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Basic research into the observation and evaluation of elementary teachers

in Illinois was conducted during the 1976-77 school year. The research

was divided into two major sections. Section I consisted of the develop-
ment and administration of a 42-question survey instrument designed to
probe observations, evaluations, and elementary teachers' opinions con-
cerning such. The sample universe was restricted to full-time elementary
classroom teachers taking graduate courses. Section II consisted of
obtaining and analyzing evaluation instruments from various size and type
school districts in Illinois. Significant findings of the research include:

The majority of elementary principals are male, have in-classroom
elementary teaching experience, and perform the evaluations of the
teachers at their attendance centers.

There is a close relationship between the number of evaluations
required and those actually performed. A majority of evaluations
are done without prior notification.

Informing teachers of the specifics going to be looked for in obser-
vations may be useful in reducing teacher resistance.

Informing teachers of the intended duration of observations may be
useful in reducing teacher anxiety. However, this would have to be
determined on an individual basis. '

Teachers generally feel that evaluators are at least somewhat familiar
with the children in their classrooms. It remains indeterminate if the
extent of familiarity is sufficient to render accurate judgment in cases
where evaluation criteria required such.

Correlation of specific questions to frequency distribution of criteria
for evaluation mentioned in those questions strongly indicates that
evaluators are superficial in their rating of teaching performance.

A majority of evaluators give teachers feedback of some kind regarding
the observation of their teaching performance. However, a majority of
that feedback does not deal with specific ways in which performance can
be improved in spite of a majority of evaluators giving feedback on
strengths and weaknesses of teaching performance. In those cases in
which feedback is specific as to ways of improving instructionsl perfor-
mance, teachers agree with the suggestions, try them, and feel that their
performance improves as a result,

A positive correlation exists between evaluators who consider the various
learning styles and cognitive levels of a particular teacher's students
and evaluators who suggest specific ways in which a particular teacher
can improve instructional performance.
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Teachers do not believe they are adequately observed for the purpose
of evaluation.

Elementary teacher perception of the value of an evaluator's sugges-
tions for instructional improvement are apparently significantly tied
to the variables of that evaluator's in-classroom elementary teaching
experience. The teacher's perception of such value is positively cor-
related to an evaluator's having such experience. No significance is
apparent in the amount of that experience.

Listed in order of occurrence frequency, the ten most freuqently used
evaluation criteria are:

Individualization of instruction--by recognition of pupil needs--psy-
chological, social.

A variety of materials--equipment--used effectively, wisely--for enrich-

ment.
Classroom conditions--physical, various.

Instructional skills--variety of techniques.

Planning--no descriptor--complete, thorough, well written, indication of,

smooth transition.

Teacher's enthusiasm--interest, effort.

Knowledge of subject matter--use of.

Appearance--clean, appropriate dress, hair.

An education atmosphere is maintained--wholesome atmosphere.

Works cooperatively with others--effective, helpful, harmonious, no
descriptor. Is cooperative.

An additional three-hundred and seventy-three criteria used for evaluation

are ranked according to their frequency of occurrence.

Research is continuing.
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INTRODUCTION

Education is in an era where demands for accountability and mandates for
improvement are widespread and increasingly intense. Prospects for the
foreseeable future indicate an increase in such demands and mandates.
Clearly, the challenge to the educational community is to meet those
demands and mandates with a concentrated and continuous effort to improve

education. This research is part of that effort.

One area in which great potential for improving education exists is that

of teacher observation and evaluation. By focusing on what actually takes
place in classrooms, astute observers/evaluators can substantially contri-
bute to helping individual teachers improve their own performances. Unfor-
tunately, there does not appear to be any in-depth research which examines
the observation/evaluation process and points out where improvement might

be made in the process. Such research is necessary as a first step toward
improving instruction through the improvement of the observation/evaluation
process. The following research examines this process and codifies the cri-
teria being utilized for such. By examining the results of this research, it
is hoped that areas identified for improvement will prompt both an improved
process and further research toward improvement. The purpose of this research
then, is to put the observation/evaluation process into perspective, thereby
contributing to the efforts of the education community to meet the demands

for accountability and mandates for improvement of education.



As stated, the following research is an initial effort to put elementary
teacher evaluations into perspective. In order to accomplish this, three
distinct topics of elementary teacher evaluations are examined in the
research:
1. The scope of observations of elementary teachers for the pur-
pose of evaluation.
2. The attitudes and opinions of elementary teachers toward obser-
vations and evaluations.
3. The criteria utilized by evaluators in performance rating of

elementary teachers.

Comparative Research

Prior to initiating this research project, a concentrated effort was made to
determine what, if any, similar research existed on the topic of elementary
teacher evaluation: All three of the topics previously stated were considered
in the effort. It was felt that any similar research could substantially con-
tribute to directing the focus of this effort, thereby effecting more useful
results. Four areas were examined in the search for comparable research:

1. An ERIC search using CIJE citations with abstracts.

2. An ERIC search using ERIC citations with abstracts.

3. A search of recent periodicals through indexes.

4. A search of publications through the library and catalogue.
No research was found which examines the evaluation/observation process or
codifies the evaluation criteria used. However, several studies were found

which are relevant to putting this thesis into focus.

1. Ten Problems in Search of a Solution1

This research identified what elementary student teachers considered to



be the ten most pressing problems which they had faced during their
period of student teaching. Though the findings are not generally
applicable to the research reported in this thesis, one finding is
significant. Elementary student teachers reported that the biggest
problem faced during their period of student teaching was ''Discourtesy
and discipline on the part of the students." This concern on the part
of student teachers is shared by the school districts in Illinois.
Three of the twenty-five most frequently occurring evaluation criteria
appearing on evaluation instruments are directly related to student
discipline. The criteria and their rank-order are:
1. An educational atmosphere is maintained - 9th
2. Classroom control - 16th
3. Discipline - 20th
The significance here is that even though student discipline is ranked
as a major problem by student teachers, and is considered a major con-
cern for evaluation of teaching performance, the help that teachers are
getting via the evaluation process in dealing with the problem is inade-
2

quate.

Teacher, Take a Test on Grading3

Tests taken by student teachers from 1972-1976 indicate that ''there is
no doubt about what future teachers hear as bad news: merit rating

practices, absolute marking standards, high reliance on administrative
evaluation of teachers.'" The opinions of the student teachers in that
research correspond to those expressed by teachers in this research.

As expressed in stating the problem which prompted this research, much
room for improvement of the evaluation process and product is needed to

meet the '"for improvement of instruction' imperative



Why First-Year Teachers Fail4

This eleven-year study by Central Missouri State University at Warrens-
burg points out, again, the importance of discipline and classroom con-
trol to teaching success. First-year teachers' failures were most often
a result of inadequate discipline and classroom control. Supervisors
also identified lack of classroom control and discipline as overriding

causes of first-year teacher failure.

Importance of This Research

As substantial research data is available to establish the importance
of discipline and classroom control to effective teaching, it may be
assumed that successful practicing teachers have acceptable classroom
control and discipline. The logical next step in viewing successful
teaching is determining what constitutes such once discipline and class-
room control are established. Here the consensus of opinion and point
of facts breaks down. Four major 'schools'" of influence were surveyed
to determine indicated criteria of successful teaching: research of the
teaching act; public opinion; administrator/evaluator/school district
opinion; and teacher opinion. The results of this survey are indicative
of the problem expressed as the basis of this research. Research of the
teaching act is overwhelmingly concentrated on the verbal-communication-
interaction process. The evidence available does not, however, indicate
that the findings of this plethora of research have found general applica-
bility in either teacher preparation or teacher in-service training.
Public opinion, expressed largely through the past few years of the

Gallup Poll of Public Attitudes Toward Education, reveals that the

interest of laymen is in education placing major emphasis on students



developing salable skills which result in getting better jobs and

achieving financial success. The teachers themselves, especially

in recent years, have emphasized the value of education in terms of
effective development of the individual, i.e. self-satisfaction and
intellectual stimulation. The administrator/evaluator/school district

has emphasized as major in importance accountability for the school

product to the public and en masse in-service training to effect better
teaching. The problem of bringing these various ''schools' together in
focusing upon the task of improving the overall education of this nation's
young people is, obviously, an enormous one. The following research is

an initial attempt to begin the process of bringing those forces to bear

on a more central focal point. If educational research was conducted to
determine how the criteria currently being used to evaluate teachers ''for
the purpose of instructionsl improvement" might be best updated and utilizéd,
much would be gained in terms of efforts expended in training teachers and
actualizing current teachers' best efforts. If administrators/evaluators/
school districts had access to the substantive information which could
result from a thorough examination of evaluations and criteria used in

such as it relates to improved instructional performance by teachers, much
would be gained which could manifest itself in an improved product of edu-
cation. The lay public's concern for education producing salable skills

and financial success would still be subject to the overwhelming forces

of economy which do not lie within the province of education's ability to
control. The subsequent increased ability of education to be accountable,
and the efforts of education in general to improve, would, however, undoubt-
ably lend itself to increased public support of educational efforts in terms

of both attitude and financial support. These factors would not meet deaf



ears in the teaching ranks. Applicable research, increased effort and
sensitivity by school authority, and favorable public opinion and finan-
cial support could only intensify the efforts of teachers. The follow-

ing research, then, is an initial attempt to begin this process. Its

focus is to reveal where improvements in the evaluation process and
processor might be made in the short term, and to codify the criteria
utilized in the process. The research is directly aimed at filling some
of the gap which exists between the various ''schools" mentioned previously,
so that subsequent research efforts might have a starting point for corre-
lation of data which will significantly affect actual teaching practice

for the better.
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II.

RESEARCH FLOW CHART

General Objectives

This research is an initial attempt to determine, analytically, what

is and is not being done in the field in regard to observation and

evaluation of elementary teachers in I11linois.

Specific Objectives

To determine:

1. who conducts the evaluation of elementary teachers in Illinois;

2. the frequency and duration of observations;

3. the frequency and scope of evaluations;

4. the frequency and scope of pre-evaluation notification;

S. the extent of evaluator knowledge in applying evaluation criteria;

6. the extent and timing of evaluation/observation feedback;

7. the content of evaluation instruments;

8. the format of evaluation instruments;

9. the extent of evaluation instrument use;

10. the extent of in-classroom elementary teaching experience of
observer/evaluators;

11. the extent to which elementary teachers feel observations/evaluations

have affected instructional improvements;



12. elementary teacher opinion on the desirability of evaluators
having in-classroom teaching experiences;

13. elementary teacher opinion on the necessity for evaluation to
be based on direct observation(s);

14. the extent to which evaluation/observation procedure is being

improved from year to year.

III. Samples

Section I - Information and Opinion Survey
The large-scale survey format was used. The universe was narrow.

This survey is limited to those currently employed as

full-time elementary classroom teachers who were like-

wise employed throughout the 1975-1976 school year and

who are currently enrolled in one or more graduate-level

education courses.
The universe was so described to facilitate obtaining accurate infor-
mation on all questions. Allowing first-year teacher respondents would
have reduced the amount of obtainable data, and resulted in more than
one universe description. This would have significantly reduced the
validity of the sample. In addition, teachers with more than one year
of experience were viewed as having more consolidated and tempered
opinions on the subjects of the survey. Such opinions of first-year
teachers were viewed as being substantially more fluid, possibly adversely
affecting validity. Those teachers taking graduate courses were viewed as
being the best informed, most current in information, and, generally, the
best targetable group of teachers in terms of interest in improving educa-
tion. Using university graduate school classes as target centers was viewed

as the atmosphere most conducive to obtaining data of the sort represented

by the survey. Additionally, university instructors were viewed as the
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best source for controlling the survey sample without pre-instruction,

as well as being most willing to participate by helping obtain data.

Section IT - Evaluation Instruments

The random sample technique was used. The universe was restricted to
K(N)-6, K(N)-8, K(N)-12 school districts in Illinois. All districts
within this description were used in determining the random sample.
School districts which did not have 1-6 grade students were not sampled,
and were considered to not be within the sample universe description.
This, in conjunction with the letter requesting evaluation instruments,
restricted the sample to evaluation instruments used for elementary
teachers. Data analysis was performed on instruments from various sized
districts to determine relationships and differences of instruments and
formats used exclusively for elementary teachers and those possibly used
for both elementary and secondary teachers. Exclusive use of instruments
for elementary teachers was not considered significant. Sample size was 300

with a target of 50% response. Target response size was exceeded.

Sample size was determined by pretesting for responses. Twenty-five letters
were sent to randomly selected districts falling within the universe descrip-
tion. Twelve responses were received. It was determined that obtaining a
sample of one hundred and fifty responses would require three hundred requests.

The three hundred requests sent included the pretest twenty-five.

Questionnaire

Section I - Information and Opinion Survey
The survey contained questions requiring a yes-no answer, forced choice

selection, check mark answers with both two and three choices, combination

10



yes-no and single-word narrative answers, agree-disagree answers, and

short narrative answers (two-words). Forty-two questions were used, plus
17 demographic data questions. The degree of probing was considered
moderate. Questions were sequentially placed to best facilitate the

high degree of specific recall required. This was accomplished by placing
pre-observation questions first, and post-evaluation questions near the
end. Some mixing was done to facilitate consistency correlations. Most
opinion questions immediately followed fact-finding questions on that
specific subject area. The survey was pretested with the Thesis Committee,
and subsequently with a group of four elementary teachers. As a result of
these pretests, several questions were reconstructed, to render them more‘
specific and add clarity. A number of minor changes were made in question
sequence for the same purpose. Six universities in Illinois were contacted
Tequesting assistance in obtaining survey completions by students within
the sample pdpu]ation. Four responded in time to complete survey mailing,
distribution, return and analysis. Two-hundred and ten surveys were mailed.
Forty-six completed surveys were eventually received from all sources (3
universities). See appendix A for the survey instrument.

Section II

Three hundred school districts were randomly selected from all school
districts within the sample universe description, resultihg in 50 each

Tequests being sent to school district types and sizes as follows:

K(N) - (6)8 - below 500 students

K(N) - (6)8 - between 500 and 1,000 students
K(N) - (6)8 - 1,000 or more students

K(N) - 12 - below 750 students

K(N) - 12 - between 750 and 1,500 students
K(N) - 12 - 1,500 or more students

See appendix B for letter sent.

11
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VI.

VII.

Field Work
Section I and II

As no interviewing was required, no training, instruction, or super-

vision was necessary.

Content Analysis

Section I and II

All analysis was done by hand. Transcription of data was done on
large graph paper. Codification of data for Secgjon I was done by
question number. For Section II, three-hundred and eighty-three dif-
ferent evaluation criteria were codified by number. Each instrument
was then analyzed by assigning the corresponding code number to that
criteria. Data was then transcribed on graph paper from each instru-
ment. Separate graph sheets were used for each cluster of instruments
from the six different types and sizes identified as falling within

the sample population universe.

Analysis Plan

Section I - Information and Opinion Survey

In order to meet the general and specific objectives of the research,

the following analysis plan was used:

1. Exclusive and extensive use of percentages and averages data
analysis. This was also intended to facilitate interpretation
for field use.

2. Reliability was tested by consistency correlation to individual
related questions and question clusters. Limited use was made

of inferrential consistency correlation.

12



3. Comparison, correlation, and cross-correlation of data was used
in analysis of both individual questions and question clusters.

I. Comparison, Correlation, and Cross-Correlation

1. Questions (4,5) to various demographic data--evaluation
requirements for tenured and non-tenured teachers to actual
evaluations performed.

2. Questions (11, 12) to question 31--specifics of observation.

3. Questions (13,14) to questions (37,35)--observation time.

4. Question 15 to questions (17,18)--familiarity with children
in a particular classroom.

5. Question 15 to evaluation criteria.

6. Question 15 to question 35--achievement scores.

7. Question 15 to question 23-;1earning styles and cognitive
levels of students.

8. Questions (20,21) to questions (25-28, 32)--observation feed-
back.

9. Questions (4,5) to question 6--evaluation and observation fre-
quency .

10. Questions (4,5,6) to 37--observation time per evaluation.
11. Questions (31,32,33) to data from evaluation instruments
received.

II. Consistency Correlation

1. Question 5 to questions 9, 11, 13, 16, 17, 18, 20, 21--number
of observations.

2. Questions 9, 11, 13, 16, 17, 18, 20, 21--number of observations.

3. Question 41 to questions 33 and 34--evaluator's in-classroom

elementary teaching experience.

13



4. Question 15 to questions 17, 18, 23, 35--observer famili-
arity with children's learning style and cognitive level.

5. Questions 7 and 8 to question 6--observation duration.
Section II
Evaluation instruments were analyzed to predetermine the number of dif-
ferent criteria occurring throughout the total sample. Four hundred and
twenty-two different criteria were initially listed. Criteria of a very
similar nature were then combined. The final number of criteria listed
for analysis application was three hundred and eighty-three. Each of
these criteria was assigned a number. Each evaluation instrument was then
analyzed by assigning the corresponding number of the predetermined criterion
to that criterion occurring on the instrument.

Frequency Distribution (the unweighted frequency of occurrence)

The overall frequency of a single criterion's occurrence throughout the
sample was determined by assigning a value of one to each occurrence
regardless of weighted frequency value. Frequency distribution was the
sole consideration in ranking the criteria in order of occurrence for both
individual district size/type groups and the overall sample. frequency
distribution is represented by "F.D."

Weighted Frequency Distribution

Where evaluation instruments utilized criteria for narrative comment only,
a full value of one was assigned to each criterion occurrence. Evaluation
instruments utilizing criteria for rating purposes, regardless of subse-
quent narration, had a full value of one assigned to each criterion occur-
rence only if that occurrence was not in combination with one or more other
criteria for the puspose of a single rating. If there was more than one

criterion occurring for purposes of a single rating, each criterion received

14
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the fractional value that resulted in a total value of one for that

rating. Weighted frequency distribution is represented by "W.F.D."

Occurrence Percentage (unweighted frequency of occurrence percentage)

The percentage of occurrence was determined by dividing the unweighted
frequency distribution total for each criterion by the mumber of instru-
ments received. Occurrence percentage was computed for each individual
district size/type sample as well as for the sample as a whole. More
than 100% was possible as some criteria occurred more than once on indi-

vidual evaluation instruments. Occurrence percentage is represented by

l'o.p.lf

Analysis and Reporting

Section I

Data was analyzed from both individual and clustered questions. The
analysis statement appedrs directly after the question or question

cluster data. Cluster question data appears separately by individual
question to facilitate reader understanding of analysis. The signifi-
cance of findings appears within the analysis of questions and question
clusters. Major significance is restated in the summary of findings at

the end of Section I. As no retest was used to determine validity, indi-
vidual comparisons to data from other sources are referred to, where appro-
priate, within data analyses. No restatement of validity appears except

to note in the summary of findings that this research is considered margin-

ally valid. Use of this research is recommended for further research.

15



Section II

Data was analyzed in district size/type clusters, and as a whole.
Clustered data appears in Table I. Data Tables II and III include the

ten most frequently occurring criteria from each cluster. The weighted
frequency distribution and occurrence percentage appears for each of
these. Complete guides for Tables I, II, and III apear on the pages
preceding the tables. This is followed by the three hundred and eighty-
three criteria used for analysis. They appear in order from the most to
least frequently occurring. This final ordered list of criteria fulfills
that specific objective of the research stated to the Thesis Committee as
"Identifying the twenty-five most frequently occurring criteria used in
evaluating elementary classroom teachers in Illinois.'" Research in Sec-
tion II is considered valid. Data from Section II was used in Section I
analysis. Therefore, no further analysis or statement of significance was:
necessary. It is recommended that data from Section II be used by evalua-

tion committees and for further research.

16



SURVEY

DATA AND ANALYSIS

SECTION I

The Observation and Evaluation
of Elementary Teachers in Illinois



DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

What is your sex? M F

Sex N = 44
F = 40 = 90%
M= 4= 9%

What is your age?

Age N = 44
High = 53
Low = 23

What was your undergraduate major:

U. Maj. N = 45

El. Ed. = 27 = 60%
Eng. ‘ = 2= 4%
Hist. = 2= 4%
Music Ed. = 2 = 4%
Art Ed. = 1= 2%
Psy. = 1= 2%
Soc. = 1= 2%
Pre Law = 1= 2%
Sec. Ed. = 3= 8%
Spec. Ed. = 3 = 8%
Bio. = 2= 4%



What is your graduate major, if-any?

Grad. Major N = 38
Ed. = 3

E1l. Ed. = 8
Read. = 14
Spec. Ed. = 6

Ed. Admin. = 2

Ed. Instruct. Lead = 3

Counseling = 2

From what institution(s) did you receive your degree(s)?

Institutions: N = 43

UICC =8 19%
UofI =3 7%
SIU =3 7%
NIU =1 2%
EIU =4 9%
U of Dayton =1 2%
Bradley =3 7%
Loyola =1 2%
Ball State U =1 2%
IL Wesleyan =1 2%
Wis. St. U =1 2%
Col. of St.

Francis-Joliet =1 2%

St. Joseph Col. =1

[\)
o

St. Olaf Col.
Hunter Col.

Oakland City
College--IN

Mundaline Col.
(Chicago)

Millikin

Chicago State

Manchester Col.

IN

ISU

19

N
o°

N
o

N
o

N N
o° o°

N
o

N
o

o
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Do you hold a standard elementary teaching certificate in Illinois?

Yes No

Stand. E1. Ed. Cert. N = 45

Yes - 38 84%

No - 7 16%

Do you hold any other type of teaching certificate?

Yes No

Other Certificate N = 43

Yes - 18 42%

No - 25 58%

If yes, what type?

Type of Certificate N = 18

Chicago Cert. 7 = 39%
Art 1= 5%
Limit Secondary 1= 5%

Limit State Special 1 = 5%
Guidance 1 = 5%

El. Super 1= 5%

L}
w
o®

NY State Provisional 1

L.D. 5 = 28%

At what level did you teach during the 1975-1976 school year?

K123456

20



Level--1975-1976 N = 45

1-2= 4% K-6 -1 = 2%
2 -4= 09% K-3 - 1= 2%
3-8=18% 5-6 - 2= 4%
4 - 5= 11% 1-3 - 2=4%
5 -10 = 22% 4-5-6 -1=2%
6 - 4= 9% 4-5 -1=2%
8-1= 2% Sr. High - 1 = 2%
K-2-= 4%

At what level are you teaching during this 1976-1977 school year?
K123456

Level--1976-1977 N = 45

1 - 1= 2% K-3 -1=2%
2 -6 =13% 6-8 -1=2%
3 - 7 =16% 5-6 -1=2%
4 - 5=11% 4-5-5 - 1= 2%
5 -10 = 22% 5.6-7-8 -1 = 2%
6 -4= 9% 2-3-4-5 -1=2%
7 -1= 2% Jr. High -1 = 2%
K -2= 4% Pre School - 1 = 2%

K-6 - 1= 2%

Were you on tenure during the 1975-1976 school year? Yes No

Tenure--1975-1976 N = 46

Yes - 28 = 61%

No - 18= 39%
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Are you on tenure during this 1976-1977 school year? Yes No

Tenure--1976-1977 N = 46

Yes - 33

"
~
N
o

No - 13 = 28%

How many years of teaching experience at the elementary level do you

have? (Do not include this current school year) WIS,

Experience N = 46

1 -3= 6% 12 - 2 = 4%
2 -7=15% 13 - 2 = 4%
3-5-11% 14 -1 = 2%
4 - 6 =13% 15 - 3= 6%
5-7=15% 16 - 1= 2%
6 - 3 =6% 17 - 1= 2%
7-2= 4% 18 - 1= 2%
8-1= 2%  0-1= 2

In what school district were you employed during the 1975-1976

school year?

In what school district are you currently employed?

What was the minimum number of evaluations required per teacher, per
year, by the district in which you were employed during the 1975-1976
school year?

For tenured For non-tenured No requirement
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1975-1976 Evaluations Required

Tenure N = 42 Non-Tenure N = 37
0 times - 8 = 19% 0 times - 8 = 22%
1 time - 21 = 50% 1 time - 8 = 22%
2 times - 10 = 24% 2 times - 16 = 43%
lper -1 = 2% 3 times - 2 = 5%
2 yrs.

4 times - 2 = 5%
lper -2 = 5%
3 yrs. 6 times - 1 = 3%

What is the minimum number of-evaluations required per teacher, per year,
by the district in which you are employed during this 1976-1977 school year.

1976-1977 Evaluations Required

Tenure N = 39 Non-Tenure N =34
0 times - 7 = 18% 0 times - 7 = 21%

1 time - 19 =‘48% 1 times - 8 = 24%
2 times - 9 = 23% 2 times -13 = 38%

3 times - 1 = 3% 3 times - 4 = 12%
lper = 1 = 3% 4 times - 2 = 6%

2 yrs.

1 per - 2 = 5%

3 yrs.

23



Synopsis of Demographic Data

1. 95% of those surveyed provided their sex. 90% were female and 9%
male. Those figures generally correspond to figures published by
the Illinois Office of Education. This indicated that the elementary
teaching population of Illinois is accurately represented in this sur-

vey in terms of sex.

2. 95% of those surveyed provided their age. No data was available on
the average age of the elementary teaching population in Illinois.

It was, therefore, not possible to determine if this survey accurately

represents said population.

3. 97% of those surveyed provided their undergraduate major. 82% majored
in the education field, 60% in elementary education and 16% in special
education. The number of elementary teachers not majoring in education

as undergraduates does not appear significant.

4. 78% of those surveyed indicated a graduate major. 100% were in the
education field. The 100% figure indicates that the choice of a rather

narrow population universe, for the reasons previously mentioned, proved

somewhat valid.

5. 93% of those surveyed provided the name of the institution(s) from which
they received their degree(s). A total of 21 different institutions were

noted.

6. 97% of those surveyed responded to the question on holding a standard
elementary teaching certificate. 84% indicated they did hold such a

certificate. Of the 93% of those surveyed who responded to the ques-
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10.

tion on certification other than the standard elementary type (not
necessarily in addition to), 42% indicated that they did hold other

certification.

97% of those surveyed provided the level they taught at during the
1975-76 and 1976-77 school years. Responses indicate the sample
population is representative of the general Illinois teaching popu-
lation. No significant differences exist in strata distribution

between the two school years.

100% of those surveyed provided their tenure status for the 1975-76
and 1976-77 school years. No data on tenure status for the Illinois
teaching population in general was found. Therefore, it was not deter-
mined if those surveyed were accurately representative of the Illinois

teaching population in general.

100% of those surveyed provided the name or number of the school dis-
trict in which they were employed during both the 1975-76 and 1976-77
school years. A total of 28 different school districts was noted as
employers for the 1975-76 school year and 29 for the 1976-77 school
year. No significant differences existed in the strata distribution
percentages between the two school years. The names and/or numbers of
the school districts employing those surveyed are not listed in the
appendixed data tables in compliance with the promise of confidentiality
extended in the requests for information from both the survey of indi-

viduals and individual school districts.

69% of those surveyed furnished information on the number of evaluations

required for both tenured and non-tenured teachers for the 1975-76 and
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1976-77 school years. The largest percentage of responses for both
school years. indicated tenured teachers were required to be evaluated
once and non-tenured twice. The range of requirements for tenured
teachers in both years were from no evaluation requirement to three per
year, and for non-tenured from no requirement to six per year. No sig-
nificant differences were noted in strata distribution percentages not
in the range of requirements for the two years. Significant variances
did exist between the requirements indicated by an individual respond-
ent and the number of evaluations actually performed on thét respond-
ent (tenure status noted). The percentage of those individual surveys
in which such variances existed was significant. However, it is notable
that evaluations can be performed without the knowledge of the evaluee.
In that case the significance of the noéed variance is in the notifica-
tion of evaluation and not in the apparent difference that exists
between the number of required evaluations and the actual number of
evaluations performed, as no difference may actually exist. As no infor-
mation is available to determine the actual degree of variance between
required and performed evaluations, either individually or survey wide,

further analysis is not possible.
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1. Who conducted your evaluation(s)? Principal Others
2. If someone other than the principal conducted your evaluations,

please identify by title.

N = 43

Principal - 41 = 94%

Director -1=2%

No one -1=2%

Title One Super. -1=2%

Asst. Principal

(along w/Principal) - 1 = 2%

Asst. Super.

(along w/Principal) - 1 = 2%
3. Was the evaluator male or female? M F

N = 43

Male - 33 = 76%

Female - 10 = 23%

Data available from various sources indicates that the clear majority of
administrators (doing observations and evaluations) in Illinois are male.
The general responsibilities recognized in administrator job descriptions,
and data available from various sources, indicates that the clear majority
of observations and evaluations at the elementary level are conducted by
principals. The data from questions #1 and #2 show the survey sample popu-
lation is a reasonably accurate representation of the total administrator/

principal population, by sex and responsibility, in Illinois.

It is significant to note that though the clear majority of elementary

teachers in Illinois are female, the majority of elementary principals are
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male. However, when correlated with question #33, the frequently
heard hypothesis that the majority of elementary principals do not
have in-classroom teaching experience is not supported. 68% of all
observers and evaluators in this survey do have elementary classroom
teaching experience. Male principals noted as the observer/evaluators
by the survey sample show a similar clear majority having in-classroom

elementary teaching experience.

4. How many times were you evaluated during the school year?

Evaluated N = 45

No. of times No. of teachers %
0 4 9%

1 28 62%

2 11 24%

6 1 2%

don't know 1 2%

5. How many times were you observed during the school year?

Observed N = 45

No. of times No. of teachers % No. of times No. of teachers
0 6 13% 6 1
1 12 27% 8-10 (9) 1
2 8 18% Many 5
3 3 6% Daily 2
4 2 4% Don't know 2
S 3 6%
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Questions #5 and #6 should have had the word '"formal'" or '"formally"

precede each "evaluation'" and '"observation." The data obtained from

these questions are rendered less significant as a result of their being
unspecific. The data does suggest a close relationship between the number
of evaluations required and those actually performed. Data showing the aver-
age number of observations per evaluation were obtained by correlating the
average number of evaluations (question #4 data) with the average number of
observations (question #5 data). Only those responses which indicated a
specific number were used in computing averages and correlated averages.
The average number of observations per evaluation was cross-correlated to
question #6 to determine the average observation time per evaluation. That

information was compared to question #37.

Average number of evaluations = 1.27

Average number of observations = 2.08

Average number of observations per evaluation = 1.63.

6. What was the average duration of each observation?

Average Duration N = 39 Time Number %
Time Number % 20 min. 6 15%
0 1 2% 25 min. 3 8%
30 sec. 1 2% 30 min. 9 23%
2 min. 2 5% 40 min. 2 5%
5 min. 5 13% 45 min. 2 5%
10 min. 5 13% 50 min. 1 2%
15 min. 1 2% 60 min. 1 2%

Overall Average - 21 min.
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7. What was the duration of the longest observation?

Longest N = 37

Time Number % Time Number %

0 1 3% 30 min. 6 16%
1 min. 1 3% 35 min. 1 3%
5 min. 4 11% 40 min. 2 5%
10 min. 3 8% 45 min. J 19%
15 min. 3 8% 60 min. 2 5%
20 min. 5 13% 90 min. 1 3%
25 min. 1 3%

Overall Average - 28 min.

8. What was the duration of the shortest observation?

Shortest N = 35

Time Number % Time Number %
0 1 3% 10 min. 2 6%
Pass by room 2 6% 15 min. 3 9%
5 secs. 1 3% 20 min. 6 17%
1 min. 2 6% 25 min. 1 3%
2 min. 3 9% 30 min. 5 14%
3 min. 2 6% 40 min. 1 3%
5 min. 5 14% 45 min. 1 3%

Overall Average - 14 min.

Questions #7 and #8 were averaged to determine the consistency of data

on question #5. Consistency was established inferring computational
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validity. The average observation time per evaluation was established
by cross correlating the data from questions #4 and #5 to question #6.

Subsequent data was compared to question #37.

Average observation time per evaluation = 34.23 minutes

9. Were you notified of the evaluator's intent to observe your teaching

performance prior to the actual observation?

Notification

Observation #1 (N = 43) Observation #2 (N = 25)

Yes - 15 = 35% Yes - 8 = 32%

No - 28 = 65% No - 17 = 68%

(N = 11) (N = 6)

Time Number % Time Number %

2 days 1 9% 1 hour 1 17%

7 days 6 55% 1 day 1 17%

14 days 2 18% 7 days 2 33%

30 days 2 18% 14 days 1 17%
30 days d 17%

Observation #3 (N = 17)

Yes - 2 = 12%

No - 15 = 88%

(N=1

T ime Number %
30 days 1 100%
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10. Do you prefer notice prior to being observed for the purpose of

evaluation?

Preference (N = 44)
Yes - 25 = 56%

No - 19 = 43%

Data shows that the clear majority of observations, regardless of their
sequential place or the number performed throughout the school year, are

done without prior notification. A slight majority of those teachers respond-
ing prefer notification prior to observation. It is, therefore, inferren-
tially significant to note that teacher resistence to evaluation could be sub-
stantially reduced by prior notification. Prior notification of some observa-
tions and no prior notification in other cases would apparently balance the
need for a teacher to be favorably disposed toward observation and the obser<
ver$ need to see a teacher's "normal" performance. The data indicates that
those observers who do more than one observation do use this procedural guide-
line with prior notification being made mostly for the first observation. The
total number of second observations made is 40% fewer than first observations.
The total number of third observations made is 60% fewer than first observa-
tions and 32% fewer than second observations. Several sources cite 48 hours
as a minimum guideline for prior notification. The clear majority of those
who do notify prior to observation honor the '"48 hours +'" guideline. A slim

majority of first observation notifications were made exactly seven days prior.
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Some in¢onsistency was noted in individual respondents' answers to ques-

tion #5 and question #9.

11. Were you notified of what specifics the evaluator would be look-

ing for during the observation?

Specifics of Observations

Observation #1 Observation #2 Observation #3
(N =42 (N = 23) (N = 16)

Yes - 10 = 24% Yes - 5 = 22% Yes - 2 = 13%
No - 32 = 76% No - 18 = 78% No - 14 = 88%

12. Would you prefer such notification?

Preference
(N = 40)
Yes - 31 = 77%

No - 9 = 22%

The clear majority of the survey sample taught in the same school district
in 1975-76 as in 1976-77. No substantial percentage of respondents in that
_ particular category indicated any changes being made in evaluation criteria
or procedures for the 1976-77 school year. Therefore, it is inferrentially
notable that the respondents in this category could have been aware of the
specifics the observer would be looking for by previous experience with the
observer/evaluator, the district's evaluation instrument (its criteria),

the observation instrument used, if any, (see Q. 31), and the various inter-

actions between these elements which serve to inform the teacher being
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observed of the specifics noted in the question. It is not possible to
determine whether those indicating a desire to know the specifics an
observer would be looking for actually did know, and/or whether or not

such knowledge was the result of experience with the aforementioned ele-
ments. Therefore, the significance of the data resulting from analysis of
this question is confined to inferring that it may be desirable to inform
the new teacher of the specifics looked for in observing performance. How-
ever, due to the 22% response which indicated that they did not care to

know the specifics, this would have to be determined on an individual basis.
There is an indication that a minority of observers do inform particular
teachers of the specifics they will be looking for (on a slightly decreasing
frequency from first through third observation) in observing, but little if
any significance can be derived from such data without more specific correla-

table and cross-correlatable data.

13. Were you notified of the intended duration prior to each observation?

Duration

Observation #1 Observation #2 Observation #3
(N = 43) (N = 24) (N = 17)

Yes ~ 7 = 16% Yes -~ 4 = 17% Yes - 1 = 6%
No - 36 = 83% No - 20 = 83% No - 16 = 94%

14. Would you prefer such notification?
Preference
(N = 42)
Yes - 20 = 47%

No - 22 = 52%
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The same problems exist in questions #13 and #14 as in questions #11 and
#12. With this in mind, the data on these questions indicates, to a small
degree, the desire on the part of a minority of teachers to be informed of
an observer's intended observation time. A minority of evaluators do inform

their teachers of intended observation times.

It is noted that partially reducing a teacher's anxiety caused by observa-
tion/evaluation may be accomplished by informing that teacher of the intended
length of the observation. It is significant to note that 90% of respondents
to question #37 believe that two hours or more of direct observation is a mini-
mum for accurate and meaningful evaluation of teaching performance. 60%
believe four hours or more to be minimum. In response to question #38, 89%

of respondents indicated that they had never been observed for the amount of
time they considered a minimum for an accurate and meaningful single evaluation.
It is, therefore, quite significant to note that teacher anxiety caused by néil
knowing the intended length.of observation is directly attributable to the mat-
ter of being uninformed, and not a result of observations being too long. How-
ever, as the positive response to question #14 was only 47%, it does not appeaf

that informing all teachers of the intended length of observations is necessary-

or desirable. Such informing might best be determined on an individual basis. .

15. Was the evaluator at least somewhat familiar with the children in
your classroom prior to observation(s)?

Yes No

Evaluator Familiarity with Children
(N = 40)

Yes - 28 = 70%

No - 12 = 30%
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There are large numbers of evaluation criteria used to evaluate elementary
classroom teachers in Illinois which require the evaluator to be somewhat
familiar with the children in a particular teacher's classroom. The clear
majority of teachers apparently do feel that their observers/evaluators are
somewhat familiar with their students. It remains indeterininate whether or
not the teachers believe that the extent to which the observer/evaluator is
familiar with a particular teacher's children is sufficient to render an
accurate judgment in cases where evaluation criteria require such knowledge,
(see Q. 23-24). Responses to questions #16, #17, and #18 clearly show that

in the course of observations, the majority of evaluators do not check stu-
dent lesson plans. A slight majority of evaluators do consider the various
cognitive levels and learning styles of students in evaluating a teacher's
technique(s) of instruction, according to this survey's respondents, (see

Q. 23). It is obwvious that some inconsistency exists here. If a majority

of evaluators are somewhat familiar with the children in a particular teacher's
classroom, but for the most part do not check cognitive levels, learning styles,
student progress, nor lesson plans, a considerable question exis.ts as to how
meaningful or accurate that ''somewhat familiar'" is. A comparison of the responses
to the various questions #15, 16, 17, 18 and 24, when the response to question
#25 is considered, indicates that those respondents who felt that evaluators
were not ''somewhat familiar' with their children, and many of those who felt
evaluators were '"somewhat familiar" with their children, feel that evaluation
would be more accurate and meaningful if familiarity with the children in that
particular classroom was increased. Indications are that such familiarity
could be increased by checking studgnt work, making an effort to determine

student progress, and knowing student cognitive levels and learning styles.
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The application of this increased familiarity to evaluating a teacher's
lesson plans and teaching techniques would, undoubtedly, increase the over-
all accuracy and meaningfulness of evaluations. It is notable, however,
that the clear majority of teachers do consider their performances to be
benefited by evaluation feedback in spite of the significant percentage

of evaluators who do not check the various items mentioned in questions
#16, 17, 18 and 23, (see Q. 25-28). It is entirely possible that the
improved teaching performance reported by the majority of respondents

as a result of evaluation feedback resulted from general procedural sugges-
tions and not specifics related to a particular classroom. This is specu-
lative, however, and remains indeterminate. No significance is notable in
the response to question #15 as the degree of familiarity, and the relation-

ship of that degree to other questions, is not evident.

16. Did the evaluator check your lesson plans?

Observation #1 Observation #2 Observation #3
(N = 42) (N = 25) (N = 17)

Yes - 11 = 26% Yes - 6 = 24% Yes - 4 = 24%

No - 31 = 73% No - 19 = 76% No - 13 = 76%

17. Did the evaluator check any student work?

Observation #1 Observation #2 Observation #3
(N = 42) (N = 24) (N = 16)

Yes - 19 = 45% Yes - 11 = 46% Yes - 7 = 44%
No - 23 = 54% No - 13 = 54% No - 9 = 56%
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18. Did the evaluator make any effort to determine the progress or

improvement of students under your supervision during observation(s)?

Observation #1 Observation #2 Observation #3
(N = 42) (N = 24) (N = 16)

Yes - 9 - 21% Yes - 7 = 29% Yes - 5 = 31%

No - 33 = 78% No - 17 = 71% No - 11 = 69%

When data from questions #16, 17 and 18 are compared to the distribution
frequency of evaluation criteria used to evaluate elementary teachers in
Illinois, it reveals that a significant question of accuracy and treatment
in evaluation exists in relation to the items mentioned in the questions.

It is possible that previous knowledge of a particular teacher's planning
and implementation effort render the evaluation accurate in spite of not
having checked for the purpose of the evaluation in question. It is also
possible that the evaluation is accurate without previous or current know-
ledge of the teacher's performance in relation to those specific criteria.
However, positive knowledge of the teacher's performance on the items in
question for any particular evaluation can only come as a result of checking
for that particular evaluation. As the distribution frequency of the items
mentioned in these questions is quite high, and the respondents to this sur-
vey indicate a majority of evaluators do not check these items during observa-

tion, it appears that evaluation criteria is being used superficially.
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19. Did the evaluator speak to you regarding your teaching performance

during the course of any observation?

(N = 43)

Yes - 6 = 14%

No - 37 =86%
This question was included to determine if any significant percentage of
evaluators spoke to teachers during the course of observation in such
a manner as to constitute a violation of professional ethics. Though
the question did not accurately reflect the intention, no significant
percentage of evaluators speak to the teachers being observed at all.
It is therefore inferred that no significant violation of professional
ethics exists, if any does at all, in the evaluator's speaking to the
teacher regarding performance during the course of observation. It should
be noted that the evaluator could speak to the teacher in regard to per-
formance during the course of observation without violating professional

ethics. It may even be desirable to do so in some cases.

20. Were observations followed by written or oral communication
regarding your performance?

Communication

Observation #1 (N = 29) (N = 43)
Written - 8 = 28% Yes - 30 - 69%
Oral - 7 24% No - 13 = 30%

Both - 14 = 48%



Observation #2 (N = 17) (N = 22)
Written - 2 = 12% Yes -18 = 82%
Oral - 3 = 18% No - 4 = 18%
Both - 12 = 71%

Observation #3 (N = 8) (N = 12)
Written - 3 = 38% Yes - 8 = 67%
Oral - 3 = 38% No - 4 = 33%
Both - 2 = 25%

21. How long was it before you received feedback from the evaluator's
observation(s)?

Feedback (N = 38)

Immediately - 6 = 16%
Same day =i ¥ 13%
1 day - 2=05%
2 days - 2 = 5%
3-6 days - 1=2%
7 days - 3=28%
14 days - 3=28%
21 days - 2 =5%
30 days -1=2%
60 days - 2=15%
90 days -1=2%

End of year - 5 =13%

Never -3 =28%
March - 2 = 5%
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The majority of evaluators did give feedback to teachers on observations
made of their performance, and the majority of that feedback came within a
reasonable length of time. However, the percentage of observations made in
which no feedback was given, and the percentage of those giving feedback
which was not within a reasonable length of time, is considered significant.
The clear majority of evaluation instruments collected for this thesis which
contained a statement of philosophy indicated that the primary purpose of
evaluation was to 'improve instruction.'" It can be reasonably assumed that
instructional improvement as a result of observation/evaluation is improbable
without some form of feedback within a reasonable length of time. When com-
pared to questions #25, 26, 27, 28 and 32, a clear pattern of the effect

of feedback emerges. When feedback is specific as to methods of improving
teaching performance, and is made within a reasonable length of time follow-
ing observation, the majority of teachers agree with the suggestions, try
them, and feel that their performance is improved as a result.. No signifi-

cance is notable in the type of feedback--written, oral or both.

22. Did your evalution(s) deal with specific strengths and weaknesses

of your teaching performance?

(N = 43)
Yes - 32 = 74%

No - 11 = 25%

Cross-correlation of data from this question to data correlated to questions

#20 and 21 reveal as highly significant the content of observation/ evaluation
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feedback. Feedback which deals with specific strengths and weaknesses

of teaching performance, as does the clear majority of feedback received
by teachers observed in this survey, does not result in improved teaching
performance unless specific ways of improving performance accompany the

strengths and weaknesses feedback. This is highly significant.

23. Did the evaluator consider the various learning styles and cognitive

levels of your students' in evaluating your teaching technique(s)?

(N = 40)
Yes - 21 = 52%

No - 19 = 47%

24. If not, would such consideration by the evaluator have resulted in

more meaningful and accurate evaluation of your teaching performance?

(N = 22)
Yes - 19 = 86%

No - 3 = 14%

The clear majority do believe a more meaningful and accurate evaluation of
their teaching performance would be rendered if the evaluator would consider
the various student learning styles and cognitive levels in their particular
classrooms. This is highly significant. In addition, those evaluators

who did consider the various learning styles and cognitive levels of a par-
ticular teacher's students were much more likely to suggest specific ways

of improving the instructional performance of that teacher. In turn, such
suggestions resulted in improved instructional performance by that teacher.

Therefore, it appears that a positive relationship exists between evaluators
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who consider the cognitive levels and learning styles of a particular
teacher's students, and the eventual improvement of that teacher's instruc-

tional performance. This is highly significant.

25. Did the evaluator suggest specific ways in which you could improve

your teaching performance.

(N = 44)

Yes - 15 = 34%

No - 28 = 63%

Sometimes - 1 = 2%

26. If so, did you agree with these suggestions?
(N = 20)
Yes - 16 = 80%

No - 4 = 20%

27. 1If so, did you implement any of these suggestions in your teaching?
(N=17)
Yes - 16 = 94%

No - 1 = 6%

28. 1If so, did this result in improved teaching performance by you?
(N = 16)
Yes - 14 = 88%
No - 1 = 6%

Sometimes - 1 = 6%

It is significant to note, as mentioned in questions #15-18, and #20-24,

that:
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1. The majority of evaluations do not deal with specific ways in
which teaching performance might be improved.

2. The majority of those evaluations which did deal with such
specifics were accepted by teachers, implemented, and resulted

in improved instructional performance.

See questions #15-18, and #20-24, for more complete explanation

of the significance of the data on these questions.

29. Was a standard instrument used to record the evaluation of your

teaching performance?

(N = 42)
Yes - 28 = 66%

No - 14 = 33%

30. If so, did the instrument have a checklist or narrative férmat?
(N = 29)
Narrative - 4 = 14%
Checklist - 16 = 55%

Combination - 9 = 31%

31. Was any sort of checklist used by the evaluator during any observa-
tion of your teaching performance?
(N = 40)
Yes - 6 = 15%

No - 19 =47%

1
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Don't know - 15
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The comparison of data from these questions to data obtained from the
evaluation instruments received from the various school districts in
Il1linois shows this survey to contain a representative sample of evalu-
ation instruments, instrument formats, and observation instruments used

throughout the state in observing/evaluating elementary teachers.

32. Did the majority of your evaluation(s) deal with in-classroom

teaching performance or with personal characteristics?

(N = 41)

Teaching - 23 = 56%
Personal - 11 = 27%
Both - 7 = 17%

This question was intended for data collection to compare with the fre-
quency distribution of evaluation criteria obtained from evaluation instru-
ments throughout the state. The wide latitude of criteria application
possibilities, together with the unspecific nature of the question and
latitude for interpretation by respondents, rendered the comparative data

highly subjective, very speculative, and, therefore, insignificant.

33. Did the evaluator have elementary classroom teaching experience?
(N = 44)
Yes - 30 = 68%
No - 5 =11%

Don't know - 9 = 20%

34. If so, how many years?
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(N = 29)

Don't know - 13 = 45%
2 yrs. -1 = 3%
3-4 yrs. - 1= 3%
5 yrs. - 1= 3%
6 yrs. - 2= 7%
7 yrs. - 1= 3%
10 + yrs. - 2= 7%
12 yrs. - 3 =10%
15 + yrs. - 1= 3%
20 yrs. - 1= 3%
21-23 yrs. - 1= 3%
24 yrs. - 2= 7%

.It is significant to note that the data from these two questions reveal

that the majority of evaluators (i.e. principals, 94%) do have elementary
classroom teaching experience. When compared to question #41, the signifi-
cance of in-classroom elementary teaching experience to the perception of
the value of an evaluator's suggestions for improvement via the observation/
evaluation/feedback process appears significant. Correlation of data from
questions #33, 34, and 41 to questions #25-28 were not significant due to
the high percentage of in-classroom elementary teaching experienced evalua-
tors. A substantial increase in sample size is needed to facilitate the
correlation of data for establishing evaluator in-classroom elementary
teaching experience to teacher perception of observation/evaluation feedback

and resulting instructional improvement possibility.
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35. Did the evaluator consider or mention your students' national

standard achievement scores as a measure of your teaching perfor-

mance?
(N = 43)
Yes - 1 = 2%
No - 42 = 97%

36. Would you consider use of your students' achievement scores--
showing academic growth during the course of the school year--as

legitimate criteria for evaluating your teaching performance?

(N = 41)
Yes - 7 = 17%
No - 32 = 78%

Mayte - 2 = 5%

Correlation of the data from these two questions to the frequency dis-
tribution of criteria used on evaluation ingtruments clearly reveals

that none of the parties to evaluation of elementary teachers, including
the teachers themselves, have any use for students' national standard
achievement scores for evaluation purposes. The proliferation of criticism
leveled at the validity of the tests which produce such scores may be
partially responsible for the data indications produced by these questions.

This is speculative, however.

37. How many hours of direct observation would you consider to be a
minimum for accurate and meaningful evaluation of your teaching per-

formance?
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(N = 38)

Time Number %

wn
o®

Less than 1 hr. 2

1 hr. 2 5%

2 hrs. 10 25%

3 hrs. 4 10%

4 hrs. 3 8%

5 hrs. 6 16%

6 hrs. 2 5%

8 hrs. 1 2%

10 hrs. 2 5%
30 hrs. 1 2%
40 hrs. 3 8%
5%

41 + hrs. 2

38. Have you ever been observed that long (even collectively) by an

evaluator for the purpose of a single evaluation?

(N = 39)
Yes - 4 = 10%
No - 35 = 89%

Evaluation of this data for purposes of comparison to the cross-correlated
data from questions #4-8 required some interpretation. This interpretation
may have resulted in reduced validity. It is also notable that the use of
the abbreviation '"hrs." at the end of question #37 may have reduced validity

by reflecting surveyor bias. The average observation time per evaluation
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suggested by those teachers responding to question #37 is six hours. This

is substantially more observation time than is actually done (i.e., 34.23
min. being the average observation time per evaluation.) The significance
of the specific time difference between the average amount of time spent
observing per evaluation and the average amount of time teachers consider

to be a minimum for observation to effect meaningful and accurate evaluation
is considerably reduced because of the wide range of response to questions
#4-8 and #37. However, taking the difference generally, and comparing it to
the data from question #38, there appears to be much significance in the fact
that teachers do not feel they are adequately observed for the purpose of

evaluation.

39. Is the same pattern--observation time, evaluation feedback, instrument
used, etc.--being continued this year?
(N = 43)
Yes - 37 = 86%

No - 6 = 14

o®

40. If not, what changes have been made?

Changes (N = 6)

Head teacher observations -1=17%
Observations done by someone

from another district -1=17%
Standard Forms -1=17%
Interviews § Sign Eval. -1=17%
Fewer Observations -1:=17 %
Evaluators check

lesson plans -1 =17%
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Data produced by these questions indicate very little change was appear-

ing in the observation/evaluation process, or the materials in use for

such, from the 1975-76 school year to that of 1976-77. It may be inferred
that the improvement of instruction, so often repeated as the purpose of
evaluation, does not apparently include the improvement of the evaluation
process or materials used in such. This inference is, possibly, revealing
of why the improvement of instruction is not resulting to a greater degree
from the evaluation process. This is speculative, however, and would have
to include analysis over a period of years, including the specific changes
which did occur, in order to even marginally determine the effort and effect

of changes.

41. Evaluation of elementary teachers should be conducted only by
evaluators with a minimum of three years of in-classroom elementary
teaching expérieqce.

(N = 43)
Agree - 37 = 86%

Disagree - 6 = 14%

In addition to the comparative and correlated significance of the data pro-
duced by this question, it is notable that the same percentage of respond-
ents answered question #42 "agree' as those who answered this question

"agree'. The 'agree' response to one question did not necessarily produce

an "agree' response to the other.

42. 1In order for evaluations to be meaningful, they must be based on

direct observation.

50



(N = 44)
Agree - 38 = 86%

Disagree - 6 = 14%

The significance of the data produced by this question has been evident

throughout the analysis of data produced in this survey.
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Summary of Data Analysis Significance

The overall survey is considered valid.

The majority of elementary principals are male, have in-classroom
elementary teaching experience, and perform the evaluations of the
teachers at their attendance centers.

There is a close relationship between the number of evaluations

reguired and those actually performed. A majority of evaluations

are done without prior notification.

Informing teachers of the specifics going to be looked for in obser-
vations may be useful in reducing teacher resistence. However, this
would have to be determined on an individual basis.

Informing teachers of the intended duration of observations may be
useful in reducing reacher anxiety. However, this would have to be
determined on‘an individual basis.

Teachers generally feel.that evaluators are at least somewhat familiar
with the children in their classrooms. It remains indeterminate if the
extent of familiarity is sufficient to render accurate judgment in cases
where evaluation criteria required such.

Correlation of specific questions to. frequency distribution of criteria
for evaluation mentioned in those questions strongly indicates that
evaluators are superficial in their rating of teaching performance.

No apparent violation of professional ethics (to any significant degree)
exists in relation to evaluators speaking to teachers concerning perfor-

mance during the course of observation.
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9.

10.

11.

47

A majority of evaluators give teachers feedback of some kind regard-

ing the observation of their teaching performance. However, a majority
of that feedback does not deal with specific ways in which performance
can be improved in spite of a majority of evaluators giving feedback

on strengths and weaknesses of teaching performance. In those cases

in which feedback is specific as to ways of improving instructional
performance, teachers agree with the suggestions, try them, and feel
that their performance improves as a result. This is highly signifi-
cant.

A positive relationship exists between evaluators who consider the
various learning styles and cognitive levels of a particular teacher's
students and evaluators who suggest specific ways in which a particular
teacher can improve instructional performance. This is highly signifi-
cant.

Teachers do not believe‘they are adequately observed for the purposes

of evaluation. This is highly significant.

Elementary teacher perception of the value of an evaluator's suggestions
for instructional improvement are apparently significantly tied to the
variable of that evaluator's in-classroom elementary teaching experience.
The teacher's perception of such value is positively correlated to an
evaluator's having such experience. No significance is apparent in the

amount of that experience.
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Suggestions For Improving the Survey Instrument

Include the word "formal'" to precede the words ''observation(s)" and
"evaluation(s)" in appropriate places.

Define the words ''formal evaluation(s)'" and ''formal observation(s)"

in the instructions for completing the survey. Include a minimum

time in the definition of 'formal observation(s)'.

Inclusion of questions to determine if the teacher was or was not

aware of the specifics a particular observer would be looking for

prior to being notified, or regardless of being notified, of the
intention to observe.

Inclusion of a question to determine if teachers feel that the extent

to which evaluators are familiar with the children in their classrooms
is sufficient to render an accurate judgment in cases where criteria
requires such familiarity.

Questions #15, 16, 17, 18, 23, 24, 25, 26, and 27 should have qualifying
questions to facilitate their individual, correlated, and cross-corre-
lated significance.

Eliminate the word abbreviation '"hrs.'" from question #37 and add the
note "Be as specific as possible."

Qualify question #32 with specific criteria and how it's used.

A significant increase in the sample size is .needed to increase the
validity of the data. Such would also facilitate the correlation of
data from questions #25-28 to questions #33, 34 and 41, making it pos-
sible to further determine the effect of evaluator in-classroom teaching
experience to the improvement of teaching performance by teachers observed/

evaluated.
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EVALUATION
INSTRUMENTS AND CRITERIA
DATA AND ANALYSIS

SECTION II

INSTRUMENTS AND CRITERIA
USED FOR EVALUATION OF
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Guide - Table I

Questions correspond to the vertically listed numbers on the following

data Table I. Individual column figures are based on 50 requests; the

totals column figure is based on 300 requests.

10.

11.

12.

14.

15.

The number of responses received.

The percentage of responses received.

The total number of instruments received.

The percentage of instruments represented in the total number of
Tesponses received.

The number of responses from districts not using evaluation
instruments.

The percentage of districts not using evaluation instruments repre-
sented in the total number of responses.

The total numbér of different criteria represented in the instruments
collectively.

The total count of criteria occurrence.

The average number of criteria per instrument.

The highest number of criteria occurring on any single instrument.
The lowest number of criteria occurring on any single instrument.
The nmumber of checklist formats represented in the total number of
Tesponses received.

The number of narrative formats represented in the total number of
Tesponses received.

The percentage of narrative formats represented in the total number

of responses received.



16.

174

The number of mixed formats represented in the total number of
responses received.
The percentage of mixed formats represented in the total number

of responses received.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

1§54

16.

17.

TABLE T

K(N)-(6)8 K(N)-12

Total

0-500 | 500-1,000| 1,000 +| 0-750 | 750-1,500 | 1,500 + | Survey
21 21 38 19 28 25 152
42 42 76 38 56 50 51
18 18 37 17 26 24 140
86 86 97 89 93 96 92
3 3 1 2 2 1 12
14 14 3 ¥l 7 4 8
183 188 285 177 202 206 383
523 603 1,525 540 865 758 4,814
29.05 33.50 | 41.21 31.76 33.26 31.58 [34.38
55 63 98 79 84 107 107
4 9 3 10 0 4 0
3 0 5 0 1 0 9
14 0 13 0 4 0 6
4 3 14 3 7 10 41
19 14 37 16 25 40 27
11 15 18 14 11 14 83
52 71 45 74 39 56 55

58




Guide - Tables II and III

Rank - The most frequently occurring criteria from 1 to 10 (11).

N - The number which identifies the criteria corresponding to the
rank order of the criteria for the total sample.

F.D. - Frequency distribution--based on the "N" number listed for that
particular district size/type subsample which can be found in
row #1 of Table I.

W.F.D.-Weighted frequency distribution--based on the "N'" number, row

#1 of Table I.

0.P. - Occurrence percentage--based on the 'N'" number, row #1 of Table I.

An eleventh criteria is mentioned where the frequency of occurrence is the

same as the tenth ordered criterion.
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TABLE 2

K(N)-.(6)8
0-500 500-1, 000 1,000 +
Rank| N FD WFD __OP | N FD WFD _OP [N FD WFD  OP
i 2 Jer fisiee|iis | 5 [iz !15.5 94 |1 |39 [38.5 |105
2.] 6 |16 |16 89 [ 10 15 |15 83 |3 |33 |32.5 | 89
3.0 7 |14 |14 78 | 1 [13 [10.3 |72 |9 [30 [29.5 | 81
4.137 |12 9.33 | 67 | 9 |12 11.33 |67 |4 |29 |27.5 | 78
s.[3¢ [11|10.5 | 61 |59 |12 [10.83 |67 p2 |25 [24.5 | 67
6./]10 |11 [10.25| 61 | 6 |12 [10.5 |67 |2 |24 |22.25| 64
7.l68 |11 | 8.66| 61 | 4 [11 |10 61 |9 [23 |23.0 | 62
8.] 8 |10 |10 56 | 15 |11 [9.20 |61 |6 |23 |19 62
9.]13 |10 |9.5 56 | 2 [10 |9.5 56 |5 [22 |22 59
10.] 1 | 9|7.82 | s0 |14 f10 |5.33 |s6 |7 |22 |22 59
11.]17 | 9 |7.0 50 8 |22 |22 59
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TABLE 3

K(N)-12
0-750 750-1,500 1,500 +
Rank | N FD WFD _ OP N FD WFD _OP | N FD WFD _ OP
1.| s|i16|14.5 | 94 | 1|25 [23.6 | 96 | 5|19 [18.5 | 79
2.| 3]14 |14 82 | 4|18 [16.6 | 69 | 1 |18 [15.91 | 75
3.] 4114 11.33| 82 | 2|18 |16.35 | 69 | 4 [17 |16.5 | 71
4. 1]13|11.16 | 76 | 5 )18 |16.1 | 69 |11 |17 {16.5 | 71
s.] 2113 |10.83| 76 | 3|17 |17 65 | 3|16 |16 67
6. | 7112 |11.5 | 71 |18 |17 [15.08 | 65 |18 |16 |15.33 | 67
7.1 6|11 |10.5 | 65 | 6 |16 |15.25 | 62 | 2 |16 |15 67
8.113 10| 9.0 | 59 | 8 |16 [14.7 | 62 | 6 |16 |15 67
9.]14 | 9] 9.0 | 53 |20 |16 |13.75 | 62 | 7 {13 |12.5 | 54
10. |12 | 9 | 8.5 | 53 |14 |15 |12.25 | 58 |13 {13 |11.75 | 54
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Evaluation Criteria

As noted in the analysis statement of the Research Flow Chart, the follow-
ing three hundred and eighty-three evaluation criteria are those used in
codifying the criteria appearing on the one hundred and forty evaluation
instruments analyzed for purposes of this research. Each criterion is listed
in order of frequency of occurrence from most frequent to least. The number
preceding the criterion statement indicates its order rank. Each criterion
is followed by the frequency distribution number, (F.D.), the weighted fre-
quency distribution number (W.F.D.), and the occurred percentage (0.P.).
The frequency distribution number, the weighted frequency distribution num-
ber, and the occurrence percentage are based on 140. In some cases, the evalu-
ations of teachers in a particular district are recorded on more than one instru-
ment. Each combination, whether two evaluation instruments, or one evaluation
instrument and one.observation instrument, was counted as one instrument. All
criteria from the instruments, regardless of combination, were analyzed and

reported in this research.

Where applicable, each criterion reported contains the various descriptors

which occurred in the different wordings encountered. 'No descriptor' represents
all occurring wordings of that criterion except those used for differentiation
elsewhere. This includes instances where a single word criterion with no descrip-
tor occurred. '"All descriptors' appears where a criterion represents all descrip-
tors, including those instances where a single word occurs. The word '"various"

is used to indicate frequent occurrence of words surrounding the criterion in
question which did not change its falling within the parameters of the wording

used there. A maximum effort was made to insure that each criterion statement

was a true representation of the various criteria it stood for. As many original
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wordings were used, no responsibility is assumed for grammatical correct-

ness or the statement making sense.
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Rank

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Individualization of instruction--by recog-
nition of pupil needs--psychological, social.

A variety of materials--equipment--used effec-
tively, wisely--for enrichment.

Classroom conditions--physical, various.
Instructional skills--variety of techniques.

Planning--no descriptor--complete, thorough,

well written, indication of, smooth transition.

Teacher's enthusiasm--interest, effort.
Knowledge of subject matter--use of.
Appearance--clean, appropriate dress, hair.

An education atmosphere is maintained--whole-
some atmosphere.

Works cooperatively with others--effective,
helpful, harmonious, no descriptor. Is coop-
erative.

Relationship with parents--contacts, rapport,
professional.

A1l class members are encouraged to participate.

Supports policies and decisions of Board of Edu-

cation--follows, conforms with, aware of--also
building policy, decisions, philosophy.

Teacher self-control--poise.
Takes personal responsibility for individual
professional growth--takes steps toward self-

improvement.

Classroom control--supervision, organization,
interest.

Punctual, no descriptor.

Teacher is fair, firm, friendly, just--
consistently.

64

F.D. W.F.D. 0.P.
117 107.29 84
102 89.59 73
100 99.5 71
97 88.26 69
95 89.6 68
94 89.5 67
87 85.5 62
78 75.86 56
77 73.66 55
72 67.59 51
70 65.16 50
66 62.23 47
66 61.33 47
65 54.11 46
61 56.7 44
58 T aD 41
58 49.24 41
55 53 39



19.
20.
Zlg

22.

24~

24,

255

26.
27 .
28.

29.

- 30.

31.
32.

33.

34,
35:
36.

37.

38.

Oral expression--speech, clarity, English. 55
Discipline--no descriptor. 54
Rapport with class, pupils--positive. 52

Activities (learning experiences)--appropriate
variety, purposeful, time for, individualize,
constructive. a2

Participation--in school activities, extra
curricular, extra assignments. 50

Reaction to constructive criticism--accepts,
willingness to try suggestions. 47

Teacher is flexible--adaptable to change--new

ideas. 47
Responsibilities--assumes share, accepts. 45
Voice--quality, control. 45
Aids--variety of, use, multi-media, supplies. 43

Professional meetings--committees, activities,
conferences, workshops, in-service. 43

Teacher interested in students as individuals--
available for individual help, guidance, concerned,

low achievers and failures. 43
Classroom management--class time. 42
Dependable--reliable--no descriptor. 42

Teacher's vitality--physical condition, good

health, energetic, stamina. 40
Atmosphere/environment of open interaction. 38
Written expression--English. 38
Teacher sense of humor--all descriptors. 37

Teacher is able to work as one member of a
team--constructive, contributing, effective,
partner in the learning process. 37

Keeps accurate records. 37

65

36.

48.

49

47.

48.

45.

41

42,

36.

40.

40.

39

40.

33.

38.

34.

24.

34

33.

31.

49

08

16

.49

43

66

41

99

74

36

41

.20

33

25

39

39

37

37

36

34

34

32

32

31

31

31

30

30

29

27

27

26

26

26



39.
40.
41.
42.

43,
44.
45.

46.

47.
48.
49,
50.
il
523

Si5%

54.
55.

56.

57.

58.
o9

60.

Tactful——ali descriptors. 37
Understanding, empathy, sympathy, sensitivity. 35
High moral and ethical standards. 34
Judgment--common sense. 34

Evaluation techniques--variety, effective,
appropriate. 52

Teacher's creativity, imagination, resource-
fulness. 32

Understanding of child growth and development. 31

Has observable, clearly defined, goals/aims--

for students. 31
Teacher leadership--all descriptors. 30
Involvement in professional organizations. 29

Materials fit varying levels of student ability. 29
Prompt with reports and administrative requests. 29
Assignments made are clear, concise, definite. 29
Teacher is able té motivate student learning. 28

Adjust to adapt/adjust to unexpected, difficult,

situations--ability to handle. 27
Student motivation is shown by interest. 27
Teacher is willing to share. 26

Teacher's care of equipment and materials--
accountable, responsible for. 26

Effective use of supportive services--specialists 25

Uses motivation as a technique--stimulation,
factors. 25

Teacher utilizes--provides for--individualiza-
tion. 24

Student learning of self-discipline, self-control,
self-direction. 24
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29599

27.90

33.5

30.5

2929

29

28.66

27 1S

28.33

25.9

25.75

23

21.57

24.62

24.33

23.91

24.08

22:95

24.33

23.16

22.83

22.33

26

25

24 .

24

23

23

22

22

21

21

21

21

21

20

19

19

19

19

18

18

17

17



61.
62.

63.

64.

65.
66.

67.

68.

69.
70+

71.

72.
73.
74.
AR

76.

77.
785

79.
80.

81.

82.

Variety of resources used.

Teacher--emotionally stable, good mental health.

Skill in presentation--conducts challenging dis-

cussion/recitation.

Cooperation/participation/support--community.

Assignments--meaningful, purposeful, appropri-

ate.

Effectively communicates with students, staff,

parents.

Teacher shows initiative.
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