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CHAPTER I

INCIDENTS THAT PROMPTED THIS STUDY

After spending twenty-five years in another profession, the
writer decided to teach school. Very esrly in this new career, a
principal refused to sign the papers of three new teachers. The
writer was one, That the principal had not made & classroom visita-
tion during the entire year did not matter. The writer was accused
of ignoring board poliey.

The classroom assignment for the writer included three Core
groups of low achievers, and these students became enthuslastic
enough to teckle reading an entire book over the Spring vacation.
This wae against board policy because there were to be no assign-
ments on holidays. Three years later that principal left after an
unpleasant trial,

A few years later a principal came rushing into the writer's
classroom for an observation, Two things showed up on his twenty-
minute analysis. PFirst, "Not enocugh care taken with the venstian
blinds." Qne~half Gf them were turned up and ong-half were turned
down, This was the way the class had decided was the most desirazble
for &ll. The principal had not asked why they were opened in such
fachion, He just did not llke the plan. Then he gave this unmusval
advice in his second statement, “More class participation could be
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created if wrong information were given," Thnis was to inspire the
class to rush down to the library snd do research.

Some two weeks later the writer was called into the office
to 'sign the report. There were the two criticlsms. There was @
rild cbjection bub the prizcipal's answer was, "Just sign it. Siga-
ing it does not mean you agree. It just wesns you read it.® It was
signed as are thousands of other probationary evalustions, but 1t
was a most undemoeratic and humiliating experience.

Yith these two experiences in mind the writer presented the
whole problem of evaluation to the Professional Relations and
Responsibility Commities of the California Teschers rsscciation—-
Scuthern Section, It wes soon obvious thet anything that would be
done there would be a re~hash of materials already distributed., Une
exscutive, in talking about 8 study, said that nothing new had been
done on evalugtion during the last twenty years. ©Since this was
brought 40 the attention of the Bouthern Section of CTA, there has
been a report m by the National Zducation Association on this
subject, and a California State Committee has been appointed to
study the matter of evaluation.

3ix years is long enough to think about a problem, hence
this pepsr.

PTRPOBE (P THE BTIDY

During the years that have intervened since the two incidents
related esrlier, the litersture on teacher evaluation has been of
particular interest to the writer.
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As time moved on and more reading was done, certain key
sentences kept appearing. OSometimes they were heard in lounges.
Sometimes they were seen in college textbooks, snd frequently the
same statements were read in materials published by the National
Education Association and the California Teachers' Association. Not
infrequently traces of the same material were found in the publica=
tions from the California Teachers' Association--Scuthern Sectiom.

An attempt has been made to reconcile these statesmentis about
teacher evalustion with what has been seen and heard in various schools,
After much serious consideration of this matter and after watching
potentially good teachers leave various schools for a multitude of
what seemed very insignificant reason, it was decided to find out
what the teachers think of evalustion. Hence, if this study has any
claim to originality at all it is in the fact that teachers were

asked their opinions on evaluation.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE

The first step toward a study was Laken by the California
Teachers' Association--3cuthern Section, when they sent the writer
all the materials they had availsble on teacher evaluation. These
publications were gleaned, studied, and read. The statements that
seemed important to an efficient evaluation system have been chosen
for the questionnaire. The questions refleset a gpecial interest of
the writer. That interest is humen relations. It is felt that no
progress can be made unless all persons involved in education pay
speclal attention to the inter-play of personnel. Since evaluation
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is often 2 tense situation between the administration and a teacher
or teachers, it was thought that special effort should be wade to
find ont what teachers think of evaluation,

An attespt hes been made to select those Questions that are
besic Lo luman relations in evaluation. Essh quote end the reactions
of the teachers will be handled individually after the persomal bagke
groond of and personal data on the teacher involved in this survey
have teen tabulated,

IHD 3ITL OF THE STUDY

The territory ehosen for this survey was Ventura County,”
Califorria, This partisular county was selected because it is siailar
to all the counties along the cosst., It is urban, rural, wilitary,
recrestimal, and booming. The topography of the county is siwilar
also, Much of it is mouptainous end much of it iz rich agricultural
land, Beyond the agricultural lands and the range of mountains is
the Los Padres Netional Fcrest, which lends itself to year-round
recrestion, The proximity of Ventura County to Los Angeles maices it
rura)-metropolitan, and many of the towns are made up of people who
work in Los Angeles but live in Ventura County.

As is always the case,the land and its uses have a grest
influence on the kind of people that come, The ocean, the mountains,
and the farm land sttract tesshers with veried interests. What can

bYe said of teachers ¢an be ssid of the rest of the populatica,

* See Appendix B for map of Ventura County, Califarnis.
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People come to Ventura County because it offers so much recreation of
every kind. Becsuse Ventura County is about mideway between San
Francisco and San Diego, it can be assumed that the county profits
by the flow of population up and down the eccast. In this population
are the teachers for Ventura County. Some of the teschers who come
to Ventura County are the spouses of the engineers and scientists
connected with the Point Mugu Air Missiles Test Center at Port Huenene,

On July 23, 196L, Dr. Charles E. Newman, assistant Superin=
tendent of the Ventura County Schools, made this statement in a letter:

We are pleased to hear that you will be teaching

in Ventura County. Yes, Ventura County is & fair sample

of the rest of the state, There would not be enough

difference in eveluation procedures and reactions in the

northern pert of the state to require a separate study

of that area as compared to the southern section. Ventura

is partly suburban, pertly metropolitan, and also rural,

Ventura County would be 2 good sample of tescher reaction

in California.t

THE SAMPLE

After counseling with several authorities familiar with
sampling procedures, it was decided to pick every eighth high school
teacher in the Ventura County School direetory. That made a total
of 85, Most of the questionnaires were mailed to the hames of the
teachers, Forty-two of the first 85 were returned, On a second
mailing, based on the same procedures, the other 43 were received.
At this point it seemed wise and acceptable to choose one Juniar high
school in a growing community and one junior high school in a fairly

stable community. This was done, and from this part of the survey 74

IPersonal correspondence on file as of July 23, 196kL.




é
out of a pessible 85 were rsturned. This made a total of 159 from
the senior and junior high schodls.

In the survey for the ligh schools contact was made with the
individusl teschers. In the junior high schools and the elementary
schools the entire faculty in specific schools was surveyed. This
procedurs proved to be easier, and since each school was chosen ab
random, it provided a good besis for a sampling.

It was then decided that a similar nusber from the elementary
schools of the county would give a good sampling., The names of the
schools were put in a hat and drawn at random, From this sampling of
elementary teachers 159 questiomnaires were gathered. This made a
total of 316 questionnaires, but since 26 questionnaires were so
jrcomplete they could not be used, 292 ended up in the final IB¥
tabulaticn, This study 1s based on that number--292. 1t should
be said that when the sampling was being done in the elementary
schools that a 100f return was not received. The drawing of the
nanes of the schools continued until the number from the elementary
schocls equaled the number of questionnairee from the junior and
senlor high schools,

The random sample of the elementary schools proved most
satisfactory except for one small district. In that particular ons
the writer was greeted by the superintendent with, "Yon got a lot
of nerve coming in here two weeks before school is out and expect
cooperation.” Since there was nothing to say to that, an exit
without comment seemed the only alternative, £ siailar sobhool was
substituted, and the principal distributed uhe questionnaire, the

of fice staff gathersd them, and they were picked up the next day.

A — et %
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The attitude of this one superintendent was surprising
because all schools wers two weeks from closing and the writer's own
principal and other members of the staff were covering classes left
while this survey was being taken., In all other schools, the adminis~
trators were most cooperative and seemed as much interested in this

project as were the teachers.

TABLE 1

SUMMARY UF THE SAMPLE

e
Teacher responding dot usable Total Usable
High School 85 7 78
Junior High Th 8 66
Elementary 159 11 148
318 26 292

Table 1 indicates that this study is based on 292 usable
questionnaires. All other tables and all the percentages are based

on this same number,

FROCEDURES FOR HAVING QUEST1ONNAIRES COMPLETED

It has been previously explained that the survey among the
high school teachers was done on an individual basis. Every eighth
high school teacher in the Ventura County directory was chosen and
the questionnaire was mailed directly to the teacher's home. A self-
addressed, stamped envelope was included with each questionnaire,
When the survey wee taken in the school all arrangements were made

in advance. Ik most cases the writer drove to the school, explained
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in deatil what was wented, and a date was set for the survey. In other
schools the arrangements wers made by telephone, and a date set for
the survey., In cases like those just mentioned, the writer would go
and meet the faculty in some convenient place, and wait until the
guesticnnaires were completed, There wére a few schosls included in
the survey where all arrangements were made by telephone and the
questionnaires were mailed to ihe school and returned by mail. In
some schools the writer simply left the questlonnaires with ithe
principal, and he had them distributed to the leachers by the office
staif, Some teachers missed getting theirs in with the others and

those gquestionnaires were mailed to the writer.

-
2 b s o
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majority of probationary teachers in the S0-year-old group. If 90%

CHAPTER I1

THE F1HBINGS

PERSONAL DATA ON RESPONDENTS

This personal dats was sought because it is assumed that the
sex, age, training, experience, and msrital status all have & definite

influsnce on attitudes and opinions. Every opinion pell attempts to
sclect a sample that is a cross section of the whole group because
experience and analysis has shown that a carefully drawn sample is
almost as accurate as a poll of the entire group.

Of these items of personal data, it was hoped that each one

would be evenly distributed. There would be cause for contern about

the validity of the sampling if the survey showed that there was a

of the sample were women under 25 years of age and all widowed,
divorced, or single, the survey would or should be held in question.
If 75% of the teachers in the sample were men in the LO-year-ocld
group, and all teaching on probationary credentials, in their first
soul of experience, it might be expected that such a sample was not
carefully drawn, If this sample is a valid croas section of the
teachers in Ventura County then all the items of personal data should
be close to being equally divided or distributed,




gex of the Respondents

In selecting this semple it wss hoped that it woeuld be
approxinately evenly divided between the sexes. 4 sample made up
of all womeu or all men might be questioned. The randem sample

reparted in Table 2 gives Lthe results.

TaBLE 2
SEX OF RESPORDENTS

Nusber | Yer Cent
¥ale 0 L8,
FMQ 1}3 h?n
No response 9 3.

Totals 292 100,

Table 2 shows that thals sample is well distributed between
the meie respondents (LBZ) and the female respondents (L9Z). The
other 36 falled to answer the item but it can be assumed that this
35 would divide as evenly az the first two groups. The distribution
here is satisfectory for a yood survey, |

Marital Status af Respondents
Harital status and marital experience is likely to influence

ane's sttitudes, opinions, and behavior, A valid sample should parallel
the totels of the entire county teaching staff, 1f a majority answered
that they were widowed, this sample might not be a valid cross section
of the group. Table 3 irdicates that most California teachers are
married,

o
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TABLE 3
MARITAL STATUS OF RESPUNDENTS

¥umber Per Cent
¥“arried 188 6.1
Single 35 12.3
Widowed 11 3.8
¥o response L3 .7
Totals 292 100,

Table 3 indicates that 6L.1% of the teachers are msrried and
that 12,3% are single, which means they have not been married, Those

~ who have been diveroced or widowed account for 8.9% -@f the total, It

would have been more desirable if 1L.7% had not failed to answer this
item, but the unfortunate placing of the question on the instrument

may have had much to do with the failure to answer,

Age of Respondents
Any accurate sampling must cover the entire age span of éctiw
teachers. The age span includes those who are Jjust out of college
and those who are close to finisiing their mwm careers. Aay
welghting in any direction could cast a ghadow of doubt on the authen~
ticity of this resesrch. The validty of Table L should be measured

by these statements.
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TABLE b
AGE GROUPINGS OF THE RESPONDERTS

Age groups Humber Per Cent
26 - 30 46 17.0
31 - 35 37 12.6
%“:" - W E;G 1?1!1
Lé - 50 28 Fe5
Over 50 23 7.8
ko response or

angwey not usable 21 7.0
Totals 292 100,0

‘he sge groupirgs of the sample seem to lend value to the study,
Beyond the fact that the groupings are evenly distributed, it is intere

esting 1o see how nearly each group matches all the others.

Years ef‘Eﬁgawiaﬁgn in Callfornia

The pumber of years spent in a community will influence the
attitudes, opinions, and reactions of any growp. If this study were
complled on ﬁll neweconers, one might expeot one response. If it were
based on long-time residents of Californis, one might expect a differ
ent reaction to a survey., It had been hoped the experience span would
be well distributed. Teble 5 must show it is a good eross section of
teacher experience if it is to be considered valid,

==& P Y




tne 3L 11.6
Three 2h Se3
Four 22 Teb
Five ak b 3
Six &5 22,2
Seven 53 1&-2
Hore tham seven 23 Te¥
Ko vesponse ) 3.1
Totala 292 160,0

Thespon of this sesple should give validty to this study.
Evidently Venturs County is being scrved by & oross section of loug-
time teschere and recent vewcomers., Table 5 iodicstes thet only T.9%
of the sample has been tesching in Vestura Ccunty longsr then seven
yesrs. The table also says that LOJLT of the teschers heve been
teaching in the county for six or seven yesrs. 44 must be revwrbered
by the reader that this is a typlesl situstion in Cslifornia, Ventura
County is m@ﬁ&am:mmmmmmm state and
that growta has cone within the last six or seven yvars. The yews
19:9=50 were years of expension and so hsve been tbs lsst two yoars.

Again, it was hoped thot the saxple of employ-snt status
would be scoewhat evenly divided betwesn tenured teachsrs and
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provationary teachers. New teachers coming in to the county from
vsricus comsmnities and states could ve taking attitudes differeut
than those of teschers on tenure., The reader should know that temure
in California is nob obtained untll the teacher has taught one day in
tie fourth year.

TABLE 6

EMFLOYMENT STATUS OF TEACHERS CANVAZIED

Busber Yer Qent
Probationsry 1kl L3
Tenure b 50,0
Eo response 5 1.7
Totals 292 100,06

Table 6 indicates that the employment shatus of the teachers
in this ssmple is eguelly divided between tWenured teachers o< proe
bationary tesshers, This equal distribution should elso lend credence
%o thie study.

Present Credentis) Ststus of Respodents

Any survey that requires an acourate oross section of opinion

from all tesshers vust take into evcount the type of credential held
by the teschers. it can be sssumed that the sttitudes ard opinions of
a provisiousl sescher might differ mariedly from one who is working
under an Adeinistrative Credential, |

- ST T
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It is not sossible to tell {rum this survey whers the teachers
in this sample are teachling but it does not seem to be too significant,
what is lmportamt is the tralning for which each credential stands,

TABLE 7

CHEUENTIAL BEIMO USED IN PRLSENT POSITION

Type of Credential Humber Fer Cent
Genersl Elementary 91 1.1
Junior High L 16,8
Administrative 3 1.0
Provisional 19 £.5
UJenerel Secondary 113 .7
Ro response 17 549
Totals 292 100,90

Bven the divisiomn in credentials turned out as & gowod sample
should, The teschers who hold Jeneral 3Secondary Credentiels sceount
for 38.7% of the total surveyed, Those who bold the General Elementary
Credential sccount for 31.1% of the 292. The Junior High Credential
is belng used by 16,6f of the 292, This appears to be & good distrie
bution., Table 7 and the preceding six tables would svem to make up
an accephtable sampling or cross section of the teschers in Ventura

thé?o
EVALUATION ANKD TEACHIR PROFICILZHCY

For centurics the evaluation of tesching has been the concern
of society. The cup of hemlock sust have been g type of teacher evale

uation., In the last f4fty years persons in americs who have been inters
ested in luproving education have been intercsted in tesacher evaluation.

M;,
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It is easy to become pre-occupied with one's self or one's
particular interests. This happens among teachers, and evaluation
is intended to help avoid such human error. Mény times an observer
can be of real assistance to the teacher because the pressures of the
classroom are such that an objective view by some one else may be
most desirable. The purpose of this paper is to find out the opinions

of the teachers on the subject of evaluation.

Evaluation as a Teacher Improvement Technique

fost of the literature on the subject of teacher evaluation
states that teacher evaluation is one of the ways of making suie that
teachers are doing their best. The California School Boards Association
and the California Teachers Association haﬁe published a pamphlet of
guide lines for the use of teachers, administrators, and school boards.
Their statement helps to make the case for evaluation:

ee ssthe purpose of teacher evaluation is to insure
good educational opportunities for all children, to
give major emphasis to improvement of instruction by
stimulating professional growth of teacher, striving
to aid all tiachers to attain district standards of
performance,

The following stétement, quoted at length, will also assist
in lighting the path of evaluation:

This statement in first draft was presented for
discussion at the Fort Collins Conference of the
NEA's National Commission on Teacher Education and
Professional Standards, in June, 1962, It has been
modified in the light of suggestions made by the
study groups of Section F of the Conference. The

Lynen Tenure is New, (Burlingame: California School Boards
Association, 1961), p. 18s -
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groups recommend that the statement be maede available
for continued study and discussion.

This document has NOT received official cousider-
ation or approval by the National Commission on leacher
Education end Professional Standerds or by any other
official agency of the lational Education Association,

The discussion at Fort Collins urged thal the scope

of Guidelines be widened. 1t was suggested, for example,

that the title be changed to refer to all professional

personnel., Several groups urged that additional state-
ments be developed for the evaluation of administrators

and supervigors. To have followed either of these

suggestions would have made it impossible to issue a

working draft of the Guidelines early in the schocl

year of 1962~1963, as was aiso requested. The whole

orientation of the document is to the work of the

classroom teacher, To try to extend to cover all

personnel. would require extensive rewriting, or a

blurring of the meaninz in meny passages.?

The preliminary apd unofficial Guidelines published at Fort
Collins, Colorado, specifically states that it is uwnofficial, but it
was hurried to press so that it could be uaéd in the school yesr of
1962-1963, and the fact that 1t was being printed and distributed
and vsed does make it somewhat official. The editors of this state=
ment did not have time to Include anything about evaluating adminis-
trators, but they did include this line, which is the reason for
8ll this background. They said, "The definition @1‘ evaluation)
includes a statement of purpose--evaluation is intended to improve

the gquality of instruction.?3

Tre literature hss g similarity to it that might suggest that
much of it comes from the desk of the same editor. Evaluation...Key

2Guidelines for the Evaluamm of Teachers, (Wasbington, D, G.1
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to Terure, published by the California Teschers Associstion, notes:
ivaluation grovides the stimulus {or the teacher

tu weke a congolous organized effert Lo isprove iiis

professional competence, Ivalusblun guersnitees that

each student will continue o benefit {rom the services

of teachers who are constantly siriving t’f sainbein the

bighast possible standerds of excellence. <

it i spparent thal (ost of the persons corcerned with public
sehool educatinn in Celifvrnisa e assured thet the purpose of tsacher
evaluation is to lmprove iasirucilon, After &1l these yesrs of emphwmais
in we direction, the teschsrs ghould be almost unanimous in Lheir
apprecistion for eveduation, Tsble 8 s ows the opinion of the teachera

on this problem,
TABLE &

TEACHER OPINIONS ON USIN0 EVALUATIONS AS
A RETSUD TO LUPROVE LiSTRUCTION

Iz it & valid method? Funber Ter cent
Somewhat 198 67,6
& grest deal L& 15.8
ot at all L 1i.0
Ko responge 7 2.4
Totals 29 10U.0

Table & 1s concerned wiih whether evaluation is a valid method
of lmproving instruction. Une group (1LE) says that evslustion is
not & valid wethod for improving ingtruetion. Jnother group (15.8%)

To Tenure, (Burlingame: California
e e Is

%%._ uati
Teachers Asasociat

OBvea
on,
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says that it is and 198 respondente (67.8%) sgree that teacher evalua~
tion does improve lustruction somewhet. Perhaps this question would
have been more meaningful if there had been other possibilities for
choices. In any casse, the teachers do not reject the system of evaluaw
tion, in any large numbers, HNeither do lerge numbers endorse it with

enbhusiasm,

Improvement of Teaching Basic Heason for Evaluation

This quotation from Guidelines is & good smmmary of almost all
there is on the subject: "The overriding and inclusive purpose of
teacher evaluation is to safeguard and improve the quality of iﬁstruetion
received by the student,">

Apyone who has gone through an evaluation praceéaré could find
some hidden meaninge in the process., Table ? suggests that some other

teachers might have seen some reasons for eveluation beyond improving

instruction,
TABLE ¢
THE IMPROVEMENT OF TEACHING IS THE
BASIC REASUN FPOR EVALUATIOR
Kumber Por cent
Yes L6 15.6
Mayve 32 11.0
Sometines ol 22.0
No response 11 3.8
Totals 298 100.0

51bid. p. 6.
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Teble 9 indicates that 139 (L7.6%) do not think that improve=
ment of instruction is basicslily the reason for evaluation. Only
15,84 think that lmprovement of instruction is the basic reason for
teacher eva).uatibn. Adnother group (33%) gave a gualified answer to
the guestion.

Other students on this subject seem to agree with whal the
teachers think, as the following quotation suggestst

As long as dismissals are made primarily on the basis

of unsatisfectory ratings, teschers are going to regard

the entire evaluation process with fear and distrust.

When, however, evaluation is regarded by the administra-~

tion as & teaching aid, and more importantly is operated

as such, then teachers will begin to welcome ratings as

an opportunity to improve their teaching potential.

Dismissals should usually ve regarded as a confession

of failure on the part of the administration. Logle

suggests imgraper hiring and/or laeck of supervisory

asgistance,

If the State Superintendent of Public Instruction for Califo:ale
can see this polnt, why can't those who are deeply concerned with

teachers' welfare?

Evaluations Improve Teacher Morale

In 1956 Dr. Jack Connell Goodwin listed among the desirable
goals and purposes of evaluation that of "develo#mg morale among

satisfactory teachers." 7

6Emery L. 8toops and Max L. Rafferty, Jr., Practices and
Trends in School Administration, (New York: Ginn~and Go., 196L1), p. L3f.

7Ja¢k C. Goodwin, "Principles and Practices of Teacher
Evalustion Programs,® Bulletin No. 97. (Burlingame: OCalifornia

Teachers Association, 1956), p. 10.
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A joint statement from the school boards and the teachers'

association indicates:
The purpose of teacher evaluation (is) to give each

staff member inoreased freling of security through knowe

ing how effective his work is considered by his employer

and how he may strengthen his weaker qanlitiea.s

The experts have had their say on evaluation raising the morale
of the teachers. Now it seems only logical to ask the patient. After

all, the teachers should know more on this subject than anyone else.

TABLE 10

TEACHER OPINIONS ON JIWMPROVING MORALE BY
THE USE OF EVALUATION

Rumber Per Cent

Kot at all LS 15.5
Very little 61 20,9
A great desl sl 1T.k
No response or

answer not usable 6 2
Totals 292 100,60

Table 10 indicates that 15.5% of the sample think that evalua=

tion does not raise teacher morale at all, but 17.h4% give evaluation,
8s a morale builder, top rating. These two groups accowunt for 32.9%
of the total. Another group (20.9%) thought it helped very little,
The large group of 129 (LL.2%) said it helped somewhat, On this scale
of choices 36.4% tend toward a negative answer and 61.6% tend toward a

positive answer on evaluation as a morale builder,

aWhnn Tenure is New, op. cit., p. 16.
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Evaluvations Threaten Horale

In Table 10 36.L# tend toward a negative answer on evaluation
as a morale builder. The data in Table 1l was presenited to show bhe
opinions teachers gave on the reverse of this guestion. Table 11 will
indicate teacher opinions on whether they think eveluation injures
teacher morale.

No professional literature existis on this subject so there
are no experts to whom we can turn for observations. Tne closest any
one came to mentioning this matter was in & line quoted previously
which said that the desirsble goal of evaluation was "developlng
morale among satisfactary teachers."’ This qﬁot..atian suggests that
the adverse effect of teacher evaluation on the morale of the teachers
has been considered momentarily.

TABLE 11

TEACHER OPINIONS ON EVALUATION A5 INJURIOUS
TO TEACHER HORALE

Number : Per Cent

Ko 222 76.0
Yes 17 508
Somewhat 37 12,7
A great deal 2 o7
Ko response 1k - L.8
Totals 292 100.0
Totals of 2, 3, L

{Injured in some degree) 19.2

93a0k C. Goodwin, op. Cite, pe Ts
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A quick glance at Table 11 indicates that the majority of the
teachers do not feel that teacher evaluation injures morsle. Accord=-
ing to this study 19.2% of the teachers feel that evaluation does not .
injure teacher morale to some degree, If 19.2% of the teschers are
jnjured; in any degree, by this system, which was devised to help
teachers improve morsle, mayoe some new arrangement should be created
whereby the 19.2% can be betier served without injury to the cther
group., It might be that a few honest attempts to improve the system
would suffice.

Here is a vital, current issue that needs further study.
It would be interesting end valuable to know to what extent these
teachers were injured, Were they hurt socially, emotionally, or just
financially? It would be interesiting 1o know how many of these injured

teachesrs are now on tenure.

Teacher Moves Because of FPoor Evaluations

In Celifornia, one of the serioue problems for the teacher who
must move is that of obtaining adequate housing., 4 family hes almost
no chance of renting satisfsctory living quarters. A pajment musi be
put on a house, and frequently when one is forced to move, there is
no buyer and the down payment is lost. Single teachers or families
without children are usually able to rent an spartment. Perhaps the |
writer is a little too dramatic, but the following figures brought
to mind the hundreds of moving vehicles necessary to transport this
gmall number of teachers that had to move because of poor evaluations.
When & teacher is dismissed, it entails finding a new location, find-

ing new housing, paying a moving bill, and paying écme agency & fee

P
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for finding a mew job. Only the negative part of the questionnaire
is to be reported in Table 12,

TABLE 12

TEACHERS WHO »OV:-D BECAUSE OF POOR EVALUATIONS

Dismissed Moved at will

# % # %

Once 7 2.4 21 TeT
Twice 3] 2 o7
Thrice 0 1 o3

More than

Thrice O ] o0
Totals 7 2.4 2h 8,7

These figures could, Lo the careless observer, give false
security, Thirty-one persons cub of 292 does not seem too significant
until it is realized that those 31 incidents of moving equal 11.1# of
those answering., OSince 1t has been rather well estsolished that
evaluatlon is very subjective, perhaps there is something that can be
done to remedy this econo#aia and professional waste. That these
teachers are now employed would seem to indicate that they are satise
factory in one district and not in another. Evaluation may have a
basic purpose, of improving instruetlon, but apparently it has other

UBes .,

Evalustion Is Becming ¥ore Cooperative

The words, cooperation and democracy, are heard all through

the educationsl system, Cooperation is so important in the literature

of evalustion that it ig never very far away. "Genuinely democratic

e T e araddo £
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principles should control the formation and adoption of teacher evalua=-
tion programs,"10 and "the teacher is at all tines s partner in the
evaluative process.“ll
In the above quotations the teachers' asscciation in California
is insisting that evaluation be a éooparative program. In the following
quotation the Hational Education Association stetes the same philosophyt

The evaluation program should be developed coopera=
tively by representatives of all groups in the professional
staff. The superintendent of schools, principals, super=
visers, classroom teachers, and other specialists should
all tale part in developing the program. 7The local
professional education associations should be officially
represented in the planning group, The program should
be studied and discussed by the eatire staff so that it
may be fully understood by all. This may require many
months of effort. The planning and the program should
be made official by formal action of the board of
education,le v

There are many more such quotations in the literature of
evaluation, but to continue to quote them would serve no purpose. The

point has been made. Cooperation is the word,

TABLE 13

TEACHFR QPINIONS ON EVALUATION
BECOMING MCRE COOPERATIVE

Fumber Per cent
Kot &t all 10}& 3507
Somewhat 93 31,8
A great deal 73 25.0
No response 22 7.5
Totals 292 100,0

10T, ;
Jack C, Goodwin, vpe ¢it., pe 27.

1 s -
IEvaluazlcn of Teschers, (Los Angeles: California Teachers
Azgociation, Southern Sec

12guidelines, oo. Sk,

- e -

———
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Although the idea that evaluation ought to be cooperaiive is
the philesophy of the school bourds assocciation, the state Leachers’
organization, and the nationsl education group, Table 13 indicates that
35,74 of the teachers covered by ithis cenvass do not agree. They think
it ie not becoming cooperative at all. Another opinion, by another
group, is that it is becoming somewhat more cooperative. This group
accounts for 31.8% of the respondents, OUnly 25% of the whole sample
feel that it is in tbe lavrge degree cooperative., Thess two groups
combined make a total of 67.5% that are having some mental reservstions

sbout evaluation being cooperative., Why? OCould it be that these two

-

o e T,
-t

groups, the teachers and the organizations, are talking sboul two
aspects of the same problem? The organisations, no doubt, see evalua-

tion as the whole system, and they assume that if it is set up

Mashatirsrunnnmte S S

cooperatively, then the system is demeocratic. It is most probable

that the teachers see evaluation when it is applied to them and their
fellow teachers. If they had no part in the organization of the
system, it may be just as threatening to them as if it had all been
arranged by the adminlstrators. An evaluation system that was
satisfactory to the feculty five years ago m&y not be satisfactory now,
When persomnel changes, evaluation né’choé‘a and other personnel
policies should be reviewed., In any case, here is another place

where the orgsnizations are telling the teachers what the majority

of the teachers do not accept as complete faoct,

Teacher Approval of Their Evalustion 3ystem
Table 13 reports that 35.7% of the respondents did not consider

evalustion as & cooperative program. Another 31.8% were somewhab
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convinced that evalustion was cooperative, When the questiomnaire
was developed, it seemed logical to ask how many of the teachers in
this sample felt that they could not approve of the system of evaluse
tion under which they were working, This was not intended to be a
question sbout eliminating evalustion, but rather s question aboub
the sxisting system, There is no literature on this subject so the
table, Table 1k, must spesk for itself,

TABLE 1k

TEACHER APFROVAL OF THEIR EVALUATION SYSTEM

Number Per cent
Not at sll 26 8.9
Somewhat 106 5h.8
A grest deal 82 28,0
Ho response | 2k 8.3
Totala 292 100.0

Table 1k reveals that 287 of the teachers spprove of their
evaluation system a great deal. It also indicates that 106 teschers
(54.8%) are somewhat satisfied with their system. Only 8,9% were not
at all satisfied, This is & good repart for evaluation, or it appears
tc be. It would be necessary to know the gradations of opinion in
the 5L.8% before we could draw many conclusione. The term "somewhat®
was the next choice above the *b&rm‘ at the bottom of the scale. Since
only 28% of the teachers gave their system a full endorsement, 1t may
be that more study should be done in the organizations and the indi-

vidusl school This suggests that the program of evalustion is worthy
of greater support.
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THE ARALYSIS OF THE EVALUATOR

The evalustor 1is the key person, if evaluation is going to
gain mare favor with the teachers. In this day most teachers do not
respond favorably to the employer-employee relationship. That type
of relationship might have been satisfactory in the days when the
teacher was just anyom who happened along. That situstion has
changed, and along with that change have come many others. The most
far-reaching change is the status of the prineipal and the superin-
tendent. They are no longer considered the employer--if they were
ever. |

Today many classroom teachers are betier irained than the
administrators. It is illogloal to think that the best trained
personnel should be evaluated by persons with less training. Since
this situation does exist, and since it will become moré so as time
passes, the adminietrator who wants to make his best contribution
must be sware of the quality of the feculty. The evaluater (or
principal) cen no longer hold his status by its builtein qualities.

He will get his status only because of his qualities of training,
service, and leadership in edusational matters,

This seotion of the questionnaire inguired into how teachers
vere considering their evaluators, who in most cases was the principal,
The reader, as he welghs the significance of the tables in this section,
sho ld remember the three gqualities mentioned sbove that will decide
the fate and the influence of the evaluator and in turn the evaluation
system, The evaluator (the principal) will be evaluated and accepted
on these three factors, training service, and leadership.
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The Evaluator and His Tralning

One study lists teacher-sdministrator relations as one of

the four main reasons why teachers leave the teaching pmfession.w

If the evaluatar does not keep abreast of what is happening to the

thinking of his newer teachers, he can be assured that there will be

trouble

ahead. The training and interests of the evaluator must

prospt him to spend more time with the faculty and less with paper

shuffling, The slert evaluatcr will study persomnel relatiocus, the

individual, and group dynamics. Upon this type of foundational in-

formation he will be able to mske his contribution., Any person

who does not understand humsn personality, individual hopes, fears,

and aspirations will be held in silent contempt at evaluation time.

The need for well-trained eveluators is set forth here:

What do

Adminisirators and isors who participate
in mﬁmm shou. E be mﬁ qualified, personall
' migm essions for this services qu%ﬁicaﬂms
sh mﬁﬁe Bo h service &nd inservice educa~

B respons t%e Tt 1t essential that

emman frma of reference be used in the evelustive
process, snd that skille be perfected in observation,
consultation, and record-meking. Careful selection
of persons for these positiomns, and a program for
continuous ingervice study by the administrative-
supervisory staff; are basic prerequisites to cone
structive avalmtim.u*

This quotation sets the standard for those who must evaluate.
teachers think about the training of the ewsluator? If they

13John ‘I‘- &hea and Jack W, mmghliné Teacher Dissatisface

(Burlingame: GCallfornia Teachers

%&i@uﬁ%. Op » ﬁ,i?l;pg Pe 80
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are satisfied in large numbers that the evaluastor is equipped for
his job there will be better human relations, snd tLhe morale of the
school should be high. No one can be satisfied with just & so-so

vote of confidence. It should be a strong vote for very well trained.
TABLE 15

TEACHER OPINIONS ON THE TRAINILG OF

THE EVALUATOR
Number Per cent :
“
W
Not at all 25 8.6 q
Partially trsined 98 33.6 '
Well trained 13 38.7 Ik
No responss or ‘
answer aot usable 56 19.1 |
Totals 292 100,0 ‘

Table 15 reports that only 38.7% of the respondents considered
their evaluators well trained for the tasks that had been assigned to
them, This survey states that 33.6% of the group of teachers consid-
ered their evaluators only partially trained for evalustion. The
group that was not at all pleased with the training accounted for
only 8.6% of the sample. These figures lean toward the negative
on thies item. The gualified answer and the completely negative vote
accounted for L2.2% of the total., This is a figure that is worth
serious study. The gystem has many good possibilities but it cannot
survive if it is not sble to enlist the hearty cooperation and approval
of more than 38.7% of the teachers, It would be interesting to know
why 19.1% of the teachers did not choose to answer. Are those proba-

tionary teachers who had no way of deciding?
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Evaluation and Adequate Information

Any decision should e based on adequate information, and
evaluation is no exception., The California 8chool Boards Association
is concerned that evaluators get adequate information, and they have
suggested a timetable for evalustion of individual teachers, If this
were rigidly followed by all the administrators, it might help. Since
the organization published this timetable quite recently, it can be
fairly well assumed that much evsaluation is being done with less time
spent in the classroom observations than the association recommends. k
This is their timetsbls.

Prelindunsry observation by October 15; observation
and assistence to probationary teachers by November 20; -,

second evaluation by principal by Janusry 15; finel b

report of probationary tescher gvaluation and prelime

inary recoms ?gatims regarding re-employment by
January 22nd.

P

The National Education Association goes further than the
school board association, They suggest:

Each uwhor ahaulf% be obgerved in the ¢lassroomm

r ow '. Formal h abaervatiam us
should be made appeinmen%s ﬁmed In advance,
Recommendations of Lhe minimum amount of time required
in observation, a5 basic to a formal evaluation, range
from three to ten hours. Several different visits
would appear 4o be a prerequisite, Either the teacher
or the cooperating observer might take the initiative -
in suggesting the times of the visit. Variety rather
than uniformity of emphssis in the classroom nhsarva-l,
tions will erhance the usefulness of the observation.*®

15por Cause Only, (Burlingame: California School Boards
Association, 1961), p. 7.

16g3uidelines, op, cit., ps 10
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These recormendstions make fine reading, but most administrators -
would likely consider them to be unrealistic, If this were to be pre-

gsnted to & principal, as the policy of the distriet;, his first thought

and guestion would of necessity be one concernming time and expenditure.
In the modern schbool where could an administrator find ten howrs or
even three hours to spend evaluating five or twenty-five teachers and
have his preliminary recmndatiem regarding next year's contract
all written up by January 22nd? The teacher who gets & thirty-minute
evalustion in the fall or winter and another in the spring might,

also, find these suggestions visionary. The lack of time for an

s, B e

adesuate evaluatlon may be the majlor problem in our dilemns,

The intention of the orgenizations is clear, snd we have read
how the edministrators are supposed to gsther thelr information, 1

What the teachera think about this problem iz of impeortance because l
their future ls involved., Are they satisfled that the evaluator has

enough information for a valid evaluation? Certainly no tescher

could object to an evaluation based on ten hours of classroom cbsere

vation, but it is not likely to happen soon. If this amount of time

is desirable for a valid evaluation, maybe the sdministrators will

need to depend nore on geif-evaluastiong and in some cases evaluations

that are shared with members of the teaching staff.
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TABLE 16

TEACHER OPINIONS OF WHETHER EVALUATCR HAS
ENOUGH INFORMATION TO QIVE
AN ADEQUATE EVALUATION

‘ Fumber Per cent
ot st all 3k 11.6
Samewhat 167 572
Every time &3 21.6
Ho response 28 9.6
Totals 292 100,0

Table 16 indicates that 11.6% of the respondents felt the
administrator 4id zot have snough information to make a valid
Jjudgmenit. Those who answered positively in the strongest degree
accounted for 21.6% of the sampling. The largest nwber, 167
(57.2%), chose & middle answer. This means that only 21.6% of the
teachers feel that the evaluators have enough information when they
make their evaluations. If 68,8% of the teachers think the future
of teachers is being decided on insdequate informatlon, this thought
could easily be the source of serious disgust and hopelessness, if

not regentment.

Loyalty and Fairness in Lvalustor-Teacher Relations

Decency in human relations is built on loyalty, felruess,
and justice., It is not too difficult to construct an imaginary
situation where the evaluator was not practicing these three
spiritual qualities in his perscnal and professional assoclations
witk the feculty and staff,
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Exaluatora and Their ! /&lty to Teachers
One research bulletin states that the specialists surveyed

felt that the evaluator should demonstrate loyalty to the teachers. s
This seems to be the minimum im human relations. If a school tries
to run without & sense of loyaliy running through the entire staff,
the students in that school will soon sense it, and they in turn will
take on the same attitudes. Loyalty is not to be construed as some
insipid covering up for errors made by teachers or administraﬁcrs.
Loyalty is that quality of character that keeps all faitiful to the
initial task, that of operating an inetitution of learning, In the
case of teacher and administrator-evaluator relationships the teacher
must be made sware that loyaliy is present. No teacher is going to
an adeinistrator for any kind of assistance if ghe knows the adninis-
trator is, in every case, protecting him»lr. at ail costs, Thie is
one areca where an administrator can really contribute to the morale
of & school and faculty, Xo army, no goveroment, no fainily’, snd

no school can give its best to mociety if loyslty is not the central
emotion or spirit. This 4s one area where an sdministrator needs

and could guite easily get & top rating,

173ack C. Goodwin, op. eit., p. 7.
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PABLE 17
PEACHER CPINIONS ON EVALUATOR'S
LOTALTY T0 TEACHERS

s e e e e e
Number Per cent

Not at all 12 L2
Somewhat 123 2.l
Every time 13k L5.9
No response or

answer not usable 23 7.8 !
Totals 292 100,0 i

- e

Table 17 indicates that uL5.9% of the teachers think that the

evaluators are loyal to the teachers. That is a large number (13L).

' The next group thought that evaluators were somewhat loyal, This
part of the sample accounted for L2,1% of the total, Only L.2%
thought the evaluator was not loyal at all. While 7.8% did not
suswer, Few corporations or families could prosper on a vote of
less than 50§, Maybe it is expecting too much to expect one human
being to be loyal to another in a profession. If it is, then the
organizations need to re-evaluate their literature and see if any-
thing else can be substituted for loyalty.

Fairness and Objectivity of Evaluators

The observations made on loyalty to teschers could e irans-
ferred to this section, and they would be relevant, Layalty ia a

spiritual quality. Fairness and objectivity are spiritual qualities.

k They can be observed, but it is doubtful that they can be measured

in the same sense that distance or matter is measured. Iif evaluation
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is to0 be the instrument for improving imstruction, that it is reputed
to be, then it must be grounded in fairness and objectivity. How
the teachers feel aboul these two qualities is of vital importance to

the school, the administrators, snd the staff,

TABLE 18

TEACHFR OPINIONS ON FAIRNE3S AHD
OBJECTIVITY OF BVALUATORS

Number Per cent
Kot at all 13 ko5
Somewhat 116 39.7
Completely valid 140 L7.9
No response or
answer not usable 723 T.9
Totals 292 100.G

Table 18 states that only L.S% gave the negative answer to
this item, Again, the division approaches & 5050 division of
opinion. One group of respondents see the administrator-evaluator
as completely fair and objective, That group accounts for L7,9%.
Ancther group is less positive. They think the administrator is
somewhat loysl and they account for 39.7% of the total respondente,

A study of Table 17 and Teble 18 indicates that almost half
of the teaghers question the loyalty, fairness, and objectivity of
the evaluators. One tenured teacher wrote on her guestionnaire
that thelir system is partial. There was no other explanation; but
since ildi s one teacher had tenure, it i1s not likely that it was a
personal problem, If half of the teachers in Califarnia feel the

sane way as this sample does, then the whole idea of evaluation is
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in need of serious and objective study., Further study should be
‘done and action should be taken; based on this and other work in

the field of evaluation,

Assistance Given Ee:are and After ®valuation

If the evaluator is equipped to pass judgment on the teacher,
then, of course, he should be equipped to ald and assist the teacher
pefore and after evaluation, It might be asked just how teaching can
be improved if aid is not given, if aid is needed. One study found
that little help is given teachers,

There was evidence that some administrators did ]
not give the teachers the type of assistance wanted,

The literature revealed that there is a great deal of i

emphasis put on the needs of chlldren but little
attention is given to the needs of the teacher,18 |

The literature makes quite a point of the responsibilities

of the evaluators. One of the main points mede is thai they wmst give
help to the teacher before the cvaluation, help her through the eval-
ustion, and then continue to assist her as much as possible so that
she will become a more proficient instructor. It is evident that

evaluation cannot be Jjustified without the givipg of help.

TAGLE 19

TEACHER REPORTS ON AID GIVEN BY
EVALUATOR BEVORE EVALUATICH

None 96 38.9
Some 87 29.8
Enough ~ 86 29,5
Ho response or

answer not usable 23 7.8
Totals 292 100.0

1850hn T, Shea amd Jack W, McLaughlin, op. Cib., pe L.
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Table 19 reports that 32.9% of the respondents receive no help
before evaluation., The next group (29,.8%) felt they received sane
help before evaluation, The minority (29.5%) thought they had received
enough help before eveluation., These figures do not square up with
the goals set by the literature on this subject. This is one more area
that should be studied carefully. Giving help during this period should
be a good way to save many teachers for the profession. It is not very
logical to train teachers and then let them siruggle through to dis-
couragment and ultimately to resign or be dismissed.

Table 19 indicated how much assistance was given teachers
before evsluation and & look at the assistance given after eveluation
should clarify the whole picture.

The nodern ¢oncept of supervision considers the

evaluation to be a help to the teacher., The evaluation

concept takes the whole teacher into consideration,

helps him to understand his strengths and weaknesses

and directs him through a program of nlf«imprmmnt-.w

If this is the point of evaluation in California, then some one
is not doing that which iz expected. It hes been seen that only 29.5%
of the teachers felt they had had enough help before evaluation and
32,9% said they had no help before evsluation. Table 20 should reveal
how the teschers feel about getiing help after evaluation,

19%hester T. MoNerney, Ed ;
hester T. ¥» Educational Supervision, (New York:
McGraw-Hill Co., 1951), p. 82. T
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TABLE 20

TEACHER REPORTS ON AID GIVEN BY
EVALUATOR AFTER EVALUATION

Humber Per cent
None | 80 27.4
Some 96 32,9
Enough 9h 32.2
Ko response : 22 ? 5
Totals 292 190.Q

Table 20 Mieaua t.hat 27.&% meiveﬂ no m1p after the evalua-
tion and 32. 9% thought t.hcy had recaived some after the evaluation,
Table 19 rapcrted that £29.5% had received enough help before and Table 20

reported that 32,2% meivcd enocugh after evaluation. This is some
improvement but mdly sdequate for the situation, It does not meet
the goals ﬁst&hlisﬁed in the literature and by the organizations, It
administrators cannot find the time to give help to teachers, them

some other approach will need to be used.

THE PRESENT EVALUATION BYSTEMS

This division refers to systems of evaluation because there is
no uniform state system; snd there probably should not be one., Any-
thing as significant to the individual teecher as evalustion should
be a local coancern, Each faculty should have a vital part in getting
personnel policies, and since faculty members change frequently, it
could not hurt anyone if persconel policies were reviewed every school

year, and very early in the year. This is especially true of policies
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and procedures of evaluation., Such a review would be a good way to
let the faculty know what is expected without using the status or
legal authority of the administration.
The Validity of the Individual Systems

| There is no literature that deals with this question, so we
are in new territory, Previously (Table 1k, page 27)a similar question
was asked. At that time approval or disapproval of the system was the
interest., The opinions of the teachers on that question almost match
the answers in the next table, Table 21. The problem in Table 21 is
difficult to measure because there is no objective scale for testing
the validity of an evaluation system., Teachsr opinions were the
special concern, and these are recorded. Actunally, it does not matter
how valid a system isj; as long as the people involved do not see it

e i APE Y S, N &3 I

as valid, then for all practical purposes it is not valid., In Teble 21
the answers given indicate that 207 teachers or T1¥ of the respondents
feel that t;hw system under which they work is invelid to some degree.
This seems 1o be a rather ‘high percentage,

. PABLE 21

TEACHER OPINIOH ON VALIDITY OF THEIR
EVALUATION SYSTEM

Fumber Per cent
Not at all 25 8.6
Somewhat 182 62.4
Completely valid 63 21.5
No response 22 7.5
Totals 292 100.0
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Table 21 ralsed several questions that should be pursued,
& study could be made with the ultimete purpose of finding out how
many of the evaluation systems being used in Ca ifornia are inventions
of some former faculty or former administration., If the system being
used in the school has been handed down through several administrations
and faculty groups, it may be time to reework it, A sgystem that once
looked democratic and valid may have become the tool of a new adminig~
tration., If this should happer, then evaluation might be locked upon
by new teachers ae an affront to their dignity and stztus as well-
trained staff members. When personnel matters are reviewed, special
attention should be given to ineluding as many new tLeachers as possible.
This wlll help to orient the new members and will also glve them an
opportunity to give coungel. In using any evaluation syste: or apply-
ing any persomnel policy it should be remembered that what satisfles

one generation will not necessarily satisfy another.

The Administyator as the Sole Evaluator

The California Teachers Assoclation, the National Education
Association, snd the textbooks have given long and hard study to the
problem of who is to do the evaluating., Here is one viewpolint:

The jury felt that the school principal should

be given the main responsibility for teacher evaluation,

and that the essistant principal and supervisors should

share evaluation responsibilities with him, gith the

supervisors serving in an sdvisory capacity.<0

The Mational BEducation ksaociaticn Guidelines says practically

the same thing. In fact, all the literature is repititious.

zonk Ce GOOdWiIl, Cle Gitt, Pe 8.
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In general, however, within the usual pattern of

public school organizations, only members of the ad-

ministrative-supervisory staff are responsible for

working with teachers in the process of evaluation,

Teacher-peers, olassroam teachers, counselors,

librarians, Q?d other professional workers would not

be inveolved,

Under these clircumstances, the findings of the survey will come
as a surprise to those who have so much to say about who does the
evaluating. It 1s not likely that the teachers involved in this study
would respond very well to this quotation which says, "It seems
obvious that teachers must be evalusted if the supervisor is to

function as a teacher of teachers."??

TABLE 22

TEACHER OPINION3 ON EVALUATOR'S
BEING THE SOLE EVALUATOR

Sa—
Kumber  Per cent
Never 117 0.0
Alvays . 30 10.3
¥o response 27 9.3
Totals 292 1“)0 0

Table 22 shows that LOZ of the respondents do not think that
the evaluator should be the sole evaluater, Another LOf indicated

that they thought the evaluator might be the sole evaluator part of the

2lguidelines, op. cit., p. 7.

22Chester T. MoNerney, op. cit., p. 82.
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time., Only 10.34 of the group thought that the evaluator should
elways do the task of eveluation alone. These fipwres indlcale that
BG. L3 of the Wwwn m aga;‘i,mﬁ the idea 'bhat the school principal
should be given the main mém&sibﬁiﬁy for uwhesé evaluation,

The resder should recall vhat Tsbles 15, 16, 17, and 18 geve
the eveluator & vote of about 507, et on the question for Table 22
more then B0% of th& toschers qualified their answer sbout the evaluster
veling the sole mmw, If “0f of the respondents egproved of their
evaluator, it might be interesting to know why only 10Z thought that y
he should always ab the eveluating by hismgelf., If & conclusion is

tc be drawn &b this point, it will be necessary o have much more

o E—A

information. It would appear that there is a great division between , Ly
wist the crganizstions and Lhe writers sdvocate and what the teachers |
are thinking, How is evaluation golng to be saved and made effective
if the feculty moves in one direction and all others remsin on familler
ground? If evalustion is going to be shared with same other group,
other than the evalustors, then s whole new approach will need tou be
made; and new systems will need to be developed. It seexs certain,
thet after veing the present systems of evaluation for meny years,

the teschers are m all-clea-gudden going to reverse thenselves and
give approvel to s system thet they have glreedy rejected, 7This

whole matter of who will do the evaluating calls for sose original

&nd areative thinking, It will ne longer suffice to re-copy old
material and put it in new forms.
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Evaluation by Peer-teachers and Administrators

Table 22 gives information on how the teachers feel about
héving orily one evaluator, The respondents qualified their answers
and 80% thought that he should never be or that he should share the
reapensibility. The survey instrument failed to ask who should aseist
with the evaluation. It ﬁaa assumed, when the instrument was drawn up,
that if the teachere did not want & lone evaluator to do the work,
then nabaréiiy; they would be in favor of the teachers having a hand
in the process. Beyond teachers and administrators there are not

very many people around who are quaiified. It will not be easy to

correlate the answers in Table 22 with thoss of Table 23 and still

come up with some valld course of action that will satisfy both the

administrators and the teachers. It should be remembered that, since
the teachers rhf cutnumber all other school personnel, they must be
taken into the inner couneils and consulted with care and sincerity.
Table 23 may give direction to the search for a solution to the
problem of evaluation.

TABLE 23

TEACHER OPINIONS OK PEERS' SHARING
EVALUATIOR WITH{ ADHINISTRATORS

Never &0 20,5
Under speclal

eircumstances 15k 52.6
Always L9 16,8
Ko response 29 7.9

Totels 292 100.0




L5

In studying Table 23 it would appear that 16.8% of the
respondents thought that the teachers should share in every evaluation.
However, 52.8% thought that teachers should share evaluation only under
special circumstances. Does thie mean that this group is thinking of
shared responsibility during the year preceding tenure and/or in those
cases where evaluations concern temured teachers? Are these people
saying that they think teschers should be on the evaluating teem when
there is a crisis of concern to the entire group? There is encugh
material here to keep an active committce busy for months. What these
teoechers heve in mind is important because t&séhaxjs are not rejecting
evaluastion as a system, but they seem to be very much interested in
the sharing of the responsibility,

The Use of Faculty Professional Relatlions Commitiees
1n Coordinating Zvaluations

This question, which 1z almost & suggestion, was included
after some lengthy discussions with interested teachers. It was
thougkt that such & committes would give confidence and security
to the new and 'cenared teacher who might come up for evaluation,
eriticism, or discussion. It was envisioned that evaluatians would be
made by many people and when completed would be turned in to a pro-
fessicnal relstions committee and that that committee would coordinate
or tebulate the findings and present the resulis to the board or to
the superintendent, who functions for the board. This procedure is
similar to the plans followed by truly professional groups,

It was interesting to find that the majority of this survey
group was not interested in such an arrangement, It could be that

they did not understand exsctly what was meant or how such a system

sy =
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would work, Perhaps further discussion and explanation would bring
& different response, It would be initeresting to know why the L7.2%
were not interested in suchva committee. If it wére only because of
the additional faculty responsibility, as one respondent suggested,
it might still be a good procedwse if it made 21.9% of the teachers
in Celifornie more cooperative and more secure without deing injury
to any others in the profession., It might be that the teachers think
the compiling of reports is an administrative task., There must be
other reasous for the answers in Table 2L, and some ore should do

more study and research in this area.

TABLE 24

THE COORDINATION OF EVALUATIONS THROUGH
A PACULTY COMMITTEE

¥umber Per cent

Opposed : 138 L7.3
Passive &6 22,6
More cooperative Lo 13.7
Secure 24 be2
¥o answer 2k 8.2
Totals 292 100.0

Table 24 indicates thet L7.h% of the respondents were opposed

to a faculty committee coordinsting evalustions. A group (22.6%)

expressed themselveg as being passzive on the subject. However, es
indicated in Table 2L, 13.7% thought they would be more coopersiive

and 8.,2% thought they would leel more secure,
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HI1SCELLANEOUS

The quastibna discussed below are only remotely connected
with teacher evaluation, The material was gathered for another purpose,
but it is recorded here because the questions were on the instrument

and responses have been giveu.

Teacher gmm on Breaking Tenure If
Handled xelusively by lescher Committees

A noisy segment of our population is forcing teschers to face
this problem of tenure. Lach community spparently suspecis il sees
illustrations of teschers vegetabing after they get on tenure. This
is a difficulit accusation for all teschers to asccept. An atiack on
& gingle teacher ¢ould be an atback on suie longestanding right of
the group. Tenure may be imcluded in this calegory. At any rate,
people are discussing this problem; and it was thought wise to ask
the teachers what they thought of having teachers handle ithe matter

of bresking tenure, Here are the responses.

TABLE 25

TEACHER OPILIONS O BREAKING TENURE
IF HANDLED EXCLUSIVELY BY
TEACHER COMMITTEES

¥umber Per cent

Not at all 127 43,7
Scmetimes 115 39.6
Always 23 7.8
o response 27 6.9

————————

Totals 292 100, 0
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Tenuse, whilch i3 alrost a sacred right lo some quarters, did
nob cos withowd years of effort., Yet, it is interesting Lo nolte that
enly 13,75 of the senple rove a cwpletely negative answer, 1% would
be interssting to pursue the other LT.LE snd see what they had in mind

when they mmewsred, This e arcviher ares for further study.

Teacher Oplnions on ¥valuating Administrators

The evalustion of administrators sounds like it is & long way
frovw evaluation of teachers but perhaps it is not. It would be a
difficult task te convince the teeaschere that there is no need for
evaluating administrators. There ia & pessibility thet the adminise
trator sight prefit il all sf the teachers and staff in & school or
digtrict were to express themselves on the eflectiveness of adwminis-
trators, If every desn, vice-principsl, counselor, and superintendent
wag feced wilh staff cvaluation every year, it might put some on the
alert to te more willing to serve the faculty and cbhers on the staff.
Sometines administretors get like teschers, they are swamped with
responsibilities asd fall inte ruts just like the rest of the humen
race. & score card could be devised thet could be tabulated by IBn
and the scores could be passed on to the edministrators., This would
elininate sll chanve of unkind remaris or low attempls to do injury,
Thia is the way teschers responded., The information cen spea: for
itsell,
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TABLE 26

TEACHIR OPINIONS ON IVALUALING

ADMINISTRATORS
Rumber Per cent
Upposed 33 11.5
Passive 58 19.8
In favor 181 61.9
No response 20 6.8
Totals 292 100,0

Table 26 indicates that 61.9% of the teachers involved in
this survey said they were in favor of evaluating administrators and
coly 1l.5% were oppesed Lo the idea,
what per cent of the 19,8% who were passive on the subject, have tenure.
This whole subject of evaluating administrstors is snother field of
study that should be interesting and may be of concern to the entire

teaching profession.

it would be interesting to know




CHAPTER 11X

SUMMARY

Thig study was prompted by an unfaversble evaluation that was
given the writer six years age, by a prinsipsl who left teaching after
an unpleagsnt court triel.

Ventura County, Cslifornia, was chosen because it ls where the
writer lives and teaches and because it is, in almost every way, similar
to most areas along the coast of California,.

The persanal data on the respondents ssked for the sex o the
responderts, marital status, age, years of experience in Californie,
employsent siatus, aad {ype of credential being used. The answers
o these inguirles indicale that the sample was well-chosen and valid.

The purpose of the study was to lesrn what the respondents
thought of teacher evaluation, and then %o relate their answers to
what is sald in the literature, and what is being said by school
boards and teacher's organizations. ,

¥ost of the lilerature says, in effect, that teacher evalua~
tion improves instruction. This study reparts that teachers generally
approved the atiitudes of most writers which favor using evaluation
as 3 method of improving morale, and on teacher approvael of their
evaluation system.

The respondents were almost evenly divided on the subjest of
evaluation becoming more cooperative. 4 more thorough investigation
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of this subject reveals that evaluation is becoming moare cooperstive.

when the teachers reted the persons who do the evaluations,
the majority thought he was pufficiently trained for evaluation it
that he did not have enough information cn the individugl teachers to
make & proper and valid desisiom. They aleo reported that they thought
tle evelustor was loysl to the teschers, but the teache:s were divided
on whether the evaluetor was fair and objective.

The respondents were asked if they had received help bvefore
snd after the eveluation. Un this question the administrabor did not
fare so well. The teschers (32/%) eaid they had received no help before
evalustion and 271 said that they had received no help after evaluation,

Teacher opinicn on the validity of their evsluation systes is
difficult to interpret, Only 21.5% of the teachers thought thelr
evaluation systems were wmpletely valid, The remainder of the teachers
(8.9%) said their system wes not vslid at all end 62.Li gave & qualified
answer. The problem is to decide what the wajority is thinking end %o
what degree is their answer Gualified,

The writers gensrally frown on teacher evaluating teachers bub
the teacters think differently. The teachers (52.8%) thought that
they should belp in evalusting under specisl circumstances ard 16,85
said that in all cases the teachsrs should share in evaluation,

~ when asked svout evaluating sdministrators,s majority (61.7%)

were in favor of 1t. Unfortunstely, the survey instrumert failed to
ssk who the teachers thought should be evalusting the administratora.

It is redundant, at this point, to say that the teachers are

not thinking avout the evaluating sysiems and about the personnel who
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are doing the evaluating., Teachers are concerned, and perhaps further
study might discover if the better-trained teacher of today will further
modify changes in the evaluation plans of the futwre. If this study
indicates anything, it is that evaluation procedures have changed in

the last few years and are very likely to change radically in the

years to come,




APPENDIX A
QUESTIONNAIRE USED IN SURVEY




TO THE TEACHERS: ;%Qqﬁig
LR

We are curious. May we ask you a few questions? \;;,ff

Below you will find some quotes taken from various bulletins on evaluation of teachers. T

g

We have heard some comments about the California evaluation system and we would like
know your reactions. Hence, the questionnaire. It is hoped that the few minutes it
takes of your time will be of profit to all of us. A N D thank you very much.

YOUR PERSONAL BACKGROUND - UNDERLINE ALL YOUR ANSWERS A Fok MTf/‘\ﬁﬁﬁRQ
a. Underline your sex: 1) male 2) female b. Underline your marital status. 1) married 2) single 3) divorced 4) widowed

c. Underline your age group: 1) 21-25 2) 26~30 3) 31-35 4) 36=40 5) 4l-45 6) 46~50 7) older

d. Underline years of experience in California schools: 1 2 3 4 5 6) 5-10 7) 10-15 8) more

e. Underline present employment status: 1) substitute 2) prcbationary 3) tenure

f. Underline type credential now using: 1) Gen. Elem. 2) Junior High 3) Administrative 4) Provisional 5) Bmergency 6) Gen. Secondary

fe wm ew M e e W en @ Gm me mR WS me G T M Gw SR Gm e G TR e R S me e ems VEr 4 B e mm G em wWa W GE Am Ge B wn s G ee ME wm A e @ us Wm SR G e e G Be e TR Me S Ge e e e e U e e e S e G e o

SECTION TWO: p1ease read quotation and then underline your answers: "To the end of continually improving effectiveness of teachers-districts
’ have employed programs of teacher evaluation,"

a. Do you feel that evaluation of teachers improves instruction? 1) somewhat 2) a great deal 3) not at all

b. Do you feel that evaluation is for the sole purpose of improving teaching? 1) yes. 2) no 3) maybe 4) sometimes

SECTION THREE: Read quotation & then underline your answers. ‘"Teacher evaluation programs are inbended to improve teacher morale."

a. Do you feel your morale has been improved by evaluation? 1) not at 8ll 2) very little 3) somewhat 4) a great deal
b. Have the evaluations of your teaching affected you adversely? 1) yes 2) no 3) somewhat L) a great deal 5) not at all

¢. How many times have you chosen to move because of unsatisfactory evaluations? 1) once 2) twice 3) thrice A4) more than thrice 5) not at all



SECTION FCUR. Read quotation & then underline your answers. “There is evidence of an increasingly cooperative approach to teacher evaluation.™

a, How voluntary is your participation in the evaluation system? 1) not at all 2) somewhat 3) a great deal 13

b. Do you approve of your present evaluation system? 1) not at all 2) somewhat 3) a great deal %:42 g

£5 o

L e R
SECTION FIVE, THE ANALYSIS OF THE EVALUATOR. Be sure to underline your answers. 15 g .
a. Have your evaluators been trained for evaluation? 1) no 2) partially trained 3) well trained :g ;i%

b. How emotionally mature have been your evaluators? 1) not at all 2) somewhat 3) every time §E§’§

c. Did evaluators have enough informatica for a valid evaluation of your ability? 1) not at all 2) somewhat 3) every time :3’2;§>

d. Have you felt evaluators were loyal to teachers? 1) not at all 2) somewhat 3) every time 5‘3:%

e. How much assistance was provided to you by your evaluator before your evaluation? 1) none 2) some 3) enough gﬁéﬁg

f. How much assistance was given after your evaluation? 1) none 2) some 3) enough ; §7§

g. How much did you trust your evaluator to be completely fair and objective? 1) not at all 2) somewhat 3) completely valid gi%;j;

g <
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SECTION SIX. YOUR PRSSENT EVALUATION SYSTHM, Be sure to underline your answers. § ém
a. How valid do you think the evaluation system is that is used in your school? 1) not at all 2) somewhat 3) completely valid :§;§t§<

b. When should the evaluator be the sole evaluator? 1) never 2) sometimes 3) always é;:%?ﬁ‘

c. When should evaluation be shared by your peers and the administrators? 1) never 2) under special circumstances 3) always

d. How would you feel if the final evaluation & recommendation to the board were made by a professional relations committee of the faculty?
1) opposed 2) passive 3) more cooperative L) secure

«
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APPENDIX B
MAP OF VENTURA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
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