desirable, 38 percent desirable, 32 percent undesirable, and 2 percent
very undesirable. Trends within the subcategories were similar, with

no significant differences in evidence.
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The "other" category provided a space for additional methods
relating to evaluation by objectives. Total responses as indicated by
the data in Table XVI, 2 percent other methods were currently in use;
however, no other types were written by respondents. There were no
significant differences within the subcategories.

Attitudes toward "other" categories as indicated by the data in
Table XVII included 10 percent very desirable, 24 percent desirable, 26
percent undesirable, and 3 percent very undesirable. No significant

difference existed within subcategories.

Summar.

When comparing the use of evaluation by objectives as indicated
by the data in Table XVIII the following pattern is indicated: "job
targets identified by teachers and administrators" 50 percent, "job
targets identified by teachers only" 32 percent, "job targets based on a
needs assessment" 21 percent, "needs assessment based on job description"
16 percent, "job targets identified by administrators only" 14 percent,
"other" 2 percent. Administrators indicated the main usage is through
communication between teachers and administrators.

Attitudes toward including evaluation by objectives in teacher
evaluation systems were ranked as follows: "job targets identified by
teachers and administrators," "job targets identified by teachers only,"
"job targets based on needs assessment," "needs assessment based on job
description,” "job targets identified by administrators only," and
"others." The majority were considered to be desirable, with the excep-

tion of "job targets identified by administrators only," and the "other"

category.



TABLE XVIII

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY RESPONSES OF PRESENT USAGE AND ATTITUDES TOWARD EVALUATION BY OBJECTIVES AS A METHOD OF TEACHER EVALUATION
AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Teacher &
Administrator Teacher Only Administrators Only Needs Assessment Job Description Other
Category N IU V0 D UV U VD D U VW [u VD D U W "IU VD D U VU [U_VD D U VU IU VD D U VU

Totals 575 50 52 38 4 1 3 29 35 29 1 14 9 21 55 8 21 27 34 30 2 16 20 38 32 2 2 10 24 26 3
Position

Superintendent 110 60 65 29 6 37 34 34 30 15 12 19 63 4 25 31 35 32 1 19 30 34 36 3 10 29 57 S

Supervisor 204 44 56 40 4 1 30 30 40 30 12 8 24 59 9 15 30 41 28 1 12 25 43 32 1 1 20 53 27

Prizncipa'l 261 50 50 44 5 2 32 30 35 33 3 15 9 24 58 10 24 27 34 36 3 17 16 44 37 3 3 17 39 39 6

7, *6.42 10.99 1.61 13.55 1.26 8.92 *6.94 8.16 2.92 *16.25 1.89 4.99
School Level

Elementary 204 53 44 44 4 2 32 24 36 29 3 15 7 20 54 10 25 24 36 29 3 18 16 38 31 3 2 11 20 24 4

Middle/Junior 33 58 55 36 6 36 27 21 49 15 9 21 58 9 27 27 27 30 12 15 36 39 3 25

Secondary 74 42 51 41 6 28 29 39 26 18 6 24 56 10 12 22 38 35 2 12 16 49 32 2 4 8 50 17

A 243 48 58 31 4 33 32 35 28 n 10 21 56 5 19 32 33 28 1 15 24 35 30 2 10 22 31 2

Other 21 48 50 35 38 32 26 26 19 21 21 37 5 14 17 28 28 6 14 21 21 32 5 5 50

‘/_2 3.75 21.75 1.10 26.57 3.20 16.19 7.25 19.21 1.67 25.34 3.09 12.29
Size of System

Less then 5,000 245 49 53 39 3 32 29 36 29 14 10 22 55 6 17 28 31 34 2 16 21 35 35 1 1 5 29 24 2

5,000 - 10,000 155 49 47 40 3 2 35 29 33 27 1 14 10 21 49 8 22 23 37 39 2 13 16 38 31 2 4 15 17 27 2

More than 10,000 175 51 54 33 7 1 3 28 38 32 2 13 5 20 59 10 25 29 36 26 1 17 21 &1 27 1 2 9 27 27 3

x2 2.17 13.63 .57 7.72 31 13.04 3.57 6.28 .87 7.01 3.52 3.62
Years Experience

1 - 5 years 54 44 60 32 4 2 33 26 40 28 2 9 9 23 53 9 13 28 38 26 2 N 12 48 31 2 2 48 25

6 - 10 years 111 46 45 41 5 1 28 23 39 28 1 14 9 26 50 6 14 20 36 33 2 12 17 40 29 2 9 26 26 4

11 - 15 years 101 55 60 33 4 1 36 34 30 31 1 22 13 19 58 5 17 27 35 32 20 18 41 31 2 12 20 48

16 - 20 years 100 50 55 35 2 2 34 32 36 25 2 17 14 23 50 8 23 32 39 21 2 16 22 38 29 1 4 9 22 17 &

> 20 years 196 51 47 40 6 34 27 33 33 1 10 3 19 59 10 29 27 30 33 2 17 24 31 34 2 13 22 13 3

7(2 2.68 18.64 1.70 11.83 *9.84 22.78 *12.99 .14 3.68 12.05 3.00 16.80

N = number; IU = in use; VD = very desirable; D = desirable; U = undesirable; VU = very undesirable.
The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.
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Several types of student test data may be used for teacher
evaluation. This section refers to the current usage by school systems
of the seven possibilities for using student test data. As indicated by
the data in Table XIX total responses to standardized test data indicated
25 percent of the respondents used this method in teacher evaluation
systems. A significant difference existed in the school level category
with the other category indicating 43 percent usage of a part of the
teacher evaluation system. There were no significant differences within
other categories.

Attitudes of respondents toward standardized test data as indi-
cated in Table XX included: 10 percent very desirable, 24 percent
desirable, 45 percent undesirable, 11 percent very undesirable. There
were sTight variations among the attitudes of the various respondent
groups, but none was significant.

According to Table XIX student test data in the form of
proficiency tests were indicated as a present part of the teacher evalua-
tion system of 20 percent of the respondents. The various respondent
categories were not significantly different from each other or the total
responses.

The attitudes as indicated by the data in Table XX toward the
inclusion of student test data in the form of proficiency tests were not
supported. Eleven percent of the responses were very desirable, 24
percent desirable, 45 percent undesirable, and 11 percent very undesir-
able. Several respondent groups submitted similar responses with no
significant differences being indicated in any of the subcategories.

The use of teacher-made tests as indicated by the data in Table

XIX as a part of a teacher evaluation system was reported by 22 percent



TABLE XIX

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY RESPONSES OF STUDENT TEST DATA AS A METHOD OF TEACHER EVALUATION AS
PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Standardized Proficiency Teacher-Made Student Attitude Student Student Attitude

Category N Tests Tests Tests Paper and Pencil Reports Observed Other
Totals 575 25 20 22 6 5 9 3
Position

Superintendent 110 22 21 21 6 6 n 1
Supervisor 204 24 20 21 5 3 9 2
Principal 261 27 20 24 7 6 8 2
» 1.50 .08 .98 .68 2.61 .80 2.97
School Level
Elementary 204 30 20 25 6 3 5
Middle/Junior 33 24 24 21 9 12 12 3
Seccndary 74 23 22 23 4 5 12 1
AN 243 20 17 19 6 5 10 5
Other 21 43 38 38 19 10 24 1
v *9.96  5.91 5.94 6.76 6.41 *11.28 2.53
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 23 20 21 5 7 10 3
5,000 - 10,000 155 20 24 26 10 2 n 2
More than 10,000 175 23 17 20 5 5 6 4
xz 1.77 2.1 2.00 4.49 4.27 2.18 1.06
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 26 20 26 6 2 n 3
6 - 10 years m 22 17 18 5 5 8 1
11 - 15 years 101 25 21 24 9 4 7 2
16 - 20 years 100 18 16 18 4 4 5 1
> 20 years 196 30 24 25 7 7 n
¥ 6.05 3.08 3.61 2.45 2.71 4.13 2.72

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05.level of significance.
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TABLE XX

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY OF RESPONSES OF ATTITUDES TOWARD STUDENT TEST DATA AS A METHOD OF TEACHER EVALUATION
AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Standardized Proficiency Teacher-Made Student Attitude Student Student Attitudes
Tests Tests Tests Paper & Pencil Reports Observed Other
Category N VOO 0 U w VW D U W VO D U W VOO D U WU VOO D U VU VDO D U VU VOO D U VU
Totals 575 10 27 45 10 11 24 45 N 12 26 44 9 4 28 49 8 4 24 52 10 4 30 47 38 1 3 6 2
Position
Superintendent 110 10 24 56 10 11 27 52 10 11 29 53 7 5 32 53 10 4 32 55 10 1 37 5 10 6 28 44 22
Supervisor 204 13 32 44 12 12 28 47 13 11 38 4 N 4 37 51 7 2 30 59 9 5 37 52 7 14 19 52 14
Principal 261 9 30 51 10 11 26 52 N 16 23 52 10 5 25 59 10 6 23 59 13 6 30 54 10 13 20 47 20
XZ 4.78 1.32 10.26 8.31 7.58 6.23 1.69
School Level
Elementary 204 10 27 46 10 10 23 47 10 13 21 47 10 4 23 52 N 3 18 55 N 3 25 51 9 9 7 30 14
Middle/Junior 33 9 27 58 3 9 30 58 3 18 18 58 3 9 18 64 3 6 18 61 9 9 27 58 3 60
Secondary 74 7 29 a1 10 9 26 41 1 13 26 39 9 3 34 48 5 9 28 45 10 7 27 46 9 8 31 15
AN 243 10 26 45 12 10 25 43 12 9 31 4 10 4 31 46 8 3 29 50 9 3 384 43 7 4 15 23 13
Other 21 15 25 40 26 16 37 30 10 45 17 22 44 n 21 42 5 11 39 28 20
xz 13.47 19.13 *26.41 22.04 18.57 22.26 17.88
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 10 27 47 9 1N 26 4 N 13 26 47 8 3 31 51 8 4 26 53 8 4 3N 47 7 2 19 23 9
5,000 - 10,000 155 9 2 40 12 9 23 41 12 14 25 37 1 8 24 43 10 4 23 48 13 5 28 42 10 9 622 22
Mare than 10,000 175 10 27 48 8 1M 23 49 8 9 26 48 8 4 26 53 8 3 22 53 10 4 28 50 7 n 9 40 3
XZ 6.89 6.60 9.64 14.42 5.03 4.61 *15.61
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 13 19 44 15 15 22 39 15 13 34 36 9 6 28 52 8 7 26 44 15 8 39 39 8 25 8 17
6 - 10 years m 12 28 a1 N 12 26 42 10 14 24 46 9 3 28 48 8 4 25 49 9 2 33 44 8 12 15 223 12
11 - 15 years 101 4 29 53 6 6 27 52 6 7 27 52 5 5 29 48 7 1 27 53 10 3 32 4 8 14 50 9
16 - 20 years 100 5 26 46 12 7 24 46 M 11 23 42 N 3 25 51 9 6 19 54 9 4 24 51 8 14 5 33 5
>20 years 196 12 27 45 9 12 21 45 12 13 25 44 10. 4 27 50 9 3 24 52 10 4 26 48 8 5 8 18 13
X 14.59 1n.n 10.99 3.82 10.75 10.30 201

N = number; VD = very desirable; D = desirable; U = undesirable; VU = very undesirable.

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi Square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.
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of the respondents. There were no significant differences within the
subcategories in response to this question.

The attitudes as indicated by the data in Table XX toward the
inclusion of teacher-made tests was not supported, with 12 percent very
desirable, 26 percent desirable, 44 percent undesirable, and 9 percent
very undesirable. There was a significant difference in the division
by level, with administrators responsible for all levels indicating 9
percent very desirable, and those responsible for other levels indicating
30 percent very desirable. There were no significant differences within
any other subcategories.

Student attitude measures-paper and pencil according to the data
in Table XIX was currently being used by 6 percent of the school systems
as a part of a teacher evaluation system. There were no significant
differences within any of the other subcategories on the inclusion of
this type of student test data.

It was indicated by the data in Table XX by 4 percent of the
respondents that "student attitude measures" were very desirable. Twenty-
eight percent indicated it was desirable, 49 percent undesirable, and 8
percent very undesirable. There were no significant differences within
the subcategories towards the student attitude measures by paper and
pencil.

As indicated by the data in Table XIX total responses for "student
reports of teachers' behaviors" was 5 percent. When analyzed by position,
level, size, and years of experience there was a similar trend. There
were no significant differences within these groups toward the inclusion

of student reports.
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As indicated by the data in Table XX attitudes of the total group
of respondents were very desirable, 5 percent; desirable, 24 percent;
undesirable, 52 percent; and very undesirable, 10 percent toward the use
of student reports of teachers' behaviors. Trends within the subcate-
gories were similar, not supporting this method of teacher evaluation.
There were no significant differences within any other categories.

Student attitude measures-observations for teacher evaluation
was identified to be presently a part of the teacher evaluation system
as indicated by the data in Table XIX by 9 percent of the respondents.
Elementary administrators indicated only 5 percent,while administrators
responsible for other levels indicated 24 percent. There were no other
significant differences within the subcategories.

It was indicated by the data in Table XX by 4 percent of the
respondents that Student attitude measures-observations were very
desirable. Thirty percent indicated desirable, while 47 percent checked
undesirable and 8 percent checked very undesirable. Similar trends were
evident in other analysis, with attitudes not supporting this technique
of teacher evaluations. There were no significant differences in the
other subcategories in response to this item.

The questionnaire provided a space for respondents to write in
.other types of student test data which were used for teacher evaluation.
According to the data in Table XIX 2 percent of the total respondents
indicated such use. Some of the suggested other types of student test
data were student-teacher goals. There were no significant differences

within the several respondent groups.
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As indicated by the data in Table XX attitudes toward other
student test data showed 7 percent of the respondents indicating they
were very desirable, 12 percent desirable, 27 percent undesirable, and
11 percent very undesirable. A significant difference existed with
smaller systems indicating 2 percent were very desirable, while 11 per-
cent of the larger systems with more than 10,000 students indicating
very desirable. There were no other significant differences in attitudes

toward the inclusion of this method.

Summar

A comparison of the use of student test data in teacher evalua-
tion systems indicated by the data in Table XXI the following pattern:
standardized tests 25 percent, teacher-made tests 22 percent, proficiency
tests 20 percent, student attitude measures-observable 9 percent, student
attitude measures paper and pencil 6 percent, student reports of teacher
behavior 5 percent, and other 2 percent. There is not a wide usage of
this method at this time as perceived by administrators.

As indicated by the data in Table XXI attitudes toward including
student test data in teacher evaluation systems were ranked as follows:
teacher made tests, standardized tests, proficiency tests, student
attitude measures-observation, student attitude measures-paper and
pencil, student reports of teacher behavior, and other. A1l categories
were considered to be more undesirable than desirable.

Classroom observations are a method of teacher evaluation.
Observations may be conducted by a variety of persons. Respondents were
asked to identify those persons who were currently conducting classroom

observations as a part of their teacher evaluation systems. As indicated



TABLE XXI

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUCHCY RCSPONGES OF PRESENF USAGE AND ATTITUDLS TOWARD STUDLNT TEST DATA AS A METHOD OF TEACHER EVALUATION
AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Teacher Made Student Attitude Student Attitude
Standardized Tests Proficiency Tests Tests Paper & Pencil Student Reports Observed
Category N IJu VW D U VW TU VD D U VU IU VWD D U VU TU VWD D U VU IU VD D U VU U VD D U VU
Totals 575 25 10 27 45 10 20 N 28 45 N 22 12 26 484 9 6 4 28 49 8 S 4 24 52 10 9 4 30 47 8
Position
Superintendent 110 22 10 24 56 10 21 11 27 52 10 21 11 29 53 7 6 5 32 53 10 6 4 32 55 10 1 1 37 52 10
Supervisor 204 24 13 32 44 12 20 12 28 47 13 21 11 33 4 11 5 4 37 51 7 3 2 30 59 9 9 5 37 52 7
Prigcipal 261 27 9 30 51 10 20 1M 26 52 11 24 16 23 52 10 7 5 25 59 10 6 6 23 59 13 8 6 30 54 10
X 1.50 4.78 .08 1.32 .98 10.26 .68 8.31 2.61 7.58 .80 6.23
School Level
Elementary 204 30 10 27 46 10 20 10 23 47 10 25 13 21 47 10 6 4 23 52 11 3 3 18 55 11 5 3 25 51 9
Middle/Junior 33 24 9 27 58 3 24 9 30 58 3 21 18 18 58 3 9 9 18 64 3 12 6 18 61 9 12 9 27 58 3
Secondary 74 23 7 29 41 10 22 9 26 41 11 23 13 26 39 9 4 3 34 48 5 5 9 28 45 10 12 7 27 4 9
ANl 243 20 10 26 45 12 17 10 25 43 12 19 9 31 42 10 6 4 31 46 8 5 3 29 50 9 10 3 34 43 7
Other 21 43 15 25 40 38 26 16 37 38 30 10 45 19 17 22 44 10 N 21 42 5 24 1 39 28
Xz *9.96 13.47 5.91 19.13 5.94 *26.41 6.76 22.04 6.41 18.57 *11.28 22.26
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 23 10 27 47 9 20 11 26 44 11 21 13 26 47 8 5 3 31 51 8 7 4 26 53 8 10 4 31 47 7
5,000 - 10,000 155 29 9 26 40 12 24 9 23 41 12 26 14 25 37 11 10 8 24 43 10 2 4 23 48 13 N 5 28 42 10
Moz; than 10,000 175 23 10 27 48 8 17 11 23 49 8 20 9 26 48 8 5 4 26 53 8 S 3 22 53 10 6 4 28 SO 7
X 1.77 6.89 2.1 6.60 2.00 9.64 4.49 14.42 4.27 5.03 2.18 4.61
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 26 13 19 44 15 20 15 22 39 15 26 13 36 36 9 6 6 28 52 8 2 7 26 44 15 11 8 39 39 8
6 - 10 years m 22 12 28 1 11 17 12 26 42 10 18 14 24 46 9 5 3 28 48 8 5 4 25 49 9 8 2 33 4 38
11 - 15 years 101 25 4 29 53 6 21 6 27 52 6 24 7 27 52 5 9 5 29 48 7 & 1 27 53 10 7 3 32 47 8
16 - 20 years 100 18 5 2 46 12 16 7 24 46 11 18 1M 23 &2 NN 4 3 25 51 9 4 6 19 54 9 5 4 24 51 8
>20 years 196 30 12 27 45 59 24 12 21 45 12 25 13 25 44 10 7 4 27 50 9 7 3 .24 52 10 N 4 26 48 8
x2 6.05 14.59 3.08 1n.n 3.61 10.99 2.45 3.82 2.1 10.75 4.13 10.30

N = number; IU = in use; VD = very desirable; D = desirable; U = undesirable; VU very undesirable.
The data_are reported as percentages

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.
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by the data in Table XXII of the 575 respondents, 92 percent indicated
the principal was involved in classroom observations as a part of their
teacher evaluation system. When analyzed by position, superintendents
felt there was a higher percent (96 percent), while supervisors
perceived it to be less (89 percent). School systems with less than
5,000 students indicated 87 percent were involved in observations, and
larger systems with more than 10,000 students indicated 96 percent.
Other subcategories contained no significant differences.

Attitudes toward observation by principals as indicated by the
data in Table XXIII was positive with 72 percent indicated very desir-
able, 22 percent desirable, 2 percent undesirable, and 0 percent very
undesirable. There were no significant differences of attitudes within
the subcategories.

According to the data in Table XXII total responses for supervi-
sors'involvement in classroom observations was 65 percent. Three signifi-
cant differences were noted in the subcategories of position, size, and
years of experience. Fifty-nine percent of the principals indicated
that supervisors were involved in observations, while 71 percent of the
superintendents perceived supervisors involvement. Of the school
systems with less than 5,000 students, 58 percent perceived involvement
of supervisors in observations. Forty-four percent of the administra-
tors with 1-5 years experience indicated supervisors'involvement in
classroom observations. There were no significant differences by school
level.

As indicated by the data in Table XXIII attitudes toward super-

visors' involvement in observations was also positive with 48 percent



TABLE XXII

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY RESPONSES OF CLASSROOM OBSERVATIONS AS A METHOD
OF TEACHER EVALUATION AS PERCETVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE
DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Department
Category N Principal  Supervisor Superintendent Chairman Peers  Other

Totals 575 92 65 15 12 6 2
Position

Superintendent 110 96 n 28 16 2 2

Supervisor 204 89 69 15 14 9 3

Principal 261 93 59 9 10 5 2

¥ *6200 *7.82 *22.15 3.21 *7.96 .21
School Level

Elementary 204 95 62 12 7 5 2

Middle/Junior 33 91 73 6 3 3

Secondary 74 91 62 15 23 10 3

Al 243 91 67 18 14 5 2

Other 21 86 62 24 10 10 5

XZ 3.65 2.16 6.46 *16.35 2.90 1.59
Size of System

Less than 5,000 245 87 58 22 8 7 2

5,000 - 10,000 155 95 63 14 16 5 3

More than 10,000 175 96 74 5 14 6 2

2 $2.57  *11.43 *24.91 *6.88 96 1.4
Years Experience

1 -5 years 54 87 44 15 6 6 4

6 - 10 years m 92 64 18 9 2 4

11 - 15 years 101 94 64 9 12 4 2

16 - 20 years 100 92 66 8 N 5 2

> 20 years 196 93 Al 19 17 10 1

X 7.28 *19.04 *23.93 12.67 8.94 16.85

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.
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TABLE XXIII

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY RESPONSES OF ATTITUDES TOWARD CLASSROOM OBSERVATIONS AS A METHOD OF TEACHER EVALUATION
AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Department
Principal Supervisor Superintendent Chairman Peers Other
Category N VD [ U w VD D U VD D U _vu VD D u _ w ) D U w D U vu
7otals 575 76 22 2 48 4 9 1 11 37 45 4 16 32 45 2 7 25 52 8 10 15 31 10
Position
Superintendent 110 79 20 1 48 43 10 12 49 36 4 14 36 47 2 4 24 59 13 13 13 69 6
Supervisor 204 79 19 2 52 40 8 1 13 39 4 4 20 36 A 3 10 38 46 10 15 33 40 12
Principal 261 74 25 2 45 43 1 2 9 33 54 5 16 30 52 2 8 23 64 6 16 16 45 23
XZ 3.73 5.33 11.99 6.22 *18.55 7.29
Schaol Level
Elementary 204 % 24 2 45 45 10 1 12 31 50 4 10 33 49 2 7 25 654 8 10 14 3 14
Middle/Junior 33 88 12 49 46 3 3 & 4 3 18 24 55 15 9 67 3 20
Secondary 74 75 23 1 50 38 10 3 9 40 44 6 25 28 40 3 7 27 49 6 18 27 27
ANl 243 77 21 2 50 39 10 11 40 42 4 18 33 4 3 7 27 51 10 8 15 32 8
Other 21 80 20 53 42 10 3% 30 10 16 32 42 5 26 42 N 25 25 25
y_z 5.84 19.40 18.09 15.92 16.46 12.32
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 75 25 1 46 44 10 13 40 & 4 15 34 43 2 7 27 50 10 S5 11 36 N
5,050 - 10,000 155 7% 23 2 51 3% N 1 13 37 42 4 19 30 46 3 7 27 54 6 17 23 20 1
More than 10,000 175 80 17 2 48 43 7 1 4 3N 54 4 15 30 47 2 8 22 55 7 11T 14 32 N
X 6.86 6.21 *20.76 3.44 4.63 6.98
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 74 24 2 40 42 13 4 11 33 39 13 11 38 36 4 6 334 43 1 50 8
6 - 10 years m 77 22 1 58 37 6 16 40 43 1 14 30 46 2 9 25 51 1N 12 23 31 15
11 - 15 years 100 74 25 1 46 45 8 1 5 38 46 5 18 29 44 3 6 23 58 7 9 9 32 9
16 - 20 years 100 79 18 2 48 40 12 1 10 33 49 2 20 34 43 1 8 22 57 6 16 12 3R
>20 years 196 76 22 2 45 43 10 1 1N 37 44 4 16 31 47 2 8 26 51 8 8 19 17 W%
XZ 7.28 19.04 23.93 12.67 8.94 16.85

N = number; VD = very desirable; D = desirable; U = undesirable; YU = very undesirable.
The data are reported as bercentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of signfficance.
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checking very desirable, 41 percent desirable, 9 percent undesirable, and
1 percent very undesirable. Trends were similar within the other sub-
categories, and there were no significant differences toward the inclu-
sion of supervisors in classroom observations.

Observations by superintendents received less support than the
two previous categories. As indicated by the data in Table XXII only 15
percent of the respondents indicated that observations by superintendents
were currently a part of their teacher evaluation systems. There was a
significant difference by position in which 9 percent of the principals
and 28 percent of the superintendents indicated observations by superin-
tendents were being used. School systems with more than 10,000 students
indicated less usage (5 percent) than did systems with less than 5,000
students (22 percent). Administrators with 16-20 and 11-15 years of
experience indicated less involvement by superintendents than administra-
tors with 21-99 years of experience. Analysis by school level did not
indicate a significant difference.

According to the data in Table XIII attitudes toward the involve-
ment of the superintendent in classroom observations were divided. Of
the total respondents 11 percent indicated very desirable, 37 percent
desirable, 45 percent undesirable, and 4 percent very undesirable. In
larger school systems with more than 10,000 students there was less
support for the involvement of superintendents. There were no significant
differences in other categories.

Classroom observations as indicated by the data in Table XXII
by department chairmen and/or team leaders were not widespread. Twelve

percent of the respondents indicated they were used in a teacher
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evaluation system. Three percent of the middle/junior high respondents
indicated department chairmen were used, while 24 percent of the
secondary respondents indicated their use in observations. Smaller
school systems indicated less use of department chairmen and/or team
leaders. There were no significant differences in the remaining sub-
categories.

According to the data in Table XXIII the attitude of respondents
toward the use of department chairmen was somewhat negative. Of the
respondents, 16 percent indicated very desirable, 32 percent desirable,
45 percent undesirable, and 2 percent very undesirable. There were no
significant differences by position, level, size of system, or years
of experience.

It was indicated by the data in Table XXII by 6 percent of the
respondents that peer observations were a part of their teacher evalua-
tion system. Superintendents indicated less usage of this technique (2
percent) than did supervisors (9 percent). Division by years of
experience showed that 2 percent of those with 6-10 years experience
thought peers were used, while 16 percent of those with 21-99 years
experience responded peers were used. There were no significant differ-
ence in the other subcategories.

According to the data in Table XXIII attitudes toward the use of
peers for teacher evaluation was negative. The total responses were 7
percent very desirable, 25 percent desirable, 52 percent undesirable,
and 8 percent very undesirable. There was a significant difference by
position, with principals rating peer observation as 64 percent undesir-

able. There were no significant differences in the other categories.
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Total responses of observation as indicated by the data in Table
XXII suggested who might conduct observations included: directors,
assistant superintendent, parents, assistant principals, and school board
members. There were no significant differences within the several
respondent groups.

According to the data in Table XXIII attitudes toward other
observations showed 10 percent of the respondents indicating very desir-
able, 15 percent desirable, 31 percent undesirable, and 10 percent very
undesirable. No significant differences existed by position, level, size

or years of experience.

Summar

The comparison of classroom observations by different people
indicate as seen in the data in Table XXIV the following: principal 92
percent, supervisor 65 percent, superintendent 15 percent, department
chairman 12 percent, peers 6 percent, and other 2 percent. Clearly, the
principal was the most preferred to conduct classroom observations, with
supervisors receiving second highest number of responses.

According to the data in Table XXIV attitudes toward observations
by varying persons are ranked in the following order: principal, super-
visors, superintendent and department chairmen, peers, and others. There
were positive attitudes towards principals and supervisors conducting
observations, and divided attitudes toward superintendents and department
chairmen conducting observations.

Prior to a classroom observation a pre-observation conference is

often conducted. Respondents were asked to check the persons involved



TABLE XXIV

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQULNCY RESPONSES OF PRESENT USAGE AND ATTITUDES TOWARD CLASSROOM OBSERVATIONS AS A METHOD OF TEACHER EVALUATION
AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Principal Supervisor Superintendent Department Chairman Peers - Others
Category N IJUu V0O D U VU Tu VD D U IU V0 b U VW Tu VD D U VW U Vb D U VU IU VD D U VD
Totals 575 92 92 22 2 65 48 41 9 1 15 11 37 45 4 12 16 32 45 2 6 7 25 52 8 2 10 15 31 10
Position
Superintendent 110 96 79 20 1 n 48 43 10 28 12 49 36 4 16 14 36 47 2 2 4 24 59 13 2 13 13 69 6
Supervisor 204 89 79 19 2 69 52 40 8 1 15 13 39 48 4 14 20 36 a1 3 9 10 34 46 10 3 15 33 40 12
Principal 261 93 74 25 2 59 45 43 11 2 9 9 33 54 5 10 16 30 52 2 5 8 23 64 6 2 16 16 45 23
X *6.00 3.73 *7.82 5.33 #2215 11.99 3.21 6.22 *7.96 *18.55 .21 7.29
School Level
Elementary 204 95 74 28 2 1 62 45 45 10 1 12 12 31 50 4 7 10 33 49 2 5 7 25 54 8 2 10 14 31 14
Middle/Junior 33 91 88 12 73 49 46 3 6 3 4 47 3 3 18 24 55 3 15 9 67 3 20
Secondary 74 9 75 23 1 62 50 38 10 3 15 9 40 4 6 23 25 28 40 3 10 727 49 6 3 18 27 27
AN 243 91 7 21 2 67 50 39 10 18 11 40 42 4 14 18 33 41 3 5 7 27 51 10 2 8 15 32 8
Other 21 86 80 20 62 53 42 24 10 35 30 10 10 16 32 42 10 5 2 42 11 5 25 25 25
X 3.65 5.84 2.16 19.40 6.46 18.09 *16.35 15.92 2.90 16.46 1.59 12.32
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 87 75 25 1 58 46 44 10 22 13 40 &1 4 8 15 34 43 2 7 7 27 5 10 2 5 11 36 N
5,000 - 10,000 155 95 75 23 2 63 51 35 11 1 14 13 37 42 4 16 19 30 46 3 5 7 27 54 6 3 17 23 20 1
More than 10,000 175 96 80 17 2 1 714 48 43 7 1 5 4 31 54 4 14 15 30 47 2 6 8w 22 55 % R 1M 14 32 N
X2 *12.57 6.86 *11.43 6.21 *24.91 *20.76 *6.88 3.44 2.96 4.63 1.41 6.98
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 87 74 24 2 44 40 42 13 4 15 11 33 39 13 6 11 38 36 4 6 6 34 43 11 4 50 8
6 - 10 years 1M1 92 77 22 1 64 58 37 6 18 16 40 43 1 9 14 30 46 2 2 9 25 51 11 4 12 23 31 15
11 - 15 years 101 94 74 25 1 64 46 45 8 1 9 5 38 47 5 12 18 29 44 3 4 6 23 58 7 2 9 9 3 9
16 - 20 years 100 92 79 18 2 1 66 48 40 12 1 8 10 33 49 2 N 20 34 43 1 5 8 22 57 6 2 16 12 32
>20 years 196 93 76 22 2 n 45 43 10 1 19 1M 37 4 4 17 16 31 47 2 10 8 26 51 8 1 8 19 17 W4
xZ 7.28 7.28 *19.04 19.04 *23.93 23.93 12.67 12.67 8.94 8.94 6.85 16.85
N = number; IU = in use; VD = very desirable; D = desirable; U = undesirable; VU = very undesirable.

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.
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in pre-observation conferences and indicate their attitudes toward each
of these. The first person named was the principal. As indicated by the
data in Table XXV of the total respondents 69 percent indicated the
principal was conducting pre-observation conferences in their teacher
evaluation system. Sixty-two percent of the supervisors indicated
principal involvement in pre-observation conferences, while 75 percent
of the superintendents responded to this method. School systems with less
than 5,000 students indicated principals pre-observation conferences by
60 percent of the respondents, while 77 percent of the systems with 5,000-
10,000 students indicated principal involvement. There were no significant
differences within the other subcategories.

According to the data in Table XXVI attitudes toward the principal
conducting pre-observation conferences were positive. Of the total
respondents 68 percent indicated very desirable, 29 percent desirable, 3
percent undesirable, and 0 percent very undesirable. Significant differ-
ences were not indicated within any other subcategories.

Pre-observation conferences by supervisors were indicated by 38
percent of the respondents as revealed by the data in Table XXV. Similar
trends were not in the subcategories with the exception of small size
‘systems. Systems with less than 5,000 students indicated 31 percent
usage of pre-observation conferences by supervisors, while 45 percent of
the larger systems over 10,000 indicated supervisors' involvement in pre-
observation conferences. There were no other significant differences.

According to the data in Table XXVI attitudes toward superin-
tendents conducting pre-observation conferences were not supportive. Of

the total responses the following categories were checked: 13 percent



TABLE XXV

PCRCENT OF RELATIVE FRCQUENCY OF RESPONGCS OF PRC-OBSCRVATION CONFLRENCES AS A MLTHOD
OF TEACHER EVALUATION AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE
DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Department
Category N Principal  Supervisor  Superintendent Chairman Peers  Other
Totals 575 69 38 8 5 1 1
Position
Superintendent 110 75 46 18 9 1 1
Supervisor 204 62 40 7 4 2 1
Principal 261 72 33 5 3 1
¥ *7.04 5.26 *17.53 5.46 21 .68
School Level
Elementary 204 73 36 7 3 2 1
Middle/Junior 33 73 52 3 3
Secondary 74 62 32 7 5
ANl 243 68 39 10 7 1 1
Other 21 62 38 19 5 5
X 4.02 3.92 5.27 3.47 4.76  2.04
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 60 31 13 3 1 1
5,000 - 10,000 155 77 4 7 7 1 1
More than 10,000 175 74 45 2 6 1 1
XZ *14.72 *9,28 *16.03 4.17 .02 .09
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 61 32 n 4 4
6 - 10 years m 66 37 7 5 1
11 - 15 years 101 74 32 9 4 1
16 - 20 years 100 n 4 5 4 1
> 20 years 196 72 43 9 7 3 1
xz 4.24 5.45 2.44 1.79 4.82 8.59

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.

106



TABLE XXVI

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY RESPONSES OF ATTITUDES TOWARD PRE-OBSERVATION CONFERENCES AS A METHOD OF TEACHER EVALUATION
AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Department
Principal Supervisor _Superintendent Chairman Peers Other
Category N D U _Vu VD D 1] VD VD D u_w VD D Uu_vu VD D U _Vvu
Totals 575 68 29 3 38 44 14 1 13 25 52 5 14 26 51 2 6 18 60 7 6 12 29 12
Position '
Superintendent 110 69 28 4 38 18 14 13 37 46 5 18 27 55 il 4 20 66 10 6 22 57 17
Supervisor 204 n 26 3 44 46 9 1 16 27 56 5 18 31 49 2 9 23 61 7 17 33 38 13
Principal 261 65 31 3 37 42 19 2 12 22 61 6 13 26 58 3 6 18 70 7 9 9 53 28
x2 4.06 11.18 10.64 4.83 5.65 7.9
School Level
Elementary 204 66 31 2 3% 46 17 2 12 23 56 5 8 28 56 1 5 17 62 6 7 2 3% 17
#idd1e/Junior 33 70 24 3 36 49 9 3 27 58 3 18 24 52 12 12 64 17
Secondary 74 65 31 3 40 37 19 1 13 201 '57 4 15 22 54 4 6 19 58 6 20 40
AN 243 69 26 ) 39 45 13 1 14 27 49 5 19 26 46 2 6 19 59 8 7 20 25 10
Other 21 70 20 5 28 26 5 5 25 30 20 0 21 21 3% 5 5 26 37 1N 14 14 29
XZ 23.68 18.04 17.89 19.17 12.82 19.78
Sfze of System
Less than 5,000 245 65 30 5 37 48 14 16 29 49 4 13 29 50 2 6 20 57 9 14 34 12
5,000 - 10,000 155 69 28 3 37 40 18 2 16 23 51 6 18 21 52 2 4 20 60 5 10 10 17 13
More than 10,000 175 n 2 1 42 42 12 2 5 23 57 6 14 27 50 2 8 14 62 5 "n N 32 n
" 8.91 10.12 22.14 a.02 8.82 9.04
Years Experience
1 -5 years 54 62 30 6 45 38 1N 4 22 26 35 9 16 33 35 4 12 22 43 10 21 74 11211
6 - 10 years m n 26 3 46 40 14 16 27 52 2 15 24 53 2 9 12 62 10 5 5 5 15
11 - 15 years 101 65 31 4 34 47 17 2 1N 23 54 6 18 21 52 2 3 19 63 6 8 13 33 13
16 - 20 years 100 720 25 1 40 40 15 1 15 23 53 2 17 25 53 1 7 18 60 4 15 11 30
>20 years 196 65 30 4 32 49 14 1 8 27 54 6 10 29 52 2 3 21 6l 6 3 14 W8
xz 13.29 21.56 21.03 13.47 19.24 *26.89
N = number; VD = very desirable; D = desirable; U = undesirable; VU = very undesirable.

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.
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very desirable, 25 percent desirable, 52 percent undesirable, and 5 per-
cent very undesirable. Administrators in larger systems indicated that
pre-observation conferences were more undesirable .(57 percenf), than did
smaller systems (49 percent). No significant differences were found
within the other subcategories.

Pre-observation conferences by department chairmen and/or team
leaders were not widely used as indicated by the data in Table XXV. Of
the total respondents only 5 percent indicated involving department
chairmen and/or team leaders in their teacher evaluation systems. There
were no significant differences within the categories of position, level,
size or years of experience.

According to the data in Table XXVI total attitudes toward using
department chairmen and/or team leaders for pre-observation conferences
included 14 percent very desirable, 26 percent desirable, 51 percent
undesirable, and 2 percent very undesirable. Once again there were slight
variations among the attitudes of the various respondent groups, but none
were significant.

Peer involvement in pre-observation conferences was indicated by
only 1 percent of the total respondents as revealed in the data in Table
XXV. There were no significant differences within the categories of
position, size, level, or length of service.

According to the data in Table XXVI total attitudes toward using
peers in pre-observation conferences were 6 percent very desirable, 18
percent desirable, 60 percent undesirable, and 7 percent very undesirable.

Administrators did not support the use of peers in conducting
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pre-observation conferences. No significant differences existed within
the subcategories.

The questionnaire provided for respondents to indicate the others
who might be involved in conducting pre-observation conferences. Accord-
ing to the data in Table XXV 1 percent of the total sample indicated
such use. The only other person suggested was the assistant principal.
There were no significant differences within the several respondent
groups.

As indicated by the data in Table XXVI attitudes toward involving
others in a pre-observation conference included 6 percent very desirable,
12 percent desirable, 29 percent undesirable, and 12 percent very undesir-
able. A significant difference existed with administrators with 1-5
years experience who indicated 0 percent desirable, while those with 16-
20 years experience indicated 15 percent desirable. No significant
differences were found within other respondent groups.

A comparison of the persons involved in pre-observation confer-
ences indicated the following as revealed by the data in Table XXVII:
principal (69 percent), supervisor (38 percent), superintendent (8 per-
cent), department chairmen and /or team leader (5 percent), peers (1 per-
cent), and others (1 percent). Principals and supervisors were most
involved in conducting pre-observation conferences.

As indicated by the data in Table XXVII attitudes toward including
pre-observation conferences as a method of teacher evaluation were ranked
as follows: principals, supervisors, department chairmen and/or team
leaders, superintendents, peers, and others. In general, there is

positive support for the principal and supervisors involvement and



TABLE XXVII

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY OF RESPONSES OF PRESENT USAGE AND ATTITUDES TOWARD PRE-OBSERVATION CONFERENCES AS A METHOD OF TEACHER
EVALUATION AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Principal Supervisor Superintendent Department Chairman Peers Other _
Category N _IU U TU Vb D U W "IU VD D U VU "IU VW D U VU TU Vb D_U W "IU VD D U VU
Totals 575 69 68 29 3 383 38 44 14 1 8 13 25 52 5 5 142 5 2 1 6 18 60 7 1 6 12 29 12
Position
Superintendent 110 75 69 28 4 46 38 48 14 18 13 37 46 5 9 18 27 55 1 1 4 20 66 10 6 22 57 17
Supervisor 204 62 71 26 3 40 4 46 9 1 7 16 27 53 5 4 18 31 49 2 2 9 23 61 7 1 17 33 38 13
Prizncipal 261 72 65 31 3 1 33 37 4219 2 5 12 26 6 3 13 26 58 3 1 6 18 70 7 9 9 53 28
X *7.04 4.06 5.26 11.18 *17.53 10.64 5.46 4.83 .21 5.65 .68 7.9%
School Level
Elementary 204 73 66 31 2 1 36 35 46 17 2 7 12 23 56 5 3 8 28 56 1 2 517 62 6 1 7 2 36 17
Middie/Junior 33.73 70 24 3 52 36 49 9 3 3 27 58 3 3 18 24 52 12 12 64 17
Secondary 74 62 65 31 3 3240 37 19 1 7 13 20 57 4 5 15 22 54 4 6 19 58 6 20 40
AN 243 68 69 26 4 39 39 4 13 1 10 14 27 49 5 7 19 26 46 2 1 6 19 59 8 1 7 20 25 10
Other 21 62 70 20 5 5 38 58 26 5 5 19 25 30 20 10 5 21 21 37 5 5§ 5 2 37 N 14 14 29
x2 4.02 23.68 3.92 18.04 5.27 17.89 3.47 19.17 4.76 12.82  2.04 19.78
Size of School
Less than 5,000 245 60 65 30 5 3 37 48 14 1316 29 49 4 3 13 29 50 2 1 6 20 57 9 1 14 34 12
5,000 - 10,000 155 77 69 28 3 41 37 40 18 2 7 16 23 51 6 7 18 21 52 2 1 4 20 60 5 1 10 10 17 13
MoEe than 10,000 175 74 71 27 1 1 45 42 42 12 2 2 5 23 57 6 6 14 27 50 2 1 8 14 62 5 1 1m 1" 32 mn
X *14.72 8.91 *9.28 10.12 *16.03  *22.14 4.17 4.02 .02 8.82 .09 9.04
Years Experience
1 -5 years 54 61 62 30 6 2 32 45 38 11 4 1 22 26 35 9 4 16 33 35 4 12 22 43 10 4 21 71 2
6 - 10 years 1M1 66 71 26 3 37 46 40 14 7 16 27 52 2 5 15 26 53 2 1 9 12 62 10 5 5 55 15
11 - 15 years 100 74 65 31 4 2 34 4717 2 9 11 23 54 6 4 18 21 52 2 1 319 63 6 8 13 33 13
16 - 20 years 100 717 72 25 1 1 4 40 40 15 1 5 15 23 63 2 4 17 25 53 1 7 18 60 4 1 15 11 30
> Zg years 196 72 65 30 4 43 32 49 14 1 9 8 27 54 6 7 10 29 52 2 3 3 2161 6 1 3 .14 14 14
X 4.24  13.29 5.45 21.56 2.44 21.03 1.79 13.47 4.82 19.24  8.59 *26.89

N = number; IU = in use; VD = very desirable; D = desirable; U = undesirable; VU = very desirable.
The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.
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negative feelings toward the inclusion of superintendents, department
chairmen and/or team leaders, peers, and others in pre-observation confer-
ences.

At the conclusion of an observation, a post-observation confer-
ence is often conducted to discuss with the teacher the results of the
observation. On the questionnaire respondents were asked to indicate the
inQo]vement of six possible people who might conduct a post-observation
conference. Total responses to the first question as indicated by the
data in Table XXVIII on the inclusion of principals indicated 82 percent
of the systems represented included the principal in post-observation
conferences. Eighty-nine percent of the superintendents indicated
principals' involvement, while 76 percent of the supervisors indicated
principals' involvement. There were no further significant differences
within the categories of respondents.

According to the data in Table XXIX total attitudes toward the
principals involvement in post-observation conferences were 75 percent
very desirable, 23 percent desirable, 1 percent undesirable, and 0 per-
cent very undesirable. Administrators were positive toward the inclu-
sion of principals in post-observation conferences. No significant
differences existed when analyzed by position, level, size, or years of
experience.

Involvement of supervisors in post-observation conferences was
indicated by the data in Table XXVIII by 47 percent of the respondents.
Variations were found in superintendents who checked 56 percent, while
principals checked 41 percent. Smaller systems with less than 5,000

students indicated 42 percent on this item and 55 percent of the larger



PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY RESPONSES OF POST-OBSERVATION CONFERENCES AS A METHOD

TABLE XXVIII

OF TCACHLR LVALUATION AS PLRCLIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE
DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Department
Category N Principal _ Supervisor _ Superintendent Chairman Peers  Other
Totals 575 82 47 n 7 2 1
Position
Superintendent 110 89 56 25 12 1 1
Supervisor 204 76 50 10 6 3 2
Principal 261 85 4 5 5 1
XZ *10.14 *8.38 *30.24 *6.13 1.64 3.67
School Level
Elmentary 204 83 43 6 3 2
Middle/Junior 33 88 58 3
Secondary 74 81 45 15 14 1
AN 243 82 49 13 8 1 2
Other 21 76 57 24 10 10
x2 1.50 4.12 *12.31 *13.82  *10.26  5.50
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 80 42 16 5 2
5,000 - 10,000 155 82 47 9 8 2 1
More than 10,000 175 85 55 3 8 1 1
%2 1.58 *7.17 *18.50 2.08 1.63 .80
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 78 39 n 7 2 2
6 - 10 years m 85 49 12 5 1
11 - 15 years 101 83 39 8 6 1
16 - 20 years 100 83 47 5 5 1
>20 years 196 83 54 14 9 3 1
Xz 1.27 8.28 6.37 3.36 4.88 2.89

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.
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TABLE XXIX

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY RESPONSES OF ATTITUDES TOWARD POST-OBSERVATION CONFERENCES AS A METHOD OF TEACHER EVALUATION
AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Department
Principal ___Supervisor Superintendent Chafrman Peers Others
Category N u_vag VW__ 0 U VO VDD U VU VD D U _VU VWbO__D U VU V0D U WU
Tctals 575 72 23 1 47 39 N 1 14 29 49 4 16 26 49 2 6 20 59 6 7 10 33 8
Position
Superintendent 110 74 25 1 47 43 N 16 37 43 4 15 30 53 1 4 20 64 M 12 18 59 12
Supervisor 204 7% 23 2 52 39 8 1 17 29 49 5 20 3 47 2 9 25 61 6 13 3% 39 13
Principal 261 76 23 1 45 40 15 1 12 28 57 3 15 25 58 2 6 20 69 5 n 4 70 1%
12 1.9 7.66 7.95 9.99 8.20 8.97
Scrool Level
Elementary 204 74 24 2 1 43 42 13 1 13 25 56 3 10 26 54 3 5 19 62 5 5 3 46 M
Mid41e/Junior 33 88 9 52 36 9 3 30 55 3 16 19 59 9 15 61 3 29
Secondary 74 77 23 52 31 14 13 26 52 4 24 22 50 2 9 19 63 2 13 63
AN 243 74 25 1 47 41 10 1 15 33 44 4 18 28 44 2 6 21 56 8 7 18 25 17
Other 21 80 20 58 32 5 26 37 21 5 26 24 35 6 22 44 6 33 17
;(z 23.96 11.32 19.69 20.43 12.67 25.48
Size of System
Lecs than 5,000 245 74 24 1 47 42 N 20 30 45 2 17 28 47 1 6 22 55 9 4 13 33 8
5,000 - 10,000 155 74 25 1 44 37 16 1 13 30 51 4 16 24 51 2 4 20 63 4 10 7 24 7
More than 10,000 175 77 21 1 ] 50 39 9 1 5 27 55 6 14 26 50 2 7 17 61 4 8 11 42 8
;(2 5.90 9.76 *24.29 4.85 8.85 4.95
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 74 24 2 55 28 17 248 32 37 4 17 35 35 4 10 28 4 8 22
6 - 10 years m 79 21 55 35 9 17 32 50 17 23 53 1 9 13 60 10 6 63 6
11 - 15 years 101 72 28 40 46 11 2 13 27 51 5 16 24 50 2 4 20 60 5 13 13 29 13
16 - 20 years 100 80 19 1 52 33 13 1 14 25 53 2 19 24 52 6 19 63 3 9 9 39
>20 years 196 72 25 2 40 46 10 1 10 30 50 6 13 28 49 3 3 22 61 5 8 13 23 13
xz 15.78 23.54 19.93 16.31 18.36 23.03

N = number; VD = very desirable; D = desirable; U = undesirable; UV = very undesirable.
The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.

ELk
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systems indicated supervisors' involvement. No other significant differ-
ences were found.

According to the data in Table XXIX total attitudes toward
supervisors conducting post-observation conferences was positive with 47
percent very desirable, 39 percent desirable, 11 percent undesirable, and
1 percent very undesirable. There were slight variations in the other
categories, but no significant differences were found.

Superintendents' involvement as indicated in the data in Table
XXVIII in post-observation conferences were checked by 11 percent of the
total respondents. Significant differences existed with position, school
level, and school size of this item. Twenty-five percent of the superin-
tendents checked they were involved in post-observation conferences,
while 5 percent of the principals indicated superintendents were involved
in post-observation conferences. Elementary and middle schools indicated
less involvement by superintendents than did secondary and other adminis-
trators. Sixteen percent of the smaller systems with less than 5,000
students checked superintendent involvement, while only 3 percent of the
larger systems indicated superintendents'involvement in post-observation
conferences. No other significant differences were found.

According to the data in Table XXIX attitudes toward superin-
tendents' involvement in post-observation conferences included the
following: 14 percent very desirable, 29 percent desirable, 49 percent
undesirable, and 4 percent very undesirable. Smaller systems were more
supportive of superintendents'invo]vement than larger systems. Similar
trends existed among the subcategories, but no other significant differ-

ences were found.



115

As indicated by the data in Table XXVIII department chairmen
and/or team leaders involvement in post-observation conferences was
indicated by 7 percent of the total respondents. Significant differences
were found by position and school level. Superintendents felt there was
more involvement (12 percent) than did principals (5 percent). Secondary
schools indicated more involvement of department chairmen (14 percent)
than did middle/junior (0 percent) and elementary schools (3 percent).

No other significant differences were found in the subcategories.

| As revealed by the data in Table XXIX attitudes toward the involve-
ment of department chairmen and/or team leaders was somewhat negative.
Total responses included 16 percent very desirable, 26 percent desirable,
49 percent undesirable, and 2 percent very undesirable. There were no
significant differences when analyzed by position, level, size, and
years of experience.

Peer involvement in post-observation conferences was identified
by 2 percent of the total respondents as a part of their current teacher
evaluation system. As indicated by the data in Table XXVIII a signifi-
cant difference existed when analyzed by school level. Ten percent of
the "other" administrators indicated peer involvement, while elementary,
middle/junior, secondary, and all categories were 2 percent or less. No
other significant differences existed by position, size of system or
years of experience.

According to the data in Table XXIX attitudes toward the use of
peers was somewhat negative with the following results: 6 percent very

desirable, 20 percent desirable, 59 percent undesirable, and 6 percent
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very undesirable. Similar trends were evident within the subcategories,
with no significant differences reported.

The questionnaire provided for respondents to indicate the use
of "other" in post-observation conferences. The one identified was
the assistant principal. As indicated by the data in Table XXVIII 1 per-
cent of the total respondents indicated involvement by "others" in post-
observation conferences. No significant differences were found in
subcategories.

Attitudes toward "others" participating in post-observation
conferences were 7 percent very desirable, 10 percent desirable, 33 per-
cent undesirable, and 8 percent very undesirable. As indicated by the
data in Table XXIX no significant differences were found in subcate-
gories.

As indicated by the data presented in Table XXX the comparison
of persons involved in post-observation conferences included: principals
82 percent, supervisors 47 percent, superintendents 11 percent, depart-
ment chairmen and/or team leaders 7 percent, peers 2 percent, and others
1 percent. Principals and supervisors appear to be most involved in
post-observation conferences.

Attitudes toward the use of post-observation conferences were
ranked in the following order: principals, supervisors, superintendents,
department chairmen and/or team leaders, peers, and others. Positive
attitudes were indicated toward principal and supervisor involvement in
post-observation conferences; however, superintendents, ‘department chair-

men and/or team leaders, peers, and others received negative attitudes



TABLE XXX

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY OF RESPUNSES OF PRESENT USAGE AND ATTITUDLS TOWARD POST-OBSERVATION CONFERENCES AS A METHOD OF TEACHER
EVALUATION AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Principal Supervisor Superintendent Department Chairman Peers Other
Category N IU VD D U VW IU VW D U VW Iy Vo D U VW IU Vb D U VW IU VW D U VU IU VD D U VU
Totals 575 82 75 23 1 47 47 39 11 1 N 14 29 49 4 7 16 26 49 2 2 6 20 59 6 1 7 10 33 8
Pousition
Superintendent 110 89 74 25 1 56 47 43 1N 25 16 37 43 4 12 15 30 53 1 1 4 20 64 11 1 12 18 59 12
Supervisor 204 76 7% 23 2 50 52 39 8 1 10 17 29 49 5 6 20 31 47 2 3 9 25 61 6 2 13 35 39 13
Principal 261 85 76 23 1 4] 45 40 15 1 5 12 28 57 3 5 15 25 58 2 1 6 20 69 5 11 4 70 15
%2 *10.14 1.9 *8.38 7.66 *30.24 7.95 *6.13 9.99 1.64 8.20 3.67 8.97
School Level
Elementary 204 83 74 28 2 43 43 42 13 1 6 13 25 56 3 3 10 26 54 3 2 5 19 82 5 5 3 46 N
¥iddle/Junior 33 38 88 9 58 52 36 9 3 3 30 5 3 16 19 59 9 15 61 3 29
Seccndary 74 81 77 23 45 52 31 14 15 13 26 52 4 14 28 22 50 2 1 9 19 63 2 13 63
AN 243 82 74 25 1 49 47 41 10 1 13 15 33 44 4 8 18 28 44 2 1 6 21 56 8 2 7 18 25 7
Other 21 76 80 20 57 58 32 5 24 26 37 21 5 10 24 24 35 10 6 22 44 6 33 17
Y4 1.50 23.96 4.12 1132 *Ni2.31 19.69 *13.82 20.43 *10.26 12.67 5.50 25.48
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 80 74 24 1 42 47 42 1N 16 20 30 45 2 5 17 28 47 1 2 6 22 55 9 4 13 33 8
5,000 - 10,000 155 82 74 25 1 47 44 37 16 1 9 13 30 51 4 8 16 24 51 2 2 4 20 63 4 1 10 7 28 7
¥ore than 30,000 175 85 7 21 1 55 50 39 9 1 3 5 27 55 6 8 14 26 50 2 1 717 61 4 1 8 11 42 8
¥ 1.58 5.90 %717 9.76 *18.50 *24.29 2.08 4.85 1.63 8.85 .80 4.95
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 78 % 28 2 39 55 28 17 N 24 32 37 4 7 17 35 35 &4 2 0 28 41 8 2 22
6 - 10 years 111 85 79 2 49 55 35 9 12 17 32 50 5 7 23 53 L 1 9 13 60 10 6 63 6
11 - 15 years 101 83 72 28 39 40 46 N1 2 8 13 27 51 5 6 16 24 50 2 1 4 20 60 5 13 13 29 13
16 - 20 years 100 83 80 19 47 52 33 13 1 5§ 14 25 53 2 5 19 24 52 6 19 63 3 1 9 9 39
>20 years 196 a3 72 25 2 54 40 46 10 1 14 10 30 50 6 9 13 28 49 3 3 3 22 61 5 1 5 13 23 13
%2 1.27 15.78 8.28 23.54 6.37 19.93 3.36 16.31 4.88 18.36 2.89 23.03

N = number; IU = in use; VO = very desirable; D = desirable; U = undesirable; VU = very desirable.

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.

L1
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toward involvement in post-observation conferences as a part of teacher
evaluation systems.

Three different types of instructional conferences were included
in the methods of teacher evaluation. The first of these was the
planning conference. Total responses to this method of teacher evalua-
tion was 63 percent. As indicated by the data in Table XXXI there was a
significant difference in supervisors' perception of the use of the
planning conference. Fifty-seven percent of the supervisors indicated
the use of this method as opposed to 72 percent of the superintendents
and 64 percent of the principals. A significant difference also existed
in the school systems with less than 5,000 students. Fifty-seven per-
cent of small systems indicated the use of planning conferences. There
were no significant differences within the other subcategories.

According to the data in Table XXXII attitudes toward planning
conferences as a method of teacher evaluation included 67 percent as very
desirable, 28 percent as desirable, 3 percent as undesirable, and 0 per-
cent as very undesirable. There were no significant differences within
the other categories on attitudes toward planning conferences.

Formative conferences throughout the year as a method of teacher
evaluation received 54 percent of the responses. As indicated by the
data in Table XXXI there was a significant difference in smaller school
systems with less than 5,000 students in which 48 percent of the
responses indicated formative conferences. Medium size systems and
larger systems indicated more usage of formative conferences. There

were no other significant differences .in the subcategories.
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TABLE XXXI

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY OF RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTIONAL
CONFERENCES AS A METHOD OF TEACHER EVALUATION AS
PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE
DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Category N Planning Formative Summative
Totals 575 63 54 48
Position

Superintendent 110 72 59 56
Supervisor 204 57 50 46
Principal 261 64 56 46
x2 *7.18 2.70 3.47
School Level
Elementary 204 67 - 48
Middle/Jdunior 33 67 58 49
Secondary 74 64 55 46
A1l 243 60 52 48
Other 21 57 Y/ 43
x2 2:57 &5 .31
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 57 48 43
5,000 -10,000 155 69 60 52
More than 10,000 175 66 58 49
G *6.75 *6.99 3.24
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 57 48 50
6 - 10 years 111 55 50 41
11 -15 years 101 65 59 54
16 - 20 years 100 67 55 44
>20 years 196 67 58 51
¥ 6.29 3.71 4.34

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level
of significance.
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TABLE XXXII

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY RESPONSES OF ATTITUDES TOWARD
INSTRUCTIONAL CONFERENCES AS A METHOD OF TEACHER
EVALUATION AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN
TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Planning Formative Summative
Category N VWb D U VW VD D U VU VD D U W
Totals 575 67 28 3 62 34 2 60 33 4
Position
Superintendent M0 71 27 2 65 34 1 63 34 2 1
Supervisor 206 71 27 2 67 31 3 65 31 4
Principal 261 66 31 3 59 39 2 58 37 5
X2 1.94 4.43 7.58
School Level
Elementary 204 63 32 3 2 57 41 2 1 57 37 5
Middle/Junior 33 64 33 3 63 38 63 38
Secondary 74 70 23 6 1 66 29 3 3 66 25 6
ATl 243 69 26 2 3 64 31 3 3 60 34 4
Other 21 80 15 5 75 20 5 75 20
x2 10.49 12.56 11.26
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 64 32 1 3 60 35 3 2 57 37 4
5,000 - 10,000 155 70 24 3 3 63 31 3 3 62 31 4
More than 10,000 175 68 26 4 2 62 37 2 63 31 4
X2 5.79 6.53 3.51
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 5 66 29 2 4 60 35 4 2 60 33 4
6 - 10 years 111 68 27 4 2 65 32 1 2 63 30 6
11 - 15 years 101 58 37 2 3 57 38 2 3 59 36 2
16 - 20 years 100 72 26 1 1 67 28 2 2 66 26 5 1
> 20 years 196 68 26 3 3 58 38 2 2 5 38 4
2 8.71 5.36 12.82

N = number; VD = very desirable; D = desirable; U =
undesirable; VU = very undesirable.

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of
significance.
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According to the data in Table XXXII attitudes toward the use of
formative conferences as a method of teacher evaluation received the
following responses: 62 percent very desirable, 34 percent desirable, 2
percent undesirable, and 0 percent very undesirable. There were no
significant differences in attitudes toward formative conferences within
the subcategories.

Summative conferences were used in systems of 48 percent of the
respondents as indicated by the data in Table XXXI. Subcategories of
respondents showed no significant differences.

According to the data in Table XXXII attitudes toward the use of
summative conferences indicated that 50 percent of the respondents
considered it to be very desirable; 33 percent desirable, 4 percent
undesirable, and 0 percent very undesirable. There were no significant
differences within the subcategories on this particular item.

The data in Table XXXIII indicated the comparison of the various
instructional conferences indicates the following ranking of usage of
conferences: planning 63 percent, formative 54 percent and summative 48
percent. Attitudes toward including instructional conferences in teacher
evaluation systems were ranked as follows: planning, formative, and
summative. A1l categories were more desirable than undesirable.

Miscellaneous categories included in this section include records
of critical incidents or events, input from parents, self-evaluation,
competency tests, and casual information.

Records of critical incidents or events were used in systems of
32 percent of the respondents as indicated by the data in Table XXXIV.

Subcategories of respondents showed no significant differences.
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PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY OF RESPONSES OF PRESENT USAGE AND ATTITUDES
TOWARD INSTRUCTIONAL CONFERENCES AS A METHOD OF TEACHER EVALUATION
AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE

SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Planning Formative Summative
Category N IU V0 D U W JU VDO D U VU IU VD D U W
Totals 575 63 67 28 3 54 62 34 2 48 60 33 4
Position
Superintendent 110 72 n 27 2 59 65 34 1 56 63 3 2 1
Supervisor 204 57 n 27 2 50 67 31 3 46 65 31 4
Principal 261 64 66 31 3 56 59 39 2 46 58 37 5
X *7.18 1.94 2.70 4.43 3.47 7.58
School Level
Elementary 204 67 63 32 3 2 55 57 41 2 1 48 57 37 5
Middle/Junior 33 67 64 33 3 58 63 38 49 63 38
Secondary 74 64 70 23 6 1 55 66 29 3 3 46 66 25 6
Al 243 60 69 26 2 3 52 64 31 3 3 48 60 34 4
Other 21 57 80 15 5 57 75 20 5 43 75 20
X2 2.57 10.49 .75 12.56 .31 11.26
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 57 64 32 1 3 48 60 35 3 2 43 57 37 4
5,000 - 10,000 155 69 70 24 3 3 60 63 31 3 3 52 62 31 4
MoEe than 10,000 175 66 68 26 4 2 58 62 37 2 49 63 31 4
X *6.75 5.79 *6.99 6.53 3.24 3.51
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 57 66 29 2 4 48 60 35 4 2 50 60 33 4
6 - 10 years 111 55 68 27 4 2 50 65 32 1 2 4 63 30 6
11 - 15 years 101 65 58 37 2 3 59 57 38 2 3 54 59 36 2
16 - 20 years 100 67 72 26 1 1 55 67 28 2 2 44 66 26 5 1
> 20 years 196 67 68 26 3 3 58 58 38 2 2 51 56 38 4
» 6.29 8.7 3.7 5.36 4.34  12.82

N = number; IU = in use; VD = very desirable; D = desirable; U = undesirable;
VU = very undesirable.

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.
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PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY OF RESPONSES OF MISCELLANEOUS METHODS OF TEACHER
EVALUATION AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE
DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Record of Input from Self- Competency Casual
Category N Events Parents Evaluation Tests Information
Totals 575 32 12 64 3 23
Position _
Superintendent 110 42 16 70 6 25
Supervisor 204 30 9 63 2 23
Principal 261 30 n 61 2 23
x2 5.59 3.56 2.76 3.64 .19
School Level
Elementary 204 28 10 60 2 4
Middle/Junior 33 29 12 61 24
Secondary 74 32 n 58 3 24
AN 243 34 12 68 4 22
Other 21 38 19 Al 10 48
x2 2.86 1.56 4.19 6.53 8.05
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 30 15 74 2 25
5,000 - 10,000 155 3 n n 3 22
More than 10,000 175 37 7 43 3 2
x2 2.53 *6.84 *45.91 .39 1.24
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 39 19 69 2 26
6 - 10 years m 32 1 63 4 26
11 - 15 years 101 4 13 59 2 20
16 ~ 20 years 100 29 9 65 16-
> 20 years 196 30 n 65 4 25
x2 5.06 3.39 1.54 4.94 4.47

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of signiricance.
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According to the data in Table XXXV attitudes toward the use of
a record of critical incidents or events indicated that 19 percent of the
respondents considered it to be very desirable, 46 percent desirable, 25
percent undesirable, and 2 percent very undesirable. There were no
significant differences in attitudes toward the use of a record of
critical incidents or events with supervisors. They were less suppor-
tive than principals or superintendents of this checklist. There were
no significant differences indicated within any of the other subcate-
gories.

Input from parents was indicated to be a present part of the
teacher evaluation system of only 12 percent of the respondents as
indicated by the data in Table XXXIV. A significant difference appeared
between the large and small school system respondents. Fifteen percent
of the small system respondents indicated the use of input from parents,
while only 7 percent of the large system respondents indicated its use.
Significant differences were not indicated within any other subcate-
gories.

The attitude of respondents as indicated by the data in Table
XXXV toward including input from parents in a teacher evaluation system
was almost evenly divided. Five percent of the respondents indicated
very desirable, 42 percent desirable, 35 percent undesirable, and 7
percent very undesirable. There were no significant differences within
the categories regarding input from parents as a part of a teacher
evaluation system.

Self-evaluation was a method used by 64 percent of the total

respondents as indicated by the data in Table XXXIV. System size was



TABLE XXXV

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY RESPONSES OF ATTITUDES TOWARD MISCELLANEOUS METHODS OF TEACHER EVALUATION
AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Record of Input from Casual
Events Parents Self-Evaluation Competency Tests Information
Category N VD D Uu_Vu VD D u_ w VD D U w VD D U w VD D U _w
Totals 575 19 46 25 2 5 42 35 7 49 38 1N 1 10 20 46 14 6 45 32 10
Position
Superintendent 1o 28 39 3 2 6 4 44 4 55 31 13 14 25 51 10 6 50 30 14
Supervisor 204 11 60 25 3 4 50 37 10 48 42 9 12 27 49 12 5 42 a1 12
Principal 261 24 48 26 2 7 45 40 9 48 39 12 1 7 17 54 22 9 53 30 8
2 +18.69 5.04 9.29 *19.09 10.93
School Level
Elementary 204 28 43 21 2 5 40 36 10 47 42 8 1 6 14 49 16 7 4 33 9
Middle/Jdunior 33 18 46 21 9 3 40 33 13 42 42 16 13 25 56 6 9 56 22 3
Secondary 74 14 53 24 2 6 43 3 6 47 38 12 1 5 22 43 16 9 48 25 13
All 243 15 43 29 2 5 42 33 S 52 33 14 13 21 44 14 4 4 36 1
Other 21 25 40 20 5 6 59 18 6 48 48 5 N 42 26 N 20 50 10 10
W 22.00 8.86 18.55 %28.39 20.62
Size nf System
Less than 5,000 245 18 44 26 3 5 47 33 7 49 36 14 10 22 44 16 7 49 29 9
5,070 - 10,000 155 12 50 26 1 6 40 38 5 52 37 8 6 13 54 14 6 49 29 1N
More than 10,000 175 20 47 22 2 4 37 37 10 46 42 N 1 10 23 482 12 6 36 37 1N
@ 3.87 7.1 11.24 13.88 12.76
Years Experience
1 -5 years 54 28 52 N 7 4 52 28 1N 45 49 6 8 26 36 21 6 50 29 10
6 - 10 years m 23 49 24 3 6 43 35 8 48 38 17 9 27 43 13 7 46 3N 12
1M - 15 years 101 15 51 26 1 4 482 42 7 53 3% 1N 12 13 50 16 6 40 33 9
16 - 20 years 100 21 44 24 1 6 45 29 7 54 35 7 1 7 21 40 20 7 36 39 14
>20 years 196 16 44 29 2 5 36 38 7 45 40 N 1 9 17 52 1N 6 50 29 7
X 23.74 15.74 21.95 19.22 12.88

N = number; VD = very desirab'le; D = desirable; U = undesirable; UV = very undesirable.
The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.

Sel
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a factor in the utilization of self-evaluation. Systems with more than
10,000 students indicated its use by 43 percent of the respondents, while
71 percent of the 5,000-10,000 student district and 74 percent of the
less than 5,000 districts indicated its use. There were no significant
differences among the other categories.

According to the data in Table XXXV attitudes toward the use of
self-evaluation by the total group showed 49 percent responding as very
undesirable. There were no significant differences within the various
subcategories.

Competency tests for teachers were used by 3 percent of the
respondents as a method of teacher evaluation. According to the data in
Table XXIV no significant differences were found within the subcategories
of respondents.

Attitudes towards the use of competency tests for teachers was
quite negative. As indicated by the data in Table XXXV 10 percent of
the respondents indicated it was very desirable, 20 percent desirable,
46 percent undesirable, and 14 percent very undesirable. Significant
differences in attitudes toward the use of competency tests for teachers
were indicated by principals showing a negative reaction as compared to
superintendents and supervisors. A significant difference also existed
when the respondents were organized by level. Significant differences
did not appear in the other categories.

Casual information was used as part of the evaluation procedure
by 23 percent of the total respondents. According to the data in Table

XXXIV a1l of the subcategories reported similar results.
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Attitudes towards the use of casual information as a method of
teacher evaluation was mixed. As indicated by the data in Table XXXV 6
percent of the respondents thought it to be very desirable and 45 percent
marked desirable. On the other hand 32 percent of the respondents indi-
cated it undesirable while 10 percent indicated very undesirable. There
were no significant differences within the subcategories.

The data in Table XXXVI indicates a comparison of present usage
of miscellaneous methods of teacher evaluation and attitudes toward each
of these methods. Input from parents (12 percent) and self-evaluation
(64 percent) were areas in which significant differences existed in
present usage. Attitudes toward miscellaneous methods indicated signifi-
cant differences in critical records of events (desirable), competency
tests for teachers (undesirable) when analyzed by position. Other
significant differences were rated by analysis of size of system in
usage of input from parents and self-evaluation as methods of teacher

evaluation.

Summary

Teacher checklists are among the most common instruments used in
teacher evaluation, with all types of checklists listed receiving rela-
tively high responses (60-96 percent). Classroom observations by
principals (92 percent) and other administrators to a lesser degree
also ranked very high. Apparently not all classroom observations; how-
ever, are conducted with pre-observation and post-observation conferences.
Pre-observation conferences were used by only 69 percent of the

principals, while post-observation conferences by principals were



TABLE XXXVI

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY RESPONSES OF PRESENT USAGE AND ATTITUDES TOWARD MISCELLANEQUS METHODS OF TEACHER
EVALUATION AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Input from Parents

Self-Evaluation

Competency Tests

Casual Information

Record of Events
D U

Category N IU_ VD vu VO 0 VU U VD 1 IU VWD D VU TU VO D U w
Totals 575 32 19 46 25 2 12 5 42 35 7 64 49 38 N 3 10 20 46 14 23 6 45 32 10
Position

Superintendent 110 42 28 39 31 2 16 6 46 44 4 70 55 31 13 6 14 25 51 10 25 6 50 30 14
Supervisor 204 30 11 6025 3 9 4 50 37 10 63 48 42 9 2 12 27 49 12 23 5 42 & 12
Pri gci pal 261 30 24 48 26 2 N 7 45 40 9 6 48 39 12 2 7 17 54 22 23 9 53 30 8
X 5.59 *18.69 3.56 5.04 2.76 9.29 3.64 *19.09 .19 10.93
School Level 4
Elementary 204 28 246 43 31 2 10 5 40 36 10 60 47 42 8 2 6 14 49 16 21 7 43 33 9
Middle/Jdunior 33 39 18 46 21 9 12 3 40 33 13 61 42 42 16 13 25 5 6 24 9 5 22 3
Secondary ’ 74 32 14 53 24 2 1N 6 43 31 6 58 47 38 12 3 5 22 43 16 24 9 48 25 13
AN 263 34 15 48 29 2 12 5 42 38 5 68 52 33 14 4 13 21 44 14 22 4 44 36 N
Othgr 21 38 25 40 20 5 19 6 59 18 6 7 48 48 5 0 11 42 26 11 48 20 50 10 10
X 2.86 22.00 1.56 8.86 4.19 18.55 6.53 *28.39 8.05 20.62
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 30 18 44 26 3 15 5 47 33 7 74 49 36 14 2 10 22 44 16 25 7 49 29 9
5,000 - 10,000 155 31 18 50 26 1 1N 6 40 38 5 7 52 37 8 3 6 13 54 14 22 6 49 29 1N
Morze than 10,000 175 37 20 47 22 2 7 4 37 37 10 43 46 42 N 3 10 23 42 12 21 6 36 37 1N
X 2.53 3.87 *6.84 7.l *45.91 11.24 39 13.84 1.24 12.76
Years Experience b
1 - 5 years 54 39 28 52 11 7 19 4 52 28 11 69 45 49 6 2 8 26 36 21 26 6 50 29 10
6 - 10 years m 32 23 49 24 3 N 6 43 35 8 63 48 34 17 4 9 27 43 13 26 7 46 31 12
11 - 15 years 101 41 15 51 26 1 13 4 42 42 7 59 53 35 1 2 12 13 50 16 20 6 40 33 9
16 - 20 years 160 29 21 44 24 1 9 6 45 29 7 65 54 35 7 7 21 40 20 16 7 36 39 14
> 220 years 196 30 16 44 29 2 N 5 36 38 7 65 45 40 M 4 9 17 52 11 25 6 50 29 7
X 5.06 23.74 3.39 15.74 1.54 21.95 -4.94 19.22 4.47 12.88

N = number; IU = in use; VD = very desirable; 0 = desirable; U = undesirable; VU = very desirable.

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.
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reported by 82 percent of the respondents. Pre-observation conferences
and post-observation conferences by supervisors were substantially lower
than supervisors'observations. Self-evaluation was rated relatively
high at 64 percent, as were instructional conferences 48-63 percent. The
highest percentage of responses to evaluation by objectives was in
response to job targets identified by teachers and administrators (50
percent).

Significant differences in major methods identified by superin-
tendents, supervisors, and principals that were currently being used were
job targets based on needs assessment; classroom observations by
principals, supervisors, superintendents, and peers; pre-observation
conferences by principals and superintendents; post-observation confer-
ences by principals, supervisors, and superintendents, and department
chairmen; and instructional planning conferences. Significant differ-
ences in attitudes toward methods were in the area of job targets based
on needs assessments and teacher observations by peers.

Significant differences in methods of evaluation by varying grade
levels were in the areas of standardized tests; student attitudes
observed; classroom observations by department chairmen; post-observation
conferences by superintendents, department chairmen, and peers. Signifi-
cant differences in attitudes by school level in methods was in the area
of teacher-made tests.

Analysis by school size indicated significant differences in
the following areas: attitudes and values checklists; classroom observa-
tions by the principals, supervisor, superintendent, department chairmen;

pre-observation conferences by the principal, supervisor, and
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superintendent; post-observation conferences by the supervisor and
superintendent; planning and formative instructional conferences; input
from parents; and self-evaluations. Significant differences in attitudes
toward varying methods were in the areas of other student test data;
classroom observations by superintendent; pre-observation conferences
by superintendents; post-observation conferences by superintendents.

Significant differences in methods by varying years of experi-
ence were in the following areas: job targets identified by administra-
tors only; job targets based on a needs assessment; and classroom
observations by supervisor, superintendent, and peers. There were no
significant differences in attitudes towards methods of teacher evalua-

tion when analyzed by varying years of experience.
V. DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE OF TEACHER EVALUATION

In order to determine the degree of importance placed on teacher
evaluation a series of questions were asked to directly or indirectly
elicit responses. The first question asked to administrators was to
rank the functions of a principal in order to see the relative impor-
tance the sample administrators placed on teacﬁer evaluation. Other
questions asked relating to the degree of importance were the amount of
time spent in hours in the evaluation of a teacher in .one year's time,
the number of times a teacher is observed in an evaluation year, and the
average length in minutes of each observation. Administrators were
asked to indicate their perceptions, as well as the desirabi]ity on

each item as it related to teacher evaluation.
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A method of ascertaining the degree of importance placed on
teacher evaluation involved the respondents ranking the functions of the
principal. Using means of the total responses the following results
were determined in descending order of importance.

2.46 Curriculum development

2.53 Staff development

3.73 School community relations

4.57 Student personnel work

4.58 Teacher evaluation

4.84 School business management

5.49 School plant management

7.68 Transportation
This method of ranking the functions of the principal places teachers
evaluation in fifth place of eight possible functions.

Ranking functions of the principal by position shows that
superintendents and supervisors place teacher evaluation fourth in impor-
tance. As indicated by the data in Table XXXVII principals placed teacher
evaluation sixth in importance, after student personnel work and business
management.

Division of responses by school level produced a variety of posi-
tions among the functions of a principal. As indicated by the data in
Table XXXVIII middle/junior high administrators placed evaluation third
in importance. Administrators responsible for all levels placed teacher
evaluation fourth in importance. Secondary administrators placed it
fifth in importance. Administrators responsible for elementary and

other levels placed teacher evaluation sixth in importance.
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TABLE XXXVII

FUNCTIONS OF A PRINCIPAL IN DESCENDING ORDER OF IMPORTANCE AS
PERCEIVED BY SUPERINTENDENTS, SUPERVISORS, AND PRINCIPALS
IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Category Mean

Superintendents

Curriculum Development
Staff Development

School Community Relations
Teacher Evaluation

School Business Management
Student Personnel Work
School Plant Management
Transportation

NOobLAEPpPWNN
~
N

Supervisors

Curriculum Development
Staff Development

School Community Relations
Teacher Evaluation

Student Personnel Work
School Business Management
School Plant Management
Transportation

NoOohA~APLPLOWNDN
N
(0e]

Principals

Staff Development \
Curriculum Development

School Community Relations

Student Personnel Work

School Business Management

Teacher Evaluation

School Plant Management

Transportation

NOoO AP WOWNON
(0]
oo
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TABLE XXXVIII

FUNCTIONS OF A PRINCIPAL IN DESCENDING ORDER OF IMPORTANCE AS
PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS RESPONSIBLE FOR ELEMENTARY,
MIDDLE/JUNIOR, SECONDARY, ALL AND OTHER LEVELS IN
TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Category Mean

Elementary

Staff Development 2.45
Curriculum Development 2.60
School Community Relations 3.66
Student Personnel Work 4.38
School Business Management 4.83
Teacher Evaluation 4.88
School Plant Management 5.42
Transportation 7.73
Middle/Junior

Curriculum Development
Staff Development

Teacher Evaluation

School Community Relations
Student Personnel Work
School Plant Management
School Business Management
Transportation

NooapwwmPppN
L] . . L[] . . . .
PO PLPWN
WO —-O0O0Oy00 O

Secondary

Curriculum Development
Staff Development

School Community Relations
Student Personnel Work
Teacher Evaluation

School Business Management

N DWON
(] 1 ] [} ) L] ) .
CONNDDOW
SN oabw

Transportation

ATl
Curriculum Development 2.35
Staff Development 2.58
School Community Relations 3.86

Teacher Evaluation 4.25
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TABLE XXXVIII (continued)

Category Mean
School Business Management 4.76
Student Personnel Work 4.81
School Plant Management 5.51
Transportation 7.10

Other

Curriculum Development 2.35
Staff Development 2.86
School Community Relations 3.67
School Business Management 4.24
Student Personnel Work 4.7
Teacher Evaluation 5.10
School Plant Management 5.10
Transportation 7.10
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According to the data in Table XXXIX administrators in schools
with 5,000-10,000 students and schools with more than 10,000 students
ranked teacher evaluation fourth in importance. Schools with less than
5,000 students ranked teacher evaluation fifth in importance.

Administrators with varying levels of experience had a variety
of perceptions concerning the functions of a principal as indicated
by the data in Table XL. Respondents with 11-15 years of experience
and 16-20 years of experience ranked teacher evaluation as fourth in
importance. Those with 1-5 years and 6-10 years of experience ranked
teacher evaluation fifth in importance. Administrators with 21-99 years
of experience ranked teacher eva]uation'as sixth in importance in the
functions of a principal.

The responses to the question "How much time is spent in hours
in the evaluation of a teacher in one year's time?" yielded the following
total responses as indicated by the data in Table XLI: 0-1.9 hours, 30
percent; 2-3.9 hours, 27 percent; 4-5.9 hours, 21 percent; 6-7.9 hours,
9 percent; 8-9.9 hours, 4 percent; 10-11.9 hours, 3 percent; 12-13.9
hours, 1 percent; 14-15.9 hours, 1 percent; and 16 or more hours, 4 per-
cent. The respondents indicated between 0-6 hours were generally spent
in the evaluation of a teacher in one year's time.

According to the data in Table XLI superintendents and supervi-
sors indicated 0-1.9 hours were spent in one year in a teacher's evalua-
tion, whereas principals responded that 2-3.9 hours were spent in a year's
time. Principals also indicated 4-5.9 hours as their second choice with

25 percent, and superintendents and supervisors selected 2-3.9 hours as
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TABLE XXXIX

FUNCTIONS OF A PRINCIPAL IN DESCENDING ORDER OF IMPORTANCE AS
PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN SCHOOL SYSTEMS OF VARYING
SIZES IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Category Mean

Less than 5,000 Students

Staff Development 2.45
Curriculum Development % D2
School Community Relations 3.06
Student Personnel Work 4.50
Teacher Evaluation 4.65
School Business Management 4.74
School Plant Management 5.36
Transportation 7.63

5,000 - 10,000 Students

Staff Development
Curriculum Development
School Community Relations
Teacher Evaluation

Student Personnel Work
School Business Management
School Plant Management
Transportation

NOoOOPPRAREBHWNON
(o]
w

More than 10,000 Students

Curriculum Development
Staff Development

School Community Relations
Teacher Evaluation

Student Personnel Work
School Business Management
School Plant Management
Transportation

NOoOPPB_EPONON
»
N
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TABLE XL
FUNCTIONS OF A PRINCIPAL IN DESCENDING ORDER OF IMPORTANCE AS

PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS WITH VARYING YEARS OF EXPERIENCE
IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Category Mean

1 - 5 Years Experience

Staff Development
Curriculum Development
Student Personnel Work
School Community Relations
Teacher Evaluation

School Business Management
School Plant Management
Transportation

NP WNN
o
=Y

6 - 10 Years Experience

Curriculum Development
Staff Development

School Community Relations
‘Student Personnel Work
Teacher Evaluation

School Business Management
School Plant Management
Transportation

NOobLp_pWMPON
o« o o o o o
(o]

w

11 - 15 Years Experience

Staff Development
Curriculum Development
School Community Relations
Teacher Evaluation
Student Personnel Work
School Business Management
School Plant Management
Transportation

NOoOPA~RApLWMPN
. . . . . . .

(0]

(o]

16 - 20 Years Experience

Curriculum Development 2.23
Staff Development 2.84
School Community Relations 352
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TABLE XL (Continued)

Category Mean
Teacher Evaluation 4.49
School Business Management 4.71
Student Personnel Work 4.73
School Plant Management 5.64
Transportation 7.76

More than 20 Years Experience

Curriculum Development 2.38
Staff Development 2.45
School Community Relations 3.72
Student Personnel Work 4.51
School Business Management 4.75
Teacher Evaluation 4.79
School Plant Management 5.63
Transportation 7.62




PLRCERT OF RELATIVE FRLQUCHCY RESPONSES OF NUMBER OF HOURS THAT ARE SPENT IN A TEACHER'S
EVALUATION IN ONE YEAR'S TIME AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE
DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

TABLE XLI

Category N 0-1.9 2-3.9 4-5.9 6-7.9 8-9.9 10-11.9 12-13.9 14-15.9 16+
Totals 575 30 27 21 9 4 3 1 1 4
Position

Superintendent 110 35 29 22 5 4 2 1 1 3
Supervisor 204 46 25 15 7 3 3 1 2
Principal 261 15 29 25 13 5 4 2 1 6
xz *66.46
School Level
Elementary 204 17 28 25 13 4 3 3 2 6
Middle/Junior 33 15 21 21 18 12 3 9
Secondary 74 37 24 22 7 3 4 4
AN 243 42 28 16 6 3 3 1 2
Other 21 10 43 24 10 5 5 5
x2 *78.39
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 32 28 20 6 5 3 2 1 3
5,000 - 10,000 155 32 30 16 9 5 4 1 1 3
MOEe than 10,000 175 25 23 26 14 2 2 2 1 6
X 24.02
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 22 33 30 n 4 2
6 - 10 years m 33 32 18 5 5 4 2
11 - 15 years 101 28 24 22 10 4 4 1 1 7
16 - 20 years 100 30 24 20 10 3 4 5 4
>20 years 196 30 27 19 10 6 3 1 1 4
X 34.44

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.
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a second highest number of responses. There was a significant differ-
ence by position to this question at the .000 level.

When divided by level of school, in general, respondents indi-
cated 2-3.9 hours as the total time in one year's evaluation as indicated
by the data in Table XL. However, secondary administrators felt that
0-1.9 hours was more indicative of the time spent. The second highest
number of responses came in the 4-5.9 hours category. .There was a
significant difference when divided by school level at the .01 level of
significance.

School systems of varying sizes indicated 0-1.9 hours was spent
in..one year's time for evaluation according to the data in Table XLI.
The second highest number of responses was in the 2-3.9 hours range.
medium size school systems indicated a higher number of responses at the
2-3.9 hours than did smaller or larger school systems. There were no
significant differences within school sizes.

Respondents when grouped by years of experience varied from 0-6
hours of time in the evaluation of a teacher in one year's time as
indicated by the data in Table XLI. Administrators with 1-5 years
experience indicated 2-3.9 hours, with 4-5.9 hours as second highest
responses. Those with more years of experience (6-10, 11-15, 16-20,
21-99) checked 0-1.9 hours as the time spent on a teacher evaluation in
one year. There was not a significant difference within years of
experience on this question.

According to the data in Table XLII total administrator
responses to the question "How much time should be spent in one year's

time on ateacher's evaluation?" included the following: 0-1.9 hours,



TABLE XLIT

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY RESPONSES OF NUMBER OF HOURS THAT SIIOULD BE SPENT IN A

TEACHER'S EVALUATION IN ONE YEAR'S TIME AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN

TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Category N 0-1.9 2-3.9 4-5.9 6-7.9 8-9.9 10-11.9 12-13.9 14-15.9 16+
Totals 575 7 15 21 1 15 13 4 1 10
Position

Superintendent 10 10 16 27 6 15 n 4 1 N
Supervisor 204 9 19 24 12 13 14 3 6
Principal 261 3 12 17 18 17 14 4 2 13
X2 *37.57
School Level
Elementary 204 3 n 19 18 15 14 3 3 14
Middle/Junior 33 12 3 9 12 27 15 9 12
Secondary 74 4 23 20 15 15 10 5 8
A 243 10 17 24 n 14 13 3 8
Other 21 5 19 29 5 5 19 5 5 10
¥ *52,55
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 8 20 24 n 10 13 3 1 9
5,000 - 10,000 155 6 15 24 n 18 12 4 10
More than 10,000 175 5 8 15 20 19 15 5 2 12
X *34.86
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 4 13 32 17 15 13 2 6
6 - 10 years m 5 23 18 13 12 12 5 1 13
11 - 15 years 101 10 12 22 15 14 n 3 1 13
16 - 20 years 100 6 10 20 17 16 13 6 2 10
>20 years 196 7 15 21 n 18 16 3 1 9
X2 27.75

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.
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7 percent; 2-3.9 hours, 15 percent; 4-5.9 hours, 21 percent; 6-7.9 hours,
14 percent; 8-9.9 hours; 15 percent; 10-11.9 hours, 13 percent; 12-13.9
hours, 4 percent; 14-15.9 hours, 1 percent; 16+ hours, 10 percent. The
highest percentages indicated that 4-5.9 hours should be spent in a
teacher's evaluation in one year's time.

Superintendents and supervisors felt that 4-5.9 hours should be
spent in a year's time in a teacher's evaluation as indicated by the
data in Table XLII. Principals indicated that 6-7.9 hours was more
desirable, with 4-5.9 hours and 8-9.9 hours receiving the next highest
percentages of 17 percent. There was a significant difference by posi-
tion in response to the time desired at the .002 level.

Division of responses by school level yielded similar data to
the totals, with the exception of the middle/junior high level as
indicated by the data in Table XLII. The middle/junior high administra-
tors checked 8-9.9 hours as most desirable, whereas elementary, secondary,
all, and others indicated 4-5.9 hours as their priority. There was a
significant difference within school levels at the .01 level of signifi-
cance.

Responses by school size resulted in a similar fashion as totals,
with 4-5.9 hours as desired for time spent in a teacher's evaluation
in one year as revealed by the data in Table XLII. There was no signifi-
cant difference by size to the question of time desired for teacher
evaluation.

Administrators with varying years of experience indicated 4-5.9
hours as the time desired for evaluation for one year according to the

data in Table XLI. The one exception was the respondents with 6-10 years



143
who felt less time (2-3.9 hours) was necessary for teacher evaluation.
There were no significant differences by year of experience.

The comparison of total responses to the question of "time
spent" and "time that should be spent" as indicated by the data in Table
XLIII shows that 2-3.9 hours is actually being spent, whereas 4-5.9 hours
should be spent. The major discrepancy was from the principals who
indicated up to 8-9.9 hours should be spent in a teacher's evaluation
in one year's time.

Table XLIV provides data for the following analysis. The
responses of the total sample to the question "How many times is a teacher
observed in an evaluation year?" yielded the following results: 0 times,
1 percent; 1-2 times, 26 percent; 3-4 times, 41 percent; 5-6 times, 15
percent; 7-8 times, 5 percent; 9-10 times, 5 percent; 11-12 times, 1
percent; 13-14 times, 0 percent; 15 or more times, 6 percent. The total
respondents indicated on the average a teacher is observed 3-4 times
during a year in which he/she is evaluated. The second highest number
of responses was in the 1-2 times observed category.

Superintendents, supervisors, and principals responded to the
question "How many times is a teacher observed?" in a similar fashion
as the total respondents. The largest number of responses were in the
3-4 times category, with 1-2 times receiving the second highest number
of responses. There was a significant difference between positions for
the number of times observed at the .0001 level.

When divided into school levels, size of system, and years of
experience a similar pattern prevailed as in the total responses. The

majority of respondents checked 3-4 times as the number of observations



PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY RESPONSES OF ACTUAL AND DESIRED HOURS SPENT IN A TEACHER'S EVALUATION IN ONE YEAR'S

TABLE XLIII

TIME AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

0-1.9 2-3.9 4-5.9 6-7.9 8-9.9 10-11.9 12-13.9 14-15.9 16+
Category N _Ts Should Is Should TIs Should Ts Should TIs Should TIs Should Is Should Ts Should Ts Should

Totals 575 30 7 27 15 21 21 9 14 4 15 3 13 1 4 1 1 4 10

Positicn
Superintendent 110 35 10 29 16 22 27 5 6 4 15 2 n 1 4 1 1 3 n
Supervisor 204 46 9 25 15 15 24 7 12 3 13 3 14 1 3 2 6
Pr%ncipal 261 15 3 29 12 25 17 13 18 5 17 4 14 2 4 1 2 6 13
X Is = *66.46 Should = *37.57

School Level
Elementary 204 17 3 28 n 25 19 13 18 4 15 3 14 3 3 2 3 6 14
Middle/Junior 33 15 12 21 3 21 9 18 12 12 27 3 15 9 9 12
Secondary 74 37 4 24 23 22 20 7 15 3 15 4 10 5 4 8
AN 243 42 10 28 17 16 24 6 n 3 14 3 13 1 3 2 8
Otrz\er 21 10 5 43 19 24 29 10 5 5 5 5 19 5 5 5 10
X Is = *78.39 Should = *52.55

Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 32 8 28 20 20 24 6 n 5 10 3 13 2 3 1 1 3 9
5,000 - 10,000 155 32 6 30 15 16 24 9 n 5 18 4 12 1 4 1 3 10
More than 10,000 175 25 5 23 8 26 15 14 20 2 19 2 15 2 5 1 2 6 12
X Is = 24.02 Should = *34.86

Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 22 4 33 13 30 32 n 17 15 13 2 2 2 6
6 - 10 years 111 33 5 32 23 18 18 5 13 5 12 4 12 5 1 2 13
1M - 15 years 101 28 10 24 12 22 22 10 15 4 14 ) n 1 3 1 1 7 13
16 - 20 years 100 30 6 24 10 20 20 10 17 3 16 ) 13 5 6 2 ) n
>20 years 196 30 7 27 15 19 21 10 n 6 18 3 16 1 3 1 1 4 9
xz Is = 34.44 Should = 27.75

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.
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'PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY RESPONSES OF NUMBER OF TIMES A TEACHER
IS OBSERVED IN AN EVALUATION YEAR AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS
IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Category N 0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7-8 9-10 11-12 13-14 15+
Totals 57 1 26 41 15 5 5 1 6
Position

Superintendent 110 26 46 15 1 6 2 4
Supervisor 206 3 29 46 14 5 3 1 1
Principal 261 1 23 35 15 V| 7 2 1
X2 *43.62
School Level
Elementary 204 1 22 38 16 5 6 2 10
Middle/Junior 33 27 39 6 15 3 3 6
Secondary 74 1 27 38 18 5 4 1 5
Al 243 1 30 45 14 3 5 1 2
Other 21 5 14 33 14 10 10 14
X2 40.66
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 2 27 42 12 4 6 2 5
5,000 - 10,000 155 28 44 16 4 4 5
More than 10,000 175 2 22 37 17 8 6 2 6
X2 15.18
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 2 28 39 15 2 4 1
6 - 10 years 11 31 44 14 4 5 1 3
11 - 15 years 101 21 50 15 4 5 1 5
16 - 20 years 100 3 22 41 14 6 5 2 7
>20 years 196 1 26 37 16 7 7 1 1 6
X2 22.78

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of

significance.
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during an evaluation year. There were no significant differences in any
of the categories by school level, size of system, or years of experience
in relationship to the question on number of times observed.

Table XLV provides the data for the following analysis. Responses
to the question "How many times should a teacher be observed during
an evaluation year?" were as follows: O times, O percent; 1-2 times, 6
percent; 3-4 times, 34 percent, 5-6 times, 25 percent; 7-8 times, 8 per-
cent; 9-10 times, 15 percent; 11-12 times, 3 percent; 13-14 times, 0 per-
cent, 15 or more times, 9 percent. In general, total respondents checked
3-4 times (34 percent) as the optimum number of observations. The
second highest number of responses was in the 5-6 times category with 25
percent.

Respondents by position, school levels, size of system, and
years of experience yielded similar data to total responses. The optimum
number of observations was 3-4, with 5-6 times receiving the second
highest number of responses.

There was a significant difference when analyzed by position,
level, and size of school system at the .05 level or below. There were
no significant differences for this data when analyzed by years of
experience.

When making a comparison between what "is" and what "should be"
as indicated in Table XLVI--the number of observations of a teacher during
an evaluation year--the greatest discrepancies are in the 1-2 times, 5-6
times, and 9-10 times. Administrators prefer more observations than

are currently being made.
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TABLE XLV

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY RESPONSES OF NUMBER OF TIMES A TEACHER
SHOULD BE OBSERVED IN AN EVALUATION YEAR AS PERCEIVED BY
ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR

1978-1979
Category N O 1-2 3-4 5-6 7-8 9-10 11-12 13-14 15+
Totals 575 6 34 25 8 15 3 9
Position
Superintendent 110 6 38 26 7 14 3 1 6
Supervisor 206 1 7 39 26 7 14 3 4
Principal 261 5 28 24 10 16 2 15
¥2 23.91
School Level
Elementary 204 5 &1 25 9 18 3 1 13
Middle/Junior 33 6 33 27 3 15 3 12
Secondary 74 3 31 24 12 12 A4 14
X2 *66.12
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 7 41 20 5 17 2 1 7
5,000 - 10,000 155 5 33 31 1 9 1 9
More than 10,000 175 1 5 23 27 11 17 5 12
x2 *38.92
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 2 41 24 7 1 15
6 - 10 years 111 5 33 29 6 13 3 11
11 - 15 years 101 4 36 29 8 13 3 1 7
16 - 20 years 100 8 33 19 10 15 4 1
>%P years 196 1 8 31 24 9 18 2 1 7
X 22.53

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of
significance.



TABLE XLVI

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FRCQUENCY RESPONSES OF ACTUAL AND DESIRED NUMBER OF OBSCRVATIONS AS PCRCEIVED BY
ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7-8 9-10 11-12 13-14 15+
Category N Ts Should Ts Should TIs Should Is Should Ts Should Is Should Is Should Is Should TIs Should
Totals 575 1 26 6 4 34 15 25 5 8 5 15 1 3 6 9
Position
Superintendent 10 26 6 46 38 15 26 1 7 6 14 2 3 1 4 6
Supervisor 204 3 1 29 7 46 39 14 26 5 7 3 14 1 3 1 4
Principal 261 1 23 5 35 28 15 24 7 10 7 16 2 2 n 15
xz Is = *43.62 Should = 23.91
School Level
Elementary 204 1 22 5 38 27 16 27 5 9 6 18 2 3 1 10 13
Middle/Junior 33 27 6 39 33 6 27 15 3 15 3 3 3 6 12
Secondary 74 1 27 3 38 31 18 24 5 12 4 12 1 4 5 14
AN 243 1 30 8 45 41 14 25 3 7 5 12 1 2 2 5
Other 21 5 5 14 33 29 14 24 10 10 10 19 5 14 10
* Is = 40.66 Should = *66.12
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 2 27 7 42 4 12 20 4 5 6 17 2 2 1 5 7
5,000 - 10,000 155 28 5 44 33 16 3 4 1N 4 9 1 5 9
More than 10,000 175 2 1 22 5 37 23 17 27 8 n 6 17 2 5 6 12
X2 Is = 15.18 Should = *38.92
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 2 28 2 39 4 15 24 2 7 4 1" n 15
6 - 10 years m 31 5 44 33 14 29 4 6 5 13 1 3 3 n
11 - 15 years 101 21 4 50 36 15 29 4 8 5 13 1 3 1 5 7
16 - 20 years 100 3 22 8 4] 33 14 19 6 10 5 15 2 4 7 n
> zg years 196 1 1 26 8 37 31 16 24 7 9 7 18 2 2 1 6 7
X Is = 22.78 Should = 22.53

The data are reported as percentages.

*Ch{ square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.
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Table XLVII provides the data for the following analysis. Admin-
istrators responses to the question "What is the average length in minutes
of each observation?" yielded the following responses: 1less than 10
minutes, 5 percent; 10 minutes, 5 percent; 20 minutes, 20 percent; 30
minutes, 34 percent; 40 minutes, 15 percent; 50 minutes, 15 percent;

60 minutes, 15 percent; 70 minutes, 0 percent; more than 70 minutes, 1
percent. The majority of responses were in the 10 minute category, with
the second highest number of responses being 30 minutes.

When analyzed by position the superintendents, supervisors, and
principals indicated 30 minutes was the average length of classroom
observations. There was a significant relationship by position at the
.000 level.

When examining the question of observation length by school level,
there were similar results to the totals. Thirty minutes was the actual
time administrators responsible for varying levels identified as the
length of observations. There was a significant difference among levels
at the .000 level.

Division of data by school size and length of service also indi-
cated 30 minutes as the length of observations. There were no signifi-
cant differences by size or length of service.

Table XLVIII provides the data for the following analysis. In
response to the question "What should be the average length in minutes
of an observation?" the following results were observed: 1less than 10
minutes, 1 percent; 10 minutes, 2 percent; 20 minutes, 11 percent; 30

minutes, 33 percent; 40 minutes, 15 percent, 50 minutes, 16 percent;
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TABLE XLVII

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY RESPONSES OF LENGTH OF CLASSROOM
OBSERVATIONS AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE
DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

In Minutes
Category N <10 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 >70
Totals 575 5 5 20 34 15 10 N 0 1
Position
Superintendent 110 3 6 20 40 8 8 16 0 0
Supervisor 204 4 2 20 35 17 10 12 0 1
Principal 261 7 8 20 30 16 10 8 0 1
¥ 23.91

School Level

Elementary 204 4 7 15 35 16 9 12 0 2
Midd1e/Junior 33 6 6 9 27 21 24 6 0 0
Secondary 74 5 10 27 20 18 12 /f 1 0
A1l 243 4 3 22 38 12 8 13 0 0
Other 21 24 5 29 19 19 5 0 0 0
v 66.12%
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 8 6 20 33 10 9 12 0 1
5,000 - 10,000 155 2 5 20 36 21 7 10 0 0
More than 10,000 175 4 4 19 33 16 14 10 0 1
¥ 24.00
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 ¥ 6 20 32 13 9 9 2 2
6 - 10 years 1M 8 5 21 3% 16 1N 9 0 1
11 - 15 years 101 2 5 23 30 18 9 14 0 0
16 - 20 years 100 7 4 23 33 16 M 4 0 2
>20 years 196 6 7 15 35 13 9 15 0 0
v 35.31

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of
significance.
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TABLE XLVIII

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY RESPONSES OF DESIRED LENGTH OF CLASSROOM
OBSERVATIONS AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE
DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

In Minutes

Category N <10 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 >70

Totals 575 1 2 11 33 15 16 18 0 2
Position

Superintendent 110 1 0 12 40 13 17 15 0 3

Supervisor 204 1 4 8 30 20 16 24 0 1

Principal 261 2 4 15 33 13 16 15 1 2

. 27.49*

School Level

Elementary 204 1 2 1 38 16 9 20 1 3
Middle/Junior 33 0 9 6 15 15 49 6 0 0
Secondary 74 4 5 15 26 16 18 15 1 0
A1l 243 0 1 11 334 14 18 20 0 2
Other 21 5 5 24 33 19 10 5 0 0
52 74.08*
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 1 3 14 33 11 15 20 1 1
5,000 - 10,000 155 1 1 11 31 19 18 16 0 3
More than 10,000 175 1 3 9 35 18 17 17 0 2
2 18.64
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 0 o 11 37 13 17 15 2 6
6 - 10 years 11 0 1 12 31 15 18 22 0 2
11 -~ 15 years 101 2 2 20 29 15 17 22 1 0
16 - 20 years 100 2 3 12 3 18 19 9 0 2
>20 years 196 2 4 10 36 15 14 18 0 1
e 31.97

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of
significance.
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60 minutes, 18 percent; 70 minutes, O percent; more than 70 minutes, 2
percent. The highest percentage indicated was at the 20 minute observa-
tion length, with 30 minutes as the second highest response.

Superintendents, supervisors, and principals indicated 30 minutes
as the desired observation length. Superintendents'second highest
choice was 50 minutes, whereas supervisors'second highest choice was 60
minutes. There was a significant difference by position to the question
of observation length at the .03 level.

In general administrators responsible for varying levels also
indicated 30 minutes as the desired observation length. The middle/
junior high level felt 50 minutes was more desirable. There was a
significant difference among levels at the .000 level.

Division of responses by size and years of experience resulted
in a similar fashion. Thirty minutes was most desirable for the
length of an observation. There were no significant differences by
size or school level at the .05 level.

A comparison of "what is the desired length" and "what should
be" as indicated by the data in Table XLIX the desired length of oberva-
tions indicates 30 minutes for both. In general no discrepancies exist

on this question.

Summar

In general administrators ranked teacher evaluation fifth in
order of importance from a list of eight functions of a principal. The
degree of importance placed on teacher evaluation by ranking the func-

tions when analyzed by position indicated a difference of opinion.



TARLE XLIX

PERCENT OF RELATIVE FREQUENCY RESPONSES OF ACTUAL AND DESIRED LENGTH OF CLASSROOM OBSERVATIONS AS PERCEIVED
BY ADMINISTRATORS IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

<10 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 >70
Category N Is Should Is Should Is Should Is Should Is Should Is Should Is Should Is Should Is Should
Totals 575 5 1 5 2 20 n 33 33 15 15 10 16 n 18 1 2
Position =
Superintendent 10 3 1 6 20 12 40 40 8 13 8 17 16 15 3
Supervisor 206 4 1 2 2 20 8 35 30 17 20 10 16 12 24 1 1
Principal 261 7 2 8 4 20 15 30 33 16 13 10 16 8 15 1 1 2
2 Is = 23.9) Should = *27.49
School Level
Elementary 204 4 1 7 2 15 n 35 38 16 16 9 9 12 20 1 2 3
Middle/Junior 33 6 6 9 9 6 27 15 21 15 24 49 6 6
Secondary 74 5 4 10 5 27 15 20 26 18 16 12 18 7 15 1 1
Al 243 4 3 1 22 n 38 34 12 14 8 18 13 20 2
Other 21 24 5 5 5 29 24 19 33 19 19 5 10 5
e Is = *66.12 Should = *74.08
Size of System
Less than 5,000 245 8 1 6 3 20 14 33 34 10 n 9 15 12 20 1 1 1
5,000 - 10,000 155 2 1 5 1 20 n 36 31 21 19 7 18 10 16 3
More than 10,000 175 4§ 1 4 3 19 9 33 35 16 18 14 17 10 17 1 2
2 Is = 24.00 Should = 18.64
Years Experience
1 - 5 years 54 7 6 20 n 32 37 13 13 9 17 9 15 2 2 2 6
6 - 10 years m 3 5 1 21 12 35 31 16 15 n 18 9 22 1 2
11 - 15 years 100 2 2 5 2 23 20 30 29 18 15 9 17 14 22 ]
16 - 20 years 100 7 2 4 3 23 12 33 35 16 18 n 19 4 9 2 2
> 220 years 196 6 2 7 4 15 10 35 36 13 15 9 14 15 18 1
X Is = 35.31 Should = 31.97

The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.
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Superintendents and supervisors ranked teacher evaluation fourth in impor-
tance. Principals ranked teacher evaluation sixth in importance.

When administrators of varying grade levels ranked the functions
of a principal there were many discrepancies. Middle/junior high adminis-
trators ranked teacher evaluation third in importance. "A11" administra-
tors ranked teacher evaluation fourth in importance. Secondary
administrators ranked teacher evaluation fifth in importance. Elementary
and "other" administrators ranked teacher evaluation sixth in importance.

When analyzed by school size, smaller school systems (less than
5,000 students) ranked teacher evaluation fifth in importance. Medium
size systems (5,000-10,000 students) and large school systems (more than
10,000 students) ranked teacher evaluation fourth in importance.

Administrators with varying years of experience had different
perceptions of teacher evaluation. Administrators with 1-5 years and
6-10 years experience ranked teacher evaluation fifth in importance.
Administrators with 11-15 years and 16-20 years of experience ranked
teacher evaluation fourth in importance. Administrators with > 21
years experience ranked teacher evaluation sixth in importance.

The summary Table L indicates the following responses to the
degree of importance in teacher evaluation: three hours spent in total
time for a teacher's evaluation in one year's time; whereas six hours
should be spent in one year's time. A teacher is observed four times
during an evaluation year; whereas, a teacher should be observed six
times in an evaluation year. Observations are 30 minutes in length, and

they should be 30 minutes in length.



TABLE L

SUMMARY OF DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE OF TEACHER EVALUATION AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS
IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

Time Spent Time Should Times Times Should Observation Desired Length

Category (Hours) Be Spent Observed Be Observed Length of Observation
Totals 3 6 4 5 30 30
Superintendent 2 6 3 5 30 30
Supervisor 2 6 3 5 30 40
Principal 4 7 4 6 30 30
Elementary 4 7 4 6 30 30
Middle/Jdunior 5 8 4 6 30 40
Secondary 3 6 3 6 30 30
A1l 3 6 3 5 30 30
Other 4 7 5 6 20 30
Less than 5,000 4 6 3 5 30 30
5,000 - 10,000 3 7 3 3 30 40
More than 10,000 4 8 4 6 30 30
1 - 5 years 2 5 4 6 30 40
6 - 10 years 1 5 3 6 30 40
11 -15 years 3 5 4 5 30 40
16 - 20 years 2 6 4 6 30 30
>21 years 2 § 4 5 30 30

G5 L
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There were no significant differences by position of the number
of hours spent in a teacher's evaluation, in the number of times observed
during the evaluation year, or in the length of observations.

There were no significant differences by school levels of the
number of hours spent in a teacher's observation, the number of times
observed during the evaluation year, or the length of the classroom
observations.

There were no significant differences by school system size of
the number of hours spent in a teacher's evaluation, the number of times
observed during an evaluation year, or the length of a classroom
observation.

There were no significant differences when analyzed by years of
experience of the number of hours spent in a teacher's evaluation, the
number of times observed during an evaluation year, or the length of a

classroom observation.

VI. RESULTS OF IMPLEMENTATION OF TEACHER EVALUATION

In order to determine the results of implementation of teacher
evaluation a series of questions were asked regarding the procedures
surrounding the development and implementation of teacher evaluation.
Two of the questions investigated teacher involvement in the development
of evaluation systems, while the other four dealt with implementation
processes. The last question of the study asked the respondents to rate
the overall evaluation process in their school system.

Table LI provides data for the following analysis. Total

responses to the question "Are teachers involved in the development of



TABLE LI

RESULTS OF IMPLEMENTATION OF TEACHER EVALUATION AS PERCEIVED BY ADMINISTRATORS
IN TENNESSEE DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979

See and Review Right to Make Receive Copy Informed of the
Documents of Written Comments of Evaluation Evaluation Involved in Develop- Involved in Develop- Informed of
Evaluation on Evaluation Placed in File Process ment of Instruments ment of Pracedures Appeal Process Overall Pracess
Category Always Yes NU No Yes No DK Yes No__DK Ves No DK Yes No DK Yes No DK Yes No DK Good Fair Pcor
Tetals 37 12 1 9 ) 2 70 26 4 99 1 77 15 8 N 16 10 88 4 9 42 a8 9
Superintendent 88 0 1 1 9 1 75 23 3 98 2 92 6 3 84 13 4 93 1 6 39 56 5
Supervisor 84 5 1 93 5 3 67 25 8 99 2l 17 7 75 16 9 85 5 10 44 45 1
Principal e3 10 94 ) 2 70 28 2 100 n 17 12 70 18 12 87 4 9 43 43 0
X 5.12 6.36 *10.44 *11.37 *20.23 9.43 a.34 5.89
Elementary 87 12 1 96 2 2 70 28 3 100 72 19 9 69 18 13 88 3 9 46 46 9
#iddle/Junior 88 12 8 12 79 18 3 100 88 6 6 94 3 3 88 6 6 64 36
Secondary 87 12 1 95 3 3 N 24 6 99 1 69 20 1N 66 22 12 86 4 10 32 58 10
A 87 12 1 95 4 3 69 26 5 98 1 1 8 12 5 78 15 7 89 3 8 4 43 n
Other 86 14 95 5 62 33 5 95 5 N 5 24 76 10 14 76 5 19 29 62 19
xz 4.32 10.37 4.02 9.95 *20.69 *16.82 4.29 13.99
Less than 5,000 86 12 1 93 4 3 67 30 3 99 1 81 14 6 78 16 7 87 3 10 39 52 9
5,000 - 10,000 88 12 1 95 3 1 6l 33 6 99 15 25 17 8 713 17 10 85 5 10 44 47 9
Mo;e than 10,000 88 12 95 3 1 8 13 5 99 1573 15 12 70 17 14 90 ) 6 46 43 10
X 5.12 2.94 *22.86 3.83 . 6.61 6.74 2.98 3.02
1 - 5 years 89 ] 2 9% 4 63 35 2 9% 2 2 67 20 13 69 19 13 85 6 ] 43 43 15
6 - 10 years 88 n 1 93 3 5 69 27 5 100 77 18 5 74 18 8 85 4 n 43 46 n
11 - 15 years 91 9 9% 4 2 68 26 6 100 74 13 13 70 16 14 90 4 6 40 53 3
16 - 20 years 87 13 9% 3 3 80 17 3 98 2 80 14 6 79 15 6 90 2 8 48 45 7
21 - 99 years 84 15 1 95 4 1 68 28 5 99 1 1 80 14 7 75 16 9 88 4 8 42 51 8
X 12.49 6.15 9.06 9.65 9.9 5.43 3.15 5.64

NU = not usually; DK = don't know.
The data are reported as percentages.

*Chi square calculated on frequency data using .05 level of significance.

(Sl
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evaluation instruments"included the following: yes, 77 percent; no, 15
percent; do not know, 8 percent. Administrators felt there was involve-
ment of teachers in the development of evaluation instruments.

Superintendents felt there was much more teacher involvement
(92 percent) than did supervisors (77 percent) and principals (71 per-
cent). There was a significant difference among these data at the .00
level.

When analyzed by school level in response to the question concern-
ing teacher involvement in the development of evaluation instruments,
secondary responses were lower (69 percent) than other school levels. A
significant difference existed at the .01 level.

Analysis by school size and years of experience produced similar
results as the totals. There was an indication of teacher involvement
in the development of evaluation instruments. There were no significant
differences when analyzed by school level or years of experience.

"Are teachers involved in the development of evaluation proce-
dures?" produced the following total responses: yes, 74 percent; no, 16
percent; do not know, 10 percent. There was a strong feeling of teacher
involvement in the development of evaluation procedures.

Analysis by position indicated the superintendent possessed
stronger feelings of teacher involvement (84 percent) than did supervi-
sors (75 percent) or principals (70 percent). There was a significant
difference among positions in response to this question.

Middle/junior high school responses to the question of teacher
involvement in evaluation procedures was much higher (94 percent) than
other levels of schools. There was a significant difference at the .03

Tevel.
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Division of data into school size and level of experience yielded
data similar to totals. There was a feeling of total involvement by
teachers in the development of evaluation procedures. There was no
significant differences within these categories.

Total responses to the question "Do teachers have an opportunity
to see and review their evaluation documents?" included the following:
yes always, 87 percent; yes if they wish, 12 percent; no usually, 1 per-
cent, and no, 0 percent. These responses indicate that teachers do have
a right to see and review documents concerning their evaluation.

When analyzed by position, school level, school size, and level
of experience similar results were apparent in all groups. There were
no significant differences among any groups in analysis of this question
relating to review of teacher evaluation documents.

In response to the question "Do teachers have the right to make
written comments on disagreements concerning their evaluation?" the
following totals were found: yes, 94 percent; no, 4 percent; do not
know, 2 percent. Administrators were confident that teachers could make
written comments concerning disagreements related to their evaluation.

Superintendents, supervisors, and principals also agreed that
teachers have a right to make written comments. Superintendents indicated
a stronger response at 99 percent, than did supervisors (93 percent) and
principals (94 percent). There was a significant difference at the .17
level concerning the responses to this question.

Analysis by school level, school size, length of experience also
confirmed the right of teachers to make written comments. There were no

significant differences in these categories.



160

Total responses to the question "Do teachers receive a copy of
the final evaluation that is placed in their personnel file?" included
the following: yes, 70 percent; no, 26 percent; do not know, 4 percent.
This question did not receive the positive response as did previous
ones concerning review of evaluation documents.

When analyzed by position, similar results were apparent.
Superintendents responded with a higher percentage (75 percent) than
did supervisors (67 percent) and principals (70 percent). There was a
significant difference among positions in response to this question at
the .03 level.

Analysis by school level and years of experience yielded similar
data, with 60-80 percent positive responses to the question. There
were no significant differences in these data referring to receiving a
copy of the evaluation by level or years of experience.

A significant difference did exist in regard to receiving a copy
of the evaluation when divided by school size. Larger systems with more
than 10,000 students indicated 82 percent positive responses. There was
a significant difference at the .00 level.

"Are teachers informed of the evaluation process?" received the
following total responses: yes, 99 percent; no, O percent; do not know,
1 percent. The administrators felt sure that teachers were informed of
evaluation process.

Division of responses by position indicated superintendents,
supervisors, and principals all felt teachers are informed of the evalua-
tion process. There was a significant difference by position at the

.02 level. Ninty-eight percent of the superintendents responded "yes;"
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whereas, 100 percent of the principals responded "yes" to this question
relating to informing teachers of the evaluation process.

Analysis of data by school level, school size, and years of
experience produced similar data. A1l confirmed the belief that teachers
are informed of the evaluation process. There were no significant
differences within these categories.

Total responses to the question "Are teachers informed of the
evaluation appeal process?"included the following data: yes, 88 per-
cent; no, 4 percent; do not know, 9 percent. There was an affirmation
of teachers being informed of the appeal process.

Analysis by position, school level, size of system, and years
of experience indicated similar data to the totals. Seventy-six to 90
percent felt teachers were informed of the appeal process. There were
no significant differences among any of these categories.

"How would you rate the overall evaluation process in your school
system?" produced the following total responses: good, 42 percent; fair,
48 percent; and poor, 9 percent. There was quite a division of feelings
toward the overall rating of the evaluation system.

Superintendents rated the overall evaluation process as fair (56
percent); supervisors rated the process as fair (45 percent); and
principals rated the process as fair (48 percent). A number of supervi-
sors also rated the overall evaluation process as poor (11 percent);
whereas, 10 percent of the principals rated the process as poor. There
were no significant differences among positions as related to this

question.
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Analysis by school levels indicated a variety of feelings toward
the overall evaluation process. Sixty-four percent of administrators
responsible for middle schools rated the evaluation process as 'good."
Only 29 percent of those categorized in the "other" positions classified
the system as good. Secondary administrators rated the process as fair
(58 percent). There were no significant differences among the school
levels in response to this question.

Division by school size and years of experience indicated
responses in the "good" and "fair" categories in the 40 percent range.

There were no significant differences among these categories.

Summar

In order to obtain data regarding the results of implementation
of teacher evaluation several questions were asked of administrators.
Teachers have an opportunity to see and review their evaluation docu-
ments. Teachers have the right to make written comments on disagree-
ments concerning their evaluation. Teachers received a copy of the
final evaluation that is placed in their personnel file. Teachers are
informed of the evaluation process. Teachers are involved in the develop-
ment of evaluation instruments and evaluation procedures. Teachers are
informed of the evaluation appeal process. Administrators reacted
positively regarding each of these questions as a total group, by posi-
tion, size, level, and years of service. The major differences were in
the overall rating of the evaluation process. The total response was

good (42 percent), fair (48 percent), and poor (9 percent).
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Significant differences when analyzed by position were in the
teachers'right to make written comments, information of the evaluation
process, involvement in the development of instruments, and involvement
in the development of evaluation procedures. Superintendents rated the
overall process as good (39 percent), fair (56 percent), and poor (5
percent). Supervisors rated the overall process as good (44 percent),
fair (45 percent), and poor (11 percent). Principals rated the overall
evaluation process as good (43 percent), fair (48 percent), and poor
(10 percent).

Significant differences by school level were in the areas of
involvement in the development of the evaluation instruments. Elementary
administrators indicated the process was good (46 percent), fair (46 per-
cent), poor (9 percent); middle/junior high administrators indicated the
process was good (64 percent), fair (36 percent), and poor (0 percent);
secondary administrators indicated the process was good (32 percent),
fair (58 percent), and poor (10 percent). "A11" administrators
indicated the overall evaluation process was good (41 percent), fair (48
percent), and poor (11 percent). "Other" administrators indicated the
process was good (29 percent), fair (62 percent), and poor (10 percent).

When analyzed by size of system, there was a significant differ-
ence in the area of teachers receiving a copy of their evaluation. The
rating of the overall evaluation system received the following results:
systems with less than 5,000 students good (39 percent), fair (52
percent), poor (9 percent); systems with 5,000-10,000 students good (44
percent), fair (47 percent), and poor (9 percent); systems with more
than 10,000 students good (46 percent), fair (44 percent), and poor (10

percent).



164
The results of the implementation when analyzed by years of

experience indicated no significant differences. The rating of the
overall evaluation process indicated the following results: 1-5 years
experience good (43 percent), fair (43 percent), and poor (15 percent);
6-10 years experience good (43 percent), fair (46 percent), and poor
(11 percent); 11-15 years experience good (40 percent), fair (53 per-
cent), and poor (8 percent); 16-20 years experience good (48 percent),
fair (45 percent), and poor (7 percent); 21-99 years experience good

(42 percent), fair (51 percent), and poor (8 percent).



CHAPTER IV
SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
I. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter was to summarize the study. Major
conclusions reached as a result of the findings were drawn. The final

section listed some implications from the study.
II. SUMMARY

The Problem

Five years have passed since the Tennessee State Board of Educa-
tion mandated the development and implementation of a system for the
evaluation of professional personnel to improve instruction and facilitate
personnel decisions. No data had been gathered to indicate the adequacy
of the original plans or the success of their implementation. Without
these data there was an inadequate basis for the appraisal of various

aspects of evaluation in Tennessee.

The Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to provide a data base for making
pertinent decisions concerning future directions for the program of
teacher evaluation in the State of Tennessee. The study specifically:

1. Developed criteria based on the current literature for the

assessment of personnel evaluation as it now exists in the State of

Tennessee;
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2. Developed an objective description of personnel evaluation in
the State of Tennessee;

3. Evaluated personnel evaluation systems and procedures in
Tennessee relative to the criteria and preferred practices indicated in
the literature;

4, Compared the perceptions of various categories of central
office and building level administrators regarding the degree of implemen-
tation of teacher evaluation systems;

5. Compared evaluation purposes, implementation, methodology,
degree of importance, and results based on the size of the school system,

varying grade levels, and length of service.

Procedures

An examination of related literature in the area of teacher eval-
uation was conducted to provide the basis for the study. Textbooks,
periodicals, and research studies provided the majority of the material.
The purpose was to provide the underlying theory, to acquaint the researcher
with current knowledge in the field, and to determine how new data would
relate to existing knowledge for the improvement of teacher evaluation.

A structured, closed questionnaire was chosen as the primary
method of data collection since it could provide a cross-section of current
practices and attitudes of superintendents, supervisors, and principals in
Tennessee in relation to teacher evaluation.

A jury of experts was identified to review the questionnaire and
respond to the content validity. An item by item check was made of

receipt of the returns from the jury. Suggestions and comments were
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examined to determine modification of the instrument. The questionnaire

was then field tested in Educational Administration and Supervision

classes at the University of Tennessee during Summer Quarter, 1979. The

final form of the questionnaire was designed to gather information regard-

ing perceptions and attitudes of administrators toward teacher evaluation.
A random sample of supervisors and principals were asked to

respond to the questionnaire. A1l superintendents in the state were

mailed the questionnaire. Coding of the questionnaires permitted a follow-

up of non-respondents.

Determination of Sample Size

The chi square statistic with a confidence 1imit of 95 percent
was used to determine the sample sizes of 240 supervisors and 319 princi-
pals. Since the number of superintendents was small and since it was
felt to be important to gain a more complete response, the decision was

made to include the total population of superintendents in the study.

Returns
The total returns obtained as a result of the mailings of.the
questionnaire and follow-ups to the non-respondents were as follows:
74.3% Superintendents
85.0% Supervisors

81.8% Principals

Questions of the Study

The study was organized around 11 questions which are reported

in the "Findings" section of this chapter (see page 168).
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Treatment of the Data

~The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was used to
process the data. Questionnaires were grouped according to total group,
position, school level, size of school system, and years of experience.
For each category absolute frequencies, relative frequencies, adjusted
frequencies, and cumulative frequencies were obtained. Comparisons were
made of the responses by each category of their perceptions and attitudes
toward teacher evaluation. Crosstabulations were conducted on appropriate

data and significant differences were determined at the .05 level or less.
ITI. FINDINGS

Findings related to the 11 questions which were the basis of this
study are discussed in numerical order. Under each question the findings

were discussed in a summary fashion.

Question 1

What were the major components of teacher evaluation suggested in
the literature?

The purposes of evaluation have been identified in two basic areas--
administrative (personnel decisions) and instructional (improvement of
instruction, increase job performance). Additional purposes listed by the
literature were assessment of the quality of teaching, identification of
areas of improvement, stimulation of growth of the individual, and growth
of the student.

Two general types of criteria or methods used in teacher evalu-

ation have been process (teacher effectiveness assessed against a standard
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of performance). and teacher characteristics (personality, physical,
professional qualities, attitudes and values). Other methods used
include student test data, evaluation by objectives, classroom observa-
tions, pre-observation and post-observation conferences, instructional
conferences, and other miscellaneous methods.

An analysis of the literature included the following components
as effective in the process of teacher evaluation: classroom observations
by superiors; pre-observation conferences and post-observation conferences
by superiors; evaluation by objectives; accomplishment of student objec-
tives; self-evaluation; teaching performance tests. The literature did
not recommend the wide usage of teacher checklists, informal observations,
student test data on standardized tests, and competency tests for teachers.
There were mixed attitudes regarding student and peer evaluations of
teachers. Evaluation should be a continuous, planned process rather than
a formality. There should be teacher input in evaluation and due process

should always be followed.

Question 2

What were the perceptions of and attitudes toward purposes of
teacher evaluation by school administrators in Tennessee?

The two most important purposes of teacher evaluation as perceived
by school system personnel were improvement of instruction and increase in
job performance. Sharp decreases of responses were found in the remaining
purposes. The next four in descending order of importance were meeting
State Department requirements, staff development and planning, approval

for tenure, and accounting to authorities. The remaining purposes
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received considerably fewer responses and generally related to personnel
decisions.

Purposes administrators personally considered to be of most
importance were also improvement of instruction and increased job perfor-
mance, Staff development and planning, provide feedback to teachers, set
standards of performance, improve communication, and meet State Department
requirements were the order of importance placed on the next five purposes.
Remaining purposes related to personnel decisions as in the purposes as
perceived by school system personnel.

A comparison of perceptions and attitudes toward purposes of
teacher evaluation indicated some interesting differences. Improvement
of instruction and increase in job performance maintained the priority
positions in both perceptions and attitudes. Meeting State Department
requirements was ranked much lower in the purposes personally considered
most important. Staff development and planning and providing feedback to
teachers were considered more important than administrators perceived
being practices in their schools. Approval for tenure was perceived by
administrators as being important in their schools, but they personally

considered it to be much less important.

Question 3

What were the perceptions of and attitudes toward involvement in
the implementation of teacher evaluation systems by school administrators
in Tennessee?

Principals (99 percent) were perceived by administrators as being

the person most often involved in teacher evaluation. Supervisors received
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the second highest number of responses (61 percent), followed by teachers
(34 percent), superintendents (30 percent), and assistant principals (30
percent). Attitudes toward "who should be the person involved in teacher
evaluation" were in descending order: principal (98 percent), supervisor
(67 percent), teacher (42 percent), superintendent (32 percent), and
assistant principal (32 percent).

There was general agreement between who is involved and who should
be involved in teacher evaluation. The main difference was in teacher
involvement. Administrators indicated there should be more involvement
of teachers than there had been in the past.

The person who has primary responsibility for teacher evaluation
is the principal (95 percent). The person who should have primary respon-

sibility for teacher evaluation was the principal (91 percent).

Question 4

What were the perceptions of and attitudes toward types of method-
ology for teacher evaluation by school administrators in Tennessee?

Teacher checklists were the most popular methods of teacher
evaluation. Professional Checklists (96 percent), Personal Checklists
(88 percent), Attitudes and Values Checklists (84 percent), and Profes-
sional Training Checklists (76 percent) received the highest number of
responses. Administrators favored use of each of these checklists.

Evaluation by objectives and setting job targets by both teachers
and administrators received 50 percent of the responses. Involvement by
both teachers and administrators was used more than job targets based on
a needs assessment (21 percent) and a needs assessment based on a job

description (16 percent). Attitudes toward job targets identified by
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teachers and administrators were favorable, whereas the involvement of
"administratars only" was undesirable. There were mixed attitudes toward
the remaining categories of evaluation by objectives.

Student test data was not used to a high degree by school systems
as a method of teacher evaluation. Use of student test data was consid-
ered undesirable.

Classroom observations by the principal (92 percent) and super-
visor (65 percent) were acceptable methods of teacher evaluation. Class-
room observations by the principal and supervisor were considered desir-
able. Attitudes toward the superintendent making classroom observations
were divided. Department chairmen and/or team leaders, peers, and others
making classroom observations were thought undesirable.

Pre-observation conferences were conducted by principals (69 per-
cent) and supervisors (38 percent). Post-observation conferences were
conducted by principals (82 percent) and supervisors (47 percent). Pre-
observation conferences, as well as post-observation conferences by prin-
cipals and supervisors were considered desirable. Attitudes toward the
superintendents' involvement in pre-observation conferences (57 percent)
and post-observation conferences (53 percent) was undesirable. Partici-
pation by department chairmen and/or team leaders, peers, and others in
pre-observation and post-observation conferences was also thought to be
undesirable,

Instructional conferences as a method of teacher evaluation were
commonly used. Planning conferences (63 percent), formative conferences
(54 percent), and summative conferences (48 percent) also were considered

desirable methods of teacher evaluation by administrators.
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Of the miscellaneous categories checked by administrators, self-
evaluation (64 percent) and records of critical events (32 percent)
received the highest number of responses. Self-evaluation was considered
desirable, as was maintenance of records of critical events and casual
information. Competency tests for teachers were rated undesirable, and

attitudes toward input from parents were divided.

Question 5

What were the perceptions of and attitudes toward the degree of
importance of teacher evaluation by school administrators in Tennessee?

The degree of importance was first indicated via a ranking of
functions of the principal. Of the eight functions listed, teacher eval-
uation was ranked fifth in importance. Curriculum development, staff
development, school-community relations, and student personnel work were
ranked above teacher evaluation in order of importance.

A second method of ascertaining the degree of importance was in
the amount of time spent in teacher evaluation. The highest number of
responses was in the 0 - 1.9 hour range (30 percent) and the second high-
est number of responses was in the 2 - 3.9 hour range (27 percent). The
number of hours that should be spent was given as 4 - 5.9 hours (21 per-
cent), followed by 2 - 3.9 hours (15 percent). A comparison of the two
indicated more time should be spent in teacher evaluation.

The number of times a teacher was observed in an evaluation year
was most often 3-4 times (41 percent). The second highest number of
responses was 1-2 times (26 percent). The number of times a teacher

should be observed in an evaluation year was most often given as 3-4
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times (34 percent). The second highest number of responses was for 5-6
times (25 percent). A comparison of what was and what should be indicated
a shift upward in the number of times observations should be conducted.
The average length of a classroom observation most often indicated
was 30 minutes (34 percent). The average length of a classroom observa-
tion most often given as desirable was 30 minutes (33 percent), as

indicated by administrators.

Question 6

What were the perceptions of and attitudes toward the results of
implementation of teacher evaluation systems by school administrators in
Tennessee?

Several questions were asked of administrators regarding the
results of implementation of teacher evaluation. Administrators indicated
the following responses were made: (1) teachers have an opportunity to
see and review their evaluation documents (87 percent); (2) teachers have
the right to make written comments on disagreements concerning their
evaluation (94 percent); (3) teachers receive a copy of the final eval-
uation that is placed in their personnel file (70 percent); (4) teachers
are informed of the evaluation process (99 percent); (5) teachers are
involved in the development of evaluation instruments (77 percent); (6)
teachers are involved in the development of evaluation procedures (74
percent); (7) teachers are informed of the evaluation appeal process (88
percent). The rating of the overall evaluation process was as follows:

good (42 percent), fair (48 percent), and poor (9 percent).
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Question 7

How did superintendents, supervisors, and principals differ in
their perceptions and attitudes toward the purposes, involvement, method-
ology, degree of importance, and results of teacher evaluation systems in
Tennessee?

Perceptions and attitudes of superintendents, supervisors and
principals toward purposes of teacher evaluation were similar. Improve-
ment of instruction and increased job performance were ranked as the two
most important purposes of teacher evaluation. Staff development and
planning was ranked higher by superintendents than by supervisors and
principals. Purposes relating to personnel decisions were ranked low on
all lists of perceptions and attitudes of superintendents, supervisors,
and principals.

Principals, ‘supervisors, teachers, assistant principals, and
superintendents were the positions most often checked as being currently
involved and most appropriate in teacher evaluation. The person with
primary responsibility for teacher evaluation was and "should be" the
principal according to superintendents, supervisors, and principals.

Significant differences in major methods identified by superinten-
dents, supervisors, and principals that were currently being used were
job targets identified by teachers and administrators; job targets based
on needs assessment; classroom observations by principals, supervisors,
superintendents, and peers; pre-observation conferences by principals
and superintendents; post-observation conferences by principals, super-

visors, superintendents, and department chairmen; and instructional
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planning conferences. Significant differences in attitudes toward methods
were in the areas of job targets based on needs assessments and teacher
observation by peers.

The degree of importance placed on teacher evaluation by ranking
of the functions of the principal indicated a difference of opinion.
Superintendents and supervisors ranked teacher evaluation fourth in
importance. Principals ranked teacher evaluation sixth in importance.
There were no significant differences by position of the number of hours
spent in a teacher's evaluation, the number of times observed during the
evaluation year, or the length of observations.

The results of the implementation of teacher evaluation by position
indicated significant differences in the teacher's right to make written
comments, information of the evaluation process, involvement in the develop-
ment of instruments, and involvement in the development of evaluation pro-
cedures. Superintendents rated the overall process as good (39 percent),
fair (56 percent), and poor (5 percent). Supervisors rated the overall
process as good (44 percent), fair (45 percent), and poor (11 percent).
Principals rated the overall evaluation process as good (43 percent),

fair (48 percent), and poor (10 percent).

Question 8

How did central office administrators and principals of varying
grade levels differ in their perceptions of and attitudes toward purposes,
involvement, methodology, degree of importance, and results of implemen-
tation of teacher evaluation systems in Tennessee?

Division of data into school levels provided a variation in the

ranking of purposes of teacher evaluation. Improvement of instruction
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remained as most important in all levels in both perceptions and attitudes.
Increased job performance received the second highest ranking except when
ranked by secondary and "all1" administrators as perceived by school

system personnel. Meeting State Department requirements was rated higher
in perceptions by secondary administrators. Approval for tenure received
the second highest number of responses from "all" administrators as a
purpose they personally considered most important.

Those persons currently involved in teacher evaluation identified
by varying school levels were principals, supervisors, teachers, superin-
tendents, and assistant principals. Significant differences were in the
areas of supervisors, superintendents, assistant principals, and curricu-
lum principals. There was an indication that there should be more involve-
ment from department chairmen and curriculum principals. Primary respon-
sibility for teacher evaluation remained within the current and desired
position of the principal.

Significant differences in methods of evaluation by varying school
levels were in the areas of standardized tests' student attitudes observed;
classroom observations by department chairmen; post-observation confer-
ences by superintendents, department chairmen, and peers. Significant
differences in attitudes by school level in methods was in the area of
teacher-made tests.

When administrators of varying grade levels ranked the functions
of a principal there were many discrepancies. Middle/junior high school
administrators ranked teacher evaluation third in importance. "A11"
administrators ranked teacher evaluation fourth in importance. Secondary
administrators ranked teacher evaluation fifth in importance. Elementary

and "other" administrators ranked teacher evaluation sixth in importance.
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There were no significant differences by school levels of the
number of hours spent in a teacher's observation, the number of times
observed during the evaluation year, or the length of the classroom
observation.

The results of the implementation when analyzed by school level
showed a significant difference in the area of teacher involvement in
the development of evaluation instruments. The rating of the overall
process showed variations in attitudes. Elementary administrators
indicated the process was good (46 percent), fair (46 percent), poor
(9 percent); middle/junior high school administrators indicated good
(64 percent), fair (36 percent), poor (0 percent); secondary adminis-
trators indicated good (32 percent), fair (58 percent), poor (10 percent).
"A11" administrators indicated the overall process was good (41 percent),
fair (48 percent), and poor (11 percent). "Other" administrators
indicated the process was good (29 percent), fair (62 percent), and poor

(10 percent).

Question 9

Did school systems of varying sizes report major differences in
perceptions. of and attitudes toward purposes, involvement, methodology,
degree of importance, results of implementation of teacher evaluation in
Tennessee?

Analysis of data by school size showed the greatest number of
differences in perceptions and attitudes toward teacher evaluation as
compared to the analysis by position, school level, grade levels, and

length of service. In the area of purposes of teacher evaluation,
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improvement of instruction remained as the top choice in perceptions and
attitudes. Staff in medium sized school systems (5,000-10,000 students)
indicated more emphasis by their system on meeting State Department
requirements, but personally they considered it far less important. Staff
in larger school systems (more than 10,000 students) indicated approval
for tenure was third in importance as perceived by administrators in their
school systems, but they personally considered it far less important.

When purposes were ranked via weightings on those personally considered
most important the first six items remained in the same order regardless
of the size of the school system.

The persons involved in teacher evaluation were principals, super-
visors, teachers, superintendents, and assistant principals. Significant
differences were in the area of personnel officer, superintendent, assis-
tant principal, curriculum principal, assistant superintendent, and
teachers. Those who should be involved were the same as listed above,
with significant differences in personnel officer, supervisors, superin-_
tendent, assistant principal, curriculum principal, and assistant super-
intendents. Primary responsibility for teacher evaluation remained the
responsibility of the principal.

Significant differences in methods by varying sizes of school
systems were in the following areas: attitudes and values checklists;
classroom observations by the principal, supervisor, superintendent,
department chairmen; pre-observation conferences by the principal, super-
visor, and superintendent; post-observation conferences by the supervisor
and superintendent; planning and formative instructional conferences;

input from parents; and self-evaluation. Significant differences in
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attitudes toward varying methods were in the areas of other student test

data; classroom observations by superintendent; pre-observation confer-
ences by superintendents; post-observation conferences by superintendents.

There were slight variations in the rankings of the degree of
importance of the functions of a principal. Staff in smaller school
systems (less than 5,000 students) ranked teacher evaluation fifth in
importance. Staff in medium sized school systems (5,000-10,000 students)
and large school systems (more than 10,000 students) ranked teacher
evaluation fourth in importance. There were no significant differences
by school size of the number of hours spent in a teacher's evaluation,
the number of times observed during an evaluation year, or the length of
a classroom observation.

The results of the implementation when analyzed by size of system
indicated a significant difference in the area of teachers receiving a
copy of their evaluation. The rating of the overall evaluation system
received the following results: systems with less than 5,000 students
good (39 percent), fair (52 percent), poor (9 percent); systems with
5,000-10,000 students good (44 percent), fair (47 percent), poor (9
percent); systems with 10,000 students or more good (46 percent), fair

(44 percent), poor (10 percent).

Question 10

Did administrators of varying length of service and experience
differ in their perceptions of and attitudes toward evaluation purposes,
involvement, methodology, degree of importance, and results of implemen-

tation of teacher evaluation in Tennessee?
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The two main purposes of teacher evaluation identified by admin-
istrators with varying lengths of experience in both perceptions and
attitudes were improvement of instruction and increased job performance.
Approval for tenure was ranked relatively high in importance as perceived
by school systems, but administrators of varying years of experience
personally considered it of much lesser importance.

The persons involved in teacher evaluation were the principal,
supervisor, superintendent, and teachers. Significant differences were
in the areas of superintendent and supervisor. Those who should be
involved in teacher evaluation were the same as above, with significant
differences in the position of supervisor, superintendent, curriculum
principal, and teachers. Primary responsibility for teacher evaluation
remains with the principal.

Significant differences in methods by varying years of experience
were in the following areas: job targets identified by administrators
only; job targets based on a needs assessment; and classroom observations
by supervisor, superintendent, and peers. There were no significant
differences in attitudes toward methods of teacher evaluation when analyzed
by varying years of experience.

One indication of the degree of importance placed by administra-
tors with varying years of experience on teacher evaluation was to rank
functions of the principal. Administrators with 1-5 years and 6-10 years
of experience ranked teacher evaluation fifth in importance. Administra-
tors with more than 20 years experience ranked teacher evaluation sixth in

importance. There were no significant differences by years of experience
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of the number of hours spent in a teacher's evaluation, or the length of
a classroom observation.

The results of the implementation when analyzed by years of
experience indicated no significant differences. The rating of the
overall evaluation process indicated the following results: 1-5 years
experience; good (43 percent), fair (43 percent), poor (15 percent);
6-10 years experience; good (43 percent), fair (46 percent), poor (11
percent); 11-15 years experience; good (40 percent), fair (53 percent),
poor (8 percent); 16-20 years experience; good (48 percent), fair (45
percent), and poor (7 percent); over 20 years of experience; good (42

percent), fair (51 percent), poor (8 percent).

Question 11

What was the relationship between components suggested by the
literature and existing teacher evaluation systems in Tennessee schools?

A comparison of recommendations from the literature with per-
ceptions and attitudes of administrators in Tennessee toward teacher
evaluation yielded the following observations:

1. The literature indicated that teacher checklists as a method
of teacher evaluation were inconsistant, confusing, and not considered
good predictors of teaching performance. Teacher checklists were the
most widely used method of teacher evaluation of school systems in
Tennessee (96 percent--60 percent). Attitudes toward teacher checklists
as a method of teacher evaluation were desirable (66 percent--94 percent).

2. The literature indicated evaluation by objectives (job

targets by teachers and administrators) was an important method of
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teacher evaluation. Administrators in Tennessee indicated that evalua-
tion by objectives were used by 50 percent of the school systems in
Tennessee. Attitudes toward evaluation by objectives were desirable
(58 percent--90 percent), except when identified by the administrators
only (30 percent).

3. The literature was divided on the topic of the use of student
test data for teacher evaluation. It was suggested that if student test
data were used in evaluation it should only be in combination with other
methods of evaluation. Student test data on standardized proficiency and
teacher-made tests were not widely used (25 percent and less) by school
systems in Tennessee. Attitudes toward the use of student test data was
considered undesirable (55 percent--62 percent) by administrators in
Tennessee.

4, The literature supported the use of classroom observations as
a method of teacher evaluation. Administrators in Tennessee indicated
that classroom observations by principals (92 percent) and supervisors
(65 percent) were used in school systems in Tennessee. Attitudes toward
observations by principals (98 percent) and supervisors (89 percent) were
desirable.

5. The literature was divided on the use of peer observations as
a part of the teacher evaluation system. Classroom observations by peers
was not used by many school systems in Tennessee (6 percent). Attitudes
toward classroom observations by peers was undesirable (60 percent).

6. The literature supported the use of pre-observation confer-
ences by superiors. Pre-observation conferences were used by principals

(69 percent) and supervisors (38 percent). Attitudes toward
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pre-observation conferences by principals (97 percent) and supervisors
(82 percent) was desirable.

7. The literature supported the use of post-observation confer-
ences by superiors. Post-observation conferences were used in principals
(82 -percent) and supervisors (47 percent). Attitudes toward post-
observation conferences by principals (98 percent) and supervisors (86
percent) was desirable.

8. The literature was divided on the use of pre- and post-
observation conferences by peers as a method of teacher evaluation. Pre-
observation conferences by peers (1 percent) and post-observation
conferences by peers (2 percent) were 1ittle used in school systems in
Tennessee. Attitudes toward pre-observation conferences by peers (67
percent) was undesirable and attitudes toward post-observation conferences
by peers (65 percent) was undesirable.

9. The literature supported the use of conferences for the
setting of goals and objectives and maintaining open lines of communica-
tion in teacher evaluation. Instructional conferences were indicated to
be in use in school systems in Tennessee (48 percent--63 percent).
Attitudes toward instructional conferences was desirable (93 percent--

98 percent).

10. The literature supported the use of self-evaluation and self-
‘appraisal for teacher evaluation. Self-evaluation was used by 64 percent
of the school systems in Tennessee. Attitudes toward self-evaluation was
desirable (87 percent).

11. The literature indicated that evaluation is one of the prime

methods for the improvement of instruction. Administrators in Tennessee



185
IV. CONCLUSIONS

The findings of the study present evidence to suggest certain
conclusions. Based on the survey of the literature and the data
gathered and analyzed in this study the following conclusions were
reached:

1. There was general agreement regarding purposes, methodology,
degree of importance, involvement, and results of implementation of
teacher evaluation among superintendents, supervisors, and principals.

2. The evaluation system in Tennessee appears to be a result
of a combination of factors including low priority placed on evaluation
by administrators, lack of skills of effective evaluation procedures,
and inadequate amount of time devoted to the evaluation process.

3. Teacher checklists are most appropriate in the teacher
selection process and lend themselves to the personnel purposes of
evaluation. A discrepancy exists between the methods used to evaluate
teachers and the most important purposes of teacher evaluation.

4. Administrators want to maintain exclusive control of the
evaluation process, rather than allow participation from teachers in
the data collection process.

5. The reason for the lack of support for the use of test
data is the lack of acceptance of testing techniques if used alone
as the basis for teacher evaluation.

6. In order for the 1974 regulation to be effective it will

require leadership by the State Department in the development of
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evaluation methodology, evaluation skills, and improved attitudes toward

evaluation purposes.
V. IMPLICATIONS

Conclusions drawn from the data in this study have several
implications for administrators, State Department personnel, and
agencies and institutions interested in the improvement of teacher
evaluation.

1. Administrators need to lower their expectations for teacher
evaluation or upgrade their skills in this area.

2. Administrators workshops are needed to show the relation-
ship between teacher evaluation and staff development and to provide
for the development of skills in evaluation by objectives, collaborative
supervision, clinical supervision, time management, and product
evaluation.

3. The focus of evaluation should be directed toward staff
improvement and away from personnel functions. This can be accomplished
through developing positive attitudes toward teacher evaluation for
staff development. The State Department regulations need to be
modified to emphasize staff development as a major purpose for the
evaluation of tenured staff and promising pre-tenured staff.

4, Future studies should be conducted comparing the perceptions
and attitudes of teachers and administrators toward teacher evaluation.

5. The teacher evaluation systems in the state should be

reviewed to determine if they reflect these desired purposes of
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improvement of instruction. Assistance should be provided to those
systems whose procedures need revision.

6. Principals should be involved in long-term training and
planning for the development of positive attitudes and successful
implementation of quality staff evaluation systems.

7. In order for staff evaluation to function as a diagnostic-
prescriptive form of staff development, school systems need to use
staff evaluation results as a needs assessment for the planning of
individual and group staff development activities.

8. The State Department needs to provide leadership to enable
administrators to develop evaluation methodolgy, techniques, and
skills.

9. Administrators must allow the participation of teachers in
the data collection process of teacher evaluation in order to have
time to effectively conduct teacher evaluation along with their other

assigned tasks.
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July 12, 1979

Dr. Ben Harris
Department of Educational
Administration
University of Texas
Education Building 310
Austin, Texas 78712

Dear Dr. Harris:

In a few days you will receive a questionnaire from Pat Miller,
a graduate student at The University of Tennessee. She is studying
administrator perceptions and attitudes toward teacher evaluation in
the State of Tennessee. This instrument has been developed as part of
a study which I am helping to direct.

Your prompt attention to the questionnaire will greatly help the
study. Many thanks.

Sincerely,

John T. Lovell, Professor
Educational Administration
and Supervision

JTL/mlw



201

July 15, 1979

Dr. Ben Harris

Department of Educational
Administration

University of Texas

Education Building 310

Austin, Texas 78712

Dear Dr. Harris:

I have read a number of your books and articles which indicates
your strong interest and knowledge in the area of staff evaluation. As
a result of this I feel that you could be most helpful in a project in
which I am engaged for the Tennessee Association of Supervision and
Curriculum Development and the State Department of Education.

Enclosed is a brief questionnaire which has been designed to
obtain perceptions and attitudes of public school administrators toward
teacher evaluation in the State of Tennessee. Please examine this
questionnaire to determine how well it represents the intended content
area. On the questionnaire or a separate sheet indicate any areas which
are not clear. If you see any problems in the construction of the
instrument, indicate these also.

I shall appreciate very much your participation in this study,
and would be most grateful for a return of your response within the next

five days. Enclosed for your convenience is a return addressed, stamped
envelope.

After the study is complete, I shall be happy to furnish you a
copy of the results if you desire.

Yours truly,

Pat Miller

PM/mlw
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July 15, 1979

Dear

As a part of a doctoral research project of the Department of
Educational Administration and Supervision at The University of Tennessee,
a jury of experts has been identified in the area of teacher evaluation.
You have been selected to serve on this jury as a result of your
expertise and experience in this area.

Enclosed is a brief questionnaire which has been designed to
obtain perceptions and attitudes of public school administrators toward
teacher evaluation in the State of Tennessee. Please examine this
questionnaire to determine how well it represents the intended content
area. On the questionnaire or a separate sheet indicate any areas
which have been omitted, areas which should be deleted, or areas which
are not clear. If you see any problems in the construction of the
instrument, indicate these also.

I shall appreciate very much your participation in this study,
and would be most grateful for a return of your response within the
next five days. Enclosed for your convenience is a return addressed,
stamped envelope.

After the study is complete, I shall be happy to furnish you a
copy of the results of the study if you desire.

Yours truly,

Pat Miller

PM/mlw
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TEACHER EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

This questionnaire is designed to gather information regarding
your attitudes and perceptions toward teacher evaluation.

Check your Central Office Building Level
Position: Superintendent ___Principal
Supervisor Assistant Principal
QOther, Curriculum Principal
indicate

Circle the grade level(s) of school(s) in which you work:
K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1M 12

Size of System in which you work: Less than 5,000 students
5,000 - 10,000 students
More than 10,000 students

Length of time in system (not Length of time in present position
counting current school year) (not counting current school year)

I. On the left rank what your school system identifies as the three most
important purposes of teacher evaluation.
On the right rank what you personally consider the three most
important purposes of teacher evaluation.

(1-primary importance; 2-second in importance; 3-third in importance)

Rank Rank
Staff development and planning 2=
Teacher transfers

Provide feedback to teachers
Dismissal of teachers

Promotion of teachers

To become aware of teachers' needs
To increase job performance
Improvement of instruction

Set standards of performance
Improve communication

Other personnel decisions
Motivation of teachers

Others,

— | | — —
WM = O O| OO N O O] B Lo| PO —
o fo o |o | e |o |o | | |o |

I1. Who is responsible for the evaluation of teachers in your school system?
(check all appropriate responses)

Principal Superintendent Assistant Superintendent
Personnel Officer Assistant Prin. Teachers
Supervisor Curriculum Prin. Other

o back and circle the person with primary responsibility for evaluation.
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Who do you think should be responsible for teacher evaluation in a school
system?” (check all appropriate responses)

Principal Superintendent Assistant Superintendent
Personnel Officer Assistant Prin. Teacher
Supervisor Curriculum Prin. Other

Go back and circle the person you think should have primary responsibility.

IT1I. Methods of Evaluation
This part of the questionnaire is divided into two sections-left and right.
In the left column below the arrow check those items which are presently a
part of the teacher evaluation system in your school system. On the right
indicate your attitude regarding the desirability of including the item as
a technique in a teacher evaluation system. If you do not have an
opinion or have insufficient information mark DK to the right.
5 4 3 2 1 DK
very very Don't
desirable undesirable Know
In current Attitude toward
Evaluation system including this method

A. Teacher checklist

5 1. Physical characteristics...........
- 2. Personal characteristics.......... SR e e
3. Professional qualities.............
, 4. Attitudes and values..... SobooDogacl iy, e e I == I
. 5. Professional training and
experience.............. el el SOl e e e e
... 6. Other, o P
B. Evaluation by Objectives
.... 1. Job targets identified by teacher
* being evaluated................oc00.
. 2. Job targets identified by the
administrators only...........ooo00
««s+ 3. Job targets identified by teachers
and administrators.................
.. 4. Job targets based on a job
deseriptions .. .onessatomesmpmonsose o o
... 5. Needs assessment based on a job
AeSCHAPETON. « +raleiore sroteloin s ororale e Mateiorae = o om0
. 6. Other,
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5 4 3 2 1 DK
very very Don't
desirable undesirable Know
In current Attitude toward
Evaluation system including this method
i, 5 4 3 2 1 K
. C. Competency test for Teachers...........
D. Student Test Data to Evaluate Teachers - T
___ee.. 1. Standardized tests.................
__++«. 2. Proficiency tests...........couenn. T
___e+«s 3. Teacher-made tests................. _ ___ — T — —/
___++x. 4. Student attitude measures-paper
aNd. PENCilue vee e oo smmoemoncenoammons o oo L
___esss 5. Student attitude measures
observations.............oihiiienn.
E. Classroom observations by:
—wxwa V. Principal(s)............. B 2 & B« o L
T eees 2. SUPErVISOr(S)....iieiiiiann.s eetee__._. - - -
__wsss 3. Superintendent.............eee0000e
___««ss 4. Department chairman/team leader.... __
o emae; Do PBEPS ciciciiiiciiiirisinnteereenee T
___«+ss 6. Other, -
F. Pre-observation conference by:
_wwen: Vs PPIREIPAT (8Y . a. c wec g e o e nep g e swam
— eses 2. Supervisor(s)................ Sl e e e L
___«uss 3. Superintendent.....................
___««.. 4. Department chairman/team leader.... _ -~~~
B =IO 11 -) = A P I | T P N it ) (B
___«s.. 6. Other, [
G. Post-observation conference by:
eeee 1o Principal(s).c.ceeeeeviineninennnn
eess 2. Supervisor(s)........eeeeeiennnnnnn oo
___«vs. 3. Superintendent.....................
___«s-+ 4. Department chairman/team leader....
et D IPEEISK o s 852 b dterete oe S loje/sralere Sole o qpete i Smn oEs TS e S
«esar 6. Other, T
" H. Instructional Conferences
___«eas 1. Planning-early in the year..... ols sre i I e
__ewew: 2. Formative-throughout year.......... ™ — . o _
___es.. 3. Summative-end of the year..........
.« PRecord of Critical Events..............
__J. Casual Information from Others..... i N S e
V. Rank these functions of a principal in their order of importance:

(1) - most important to

School-Community Relations

"~ Staff Development

Teacher Evaluation

Student Personnel Work

(8) - least important

___ School Business Management
Curriculum Development
School Plant Management
Transportation
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Do teachers have an opportunity to see and review their evaluation?

yes no

Are teachers involved in the development of the evaluation process?

How much time do you spend
in a teacher's evaluation
(including pre~- and post-
conferences, observations,
etc.) in one year's time?

v/

yes no

How much time should be spent

in a teacher's evaluation .
(including pre- and post-
conferences, observations, etc.)
in one year's time?

v

hours

hours

hours

hours

[sclfe2I B~ S (=)
W~ & wo| —
gt ™ b oy

hours

10-11.

hours

12-13.

hours

14-15.

+ | WO W[ WO| WO| WO Of WO| O

hours

—
o

hours

On the average how many times
is a teacher observed during
an evaluation year by all
- those involved in the evalua-

tion process?
v

On the average how many times
should a teacher be observed
during an evaluation year by
all those involved in the
evaluation process?

v

observations

observation

observations

observations

observations

observations

observations

observations

+ | N O 0| B W V| — O

o]

observations

Which of the results listed
below have been outcomes of
teacher evaluation system?

(check as many as necessary)

What do you think are the
appropriate outcomes of teacher
evaluations?

(check as many as necessary)

v v
1. Topics for inservice training
2. Discussions for faculty meetings
3. Job targets for teachers
4. Needs assessment for future growth
5. Changes in the curriculum
6. Transfers of teachers
7. Changes in personnel policy
8. Dismissal of teachers
9. Promotions for teachers

10.  Improvements of teacher performance
11. Staff disciplinary procedures
12. Others
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August 15, 1979

Dear Administrator:

I realize that this is an especially busy time of the year, but
state officials have requested that these data be gathered to contribute
information towards upcoming decisions concerning teacher evaluation.

It is my pleasure to invite you to indicate your perceptions
and attitudes concerning teacher evaluation. Your responses are of
utmost importance to improve the quality of teacher evaluation in the
State of Tennessee. The Tennessee Association of Supervision and
Curriculum Development, the State Department of Education, and the
Superintendents' Study Council have given their endorsement to this
project and feel it to be very worthwhile.

It will only take you 10-15 minutes to complete the questions
on the brief questionnaire, fold and staple it and place in the mail.

O0f course, your participation is voluntary, and your responses
will be kept confidential. The return of this questionnaire constitutes
your informed consent of participation in this study. Data will be
reported on a group basis and individual responses will not be revealed.
The questionnaire is coded only to identify follow-up letters for non-
respondents. If you would 1ike a copy of the results of the survey, a
report will be available through TASCD in the near future.

Please return the completed questionnaire by August 28, 1979.
Thank you for your help.

Sincerely,

Patricia Miller

PM/mlw
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Two weeks ago I mailed you a questionnaire
concerning your attitudes and perceptions
toward teacher evaluation. I have not
received your questionnaire at this time.

If you could complete the questionnaire
and return it within the next 5 days, it
would be most appreciated.

If your return and my postcard cross in
the mail, please forgive this reminder and
many thanks for your help.

Patricia Miller
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September 15, 1979

Dear Administrator:

Several weeks ago I sent you a questionnaire like the one
enclosed. I realize that this is an especially busy time of the year,
and you may have misplaced the original questionnaire. If you return
the questionnaire immediately it will still be in time for the report
to the state superintendents and the State Department of Education
representatives next week in Gatlinburg.

Your responses are of utmost importance for this report and
to improve the quality of teacher evaluation in the State of Tennessee.
It will only take 10-15 minutes to complete the questions on the brief
questionnaire, fold and staple it, and place in the mail.

Your participation is voluntary, and your responses will be
kept confidential. The return of this questionnaire constitutes
your informed consent of participation in this study. Data will be
reported on a group basis and individual responses will not be
revealed. The questionnaire is coded only to identify follow-up letters
for non-respondents. If you would 1ike a copy of the results of the
survey, a report will be available through TASCD in the near future.

Please return the completed questionnaire by September 21,
1979. Thank you for your help.

Sincerely,

Patricia Miller

PM/mlw
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October 5, 1979

Dear
I need your help:

In order to complete the study on teacher evaluation in the
State of Tennessee, I must have more responses to the questionnaire.
Your perceptions and attitudes are important and should be included
to provide an accurate description of teacher evaluation on a state-
wide basis.

I am also a school administrator and am aware of your busy
schedule, but this study will provide a basis for many decisions
concerning teacher evaluation in Tennessee. It will only take 10-15
minutes to complete the questions on the brief questionnaire, fold
and stample it, and place in the mail.

Your participation is voluntary, and your responses will be
kept confidential. The return of this questionnaire constitutes your
informed consent of participation in the study. Data will not be
revealed. The questionnaire is coded only to identify follow-up
letters for non-respondents.

Your immediate reply will be most helpful. Thank you for your
help and participation in this study.

Sincerely,

Patricia Miller

PM/mlw
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Dear

It is my pleasure to invite you to express your opinion about
the quality of teacher evaluation. Your responses are of utmost
importance to improve the quality of teacher evaluation in the State
of Tennessee. The Tennessee Association of Supervision and Curriculum
Development, the State Department of Education, and the Superintendents
Study Council have given their endorsement to this project and feel it
to be very worthwhile.

It will only take you 10-15 minutes to complete the questions
on the brief questionnaire and return it in the enclosed envelope.

0f course, your participation is voluntary, and your responses
will be kept confidential. The return of this questionnaire consti-
tutes your informed consent of participation in this study. Data will
be reported on a group basis and individual responses will not be
revealed. The questionnaire is coded only to identify follow-up
letters of non-respondents. If you would like a copy of the results
of the survey, it will be available through TASCD in the near future.

Please return the completed questionnaire by October 15, 1979.
Thank you for your help.

Sincerely,

Patricia Miller

PM/mlw
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Cd 1 Code
m (2-6)

TEACHER EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE
This questionnaire is designed to gather information regarding your attitudes and perceptions toward teacher evaluation.

1. RESPONDENT DATA

Central Office Building Leve!
A. Check your 1 Superintendent 4 _____ Principal (Y]
position: 2 _____ Supervisor S ____ Asst. Principal
3 Other, 6 Curricutum Principal
(specity) 7 Other,
(specify)

B. Check the category which best describes the school level(s) in which you have responsibility:

1 Primary 4 Elementary-Middle 7 —__ Senior High (8)
2 _____ Elementary 5 _____ Junior High 8 —___ Alllevels
3 _ __ Middle 6 — _ Junior-Senior High 9 Other,

(specify)

C. Check the size of the system in which you work:

1 _____ Lessthan 5,000 students (9)
2 ___ 5,000-10,000 students
3 — _ More than 10.000 studsnts

D. Length of time you have worked in the system (not counting current school year): 10-11)
Length of time you have worked in your present position (not counting current school year): (12-13)

i SCHOOL SYSTEM INFORMATION
A. On the left indicate what you perceive to be your school system's three most important purposes of teacher evaluation.
B. On the right indicate what you personally consider the three most important purposes of teacher evaluation.

(1 - primary importance; 2 - second in importance; 3 - third in importance)

Schoo! Mysell
(14) 1. Staff development and planning 2n
(15) 2. Teacher transfers (28)
(16) 3. Provide feedback to teachers (29)
[§2/] 4. Meet State Department requirements 30y
(18) Number 5. Dismissal of teachers Number (31)
(19) 6. Increase job performance (32)
{20) only 7. Accounting to authorities only (33
21 8 Improvements of instruction (34)
(22) three 9. Set standards of performance three (35)
(23) 10. Approval for tenure (36)
(24) 11. Improve communication 37
(25) 12. Promotion of teachers (38)
(26) 13. Others. (39)
specify
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C. Rank these functions of a principal in their order of importance: (1) - most important to (8) - least important

(40) 1 School Community Relations (44) 5 _____ School Business Management
(41) 2 ____ Staff Development (45) 6 —__ Curriculum Development
(42) 3 ____ Teacher Evaluation (46) 7 —__ School Plant Management
(43) 4 _____ Student Personnel Work (47) 8 ___ Transportation
D. Who is involved in the evaluation of teachers in your school system? (check all appropriate responses)
(48) 1 Principal (52) S —__ Asst. Principal {56) 9 _____ Teachers
49) 2 _____ Personnel officer (53) 6 ___ Curriculum Principal (57 10 ___ School Board Members
(50) 3 ____ Supervisor (54) 7 —__ Department Head (58) 11 __ Other
(51 4 Superintendent (55) 8 —__ Assistant Superintendent
E. From the above select the number of the one person with primary responsibility for evaluation of teachers in your school system:
(59-60)
F. Who do you think should be responsible for teacher evaluation in a school system? (check all appropriate responses)
(61) 1 Principal (65) S5 Assistant Principal (69) 8 __ Teachers
(62) 2 —___ Personnel Officer (66) 6 —__ Curriculum Principal (700 10 ____ School Board Members
(63) 3 Supervisor (67) 7 —__ Department Head () 11 ____ Other
(64) 4 _____ Superintendent 68) 8 __ Assistant Superintendent
G' From the above select the number of the one person you think should have primary responsibility for teacher evaluation: ______
(72-73)
Cd 2 Code
(R)] (2-6)
n. METHODS OF EVALUATION
This part of the questionnaire is divided into two sections - left and right
A. On the left check those items which are presently a part of the teacher evaluation system in your school or system.
B. On the right indicate your attitudes regarding the desirability o fincluding this itemin ateacher evaluation system. Circle anumber for
each item. If you do not have an opinion or insufficient information - circle 5.
Attitude toward including this
method-even if it is not a part of
your present system.
> 2 «c
e = ¥ 2 §2
Check those which you are 28 2 = s £E
presently using in your teacher SZ = & >3 25
evaluation system: 3 3 S S EE
‘l’ A Teacher Checklist
m 0O 13 Physical CharacteristiCs ...........ceeeeunecnernciniesnesacensenes 0000000 1 2 3 4 5 (16)
@ 0O 2. Personal Characteristics .........c..coceuvunenn tecessennaes 30000000000000 1 2 3 4 5 an
9o 0O 3. Professional Qualities .. 1 2 3 4 5 (18)
oo O 4 Attitudes and Values ..... .1 2 3 4 S (19)
an O 5. Professional Training & EXPerienCe ........ccceieiecneeninserencocnnsoons 1 2 3 4 5 (20)
12 O3 6. Other, 1 2 3 4 5 (21)
w3y O3 B8 Record of Critical Incidents Or EVeNtS .....cocviiniiiiiiininieianecneonnnnennnns = 2 3 4 5 (22)
neg O Input From Parents 1 2 3 4 5 (23)
sy O D.  SeM-Evalualior: ..oiiilaveaCivimirs e sy oiul s O e IR 1 2 3 4 5 (24)



(25)
(26)
(27)
(28)
(29)
(30)

(31)

(32)
(33)
(34)
(35)
(36)
(37)
(38)

39)
(40)
“)
(42)
(43)
(44)

(45)
(46)
47
(48)
(49)
(50)

(51)
(52)
(53)
(54)
(55
(56)

(57)
(58)
(59)

(60)

(43)

Check those which you are
presently using in your teacher
evaluation system:

0 000 000000 000000 pooooo 0000000 0000000 <

E Evaluation by Objectives:

Job targets identified by administrators only

Job targets based on a needs assessment ...
Needs assessment based on a job description
Other.

OOLWON

Job targets identified by teachers & administrators .......c.ceeeeeneencenes
Job targets identified by teachers being evaluated .

very

om

Student Test Data for Teachers:

Proficiency Tests
Teacher-made Tests

NOCLEWLON =

Other,

Standardized Tests ...........coiiiennnnnnn

Student Attitudes Measures - paper and pencil
Student Reports of Teachers Behaviors ..... o3
Student Attitude Measures - observations.............eveunnn tescressene

Competency Tests for Teachers ................ 000 CHe00000000000000 BC000000000

H. Classroom Observations by:
Supervisor(s) ...
Superintendent .........c.ciiiiiiiiiiia.
Department Chairman and/or team leader .

Others,

Brincipal(8)] ..o iciliaucet clisaeeitaaeesalonasasalsiaeaseas 0A00 000C T 900000

PEETS| .rrere rmeleleel o1alolalo/alelloTeToTolel ofale ole sTaYelels ote = o sTaTaTaToTe o o|aYee o o oYeTeYa = ole ote elal=le

re-Observation Conference by:

Supervisor(s) .
Superintendent ...............o. 0500 300
Department Chairman and/or team leader .

ONBEWN=D ONEWON

Others,

O F U R AR S A 000 000 000800008800 800 0860 08000A0E 5 6 6 06 6006 0000 oo i

o PO SIS PSPSPPRIISISE: 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 SCRICRICRICKE © 0 JEI0

J. Post-Observation Conference by:
Principal(s)
Supervisor(s) .
Superintendent .........iiieiiiiiiieienas
Department Chairman and/or team leader .

oL LN

Others,

(- IS8 580008000868 60 666500850 50003000 5 ot & 0 BU000E JUOLELO000H00 oS 0ot 04

K. Instructional Conferences:
1. Planning - early in the year ...... 5500000000
2. Formative - throughout the year
3. Summative -end of theyear ................

L Casual Information from Others:

(phone calls, notes, COMMENtS) ........c..ieiniieneiieseeneeocnsonensnsesananas

EVALUATION PRIORITIES

A. How much time do you spend per teacher in the
evaluation process in one year including pre- and
post-conferences, observations. etc.

Attitude toward including this
method-even if not in your
system:

* 2 <=c
s o B 3 §2
-] r-} = &S Le
o ] a o0 sE
R I
° ° ] § €&
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
b } 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2- 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 <Al 4 5
1 2 3 4 5!

B. How much time should be spent per teacher in the
evaluation process in one year including pre- and
post-conferences, observations. etc.

0-1.9 hours

2-3.9 hours

4-5.9 hours

6-7.9 hours

8-9.9 hours

10-11.9 hours

12-13 9 hours

14-15.9 hours

O|o|~|o|n|s|win| =

16 + hours
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Cd 3
(&)
Code

(2-6)

(4]
®
9)
(10)
()
(12)

(13)

e
(15)
(16)
“an
(18)
19)
(20)

@1
(22
(23)
(24)
(25)
(26)

(27
(28)
(29)
30)
(1)}
32)

(33)
34)
(35)
(36)
37
(38)

39
(40
(41

(42)
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On the average how many times is a teacher observed during an evaluation year by all those involvedin the evaluation process?
10 4. 5-6 7. 11-12

2. 1-2 5. 7-8 8. 13-14

3. 34 6. 9-10 9. 15+

What is the average length in minutes of each observation?

1. lessthan 10 4. 30 7. 60

2. 10 5. 40 8.70

3. 20 6. 50 ‘9. more than 70

On the average how many times should a teacher be observed during an evaluation year by all those involved in the evaluation
process?

1.0 4. 5-6 7. 11-12

2.1-2 5. 7-8 8. 13-14

3. 34 6. 9-10 9. 15+

What should be the average length in minutes of an observation?

1. lessthan 10 4. 30 7. 60

2. 10 5. 40 8. 70

3. 20 6. 50 8. more than 70

Do teachers have an opportunity to see and review their evaluation documents?
1 ______ yes, always 3 — — not usually

2 _____ yes, if they wish 4 ____ no, confidential

Do teachers have the right to make written comments on disagreements concerning their evaluation?
1 vyes 2 no 3 don’t know
Do teachers receive a copy of the final evaluation that is placed in their personnel file?
1 — yes 2 no 3 —__ don't know
Are teachers informed of the evaluation process?

1 __yes 2 no 3 don't know
Are teachers involved in the development of evaluvation instruments?

1 — yes 2 no 3 don't know
Are teachers involved in the development of evaluation procedures?

1 yes 2 no 3 don't know
Are teachers informed of the evaluation appeal process?

1 yes 2 —== 4nO 3 don't know
How would you rate the overall evaluation process in your schoo! system?

1 good 2 ____ fair 3 ___ poor

Thank you for participating in this study.

(45)

(46)

(a7

(48)

(49

(50)

(51

(52)

(53)

(>4)

(55)

(56)

FOLD

Place
Stamp
. Here

Patricia Miller

203 Henson Hall

The University of Tennessee
Knoxville, TN 37916
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