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This study reports on an investigation of the effects 

of two methods of teacher evaluation on the attitudes of 

teachers and principals concerning the method of teacher 

evaluation in which each subject participated. 

The 760 subjects for this study were teachers or 

principals in thirty-two schools in a large, urban school 

district. In sixteen of the schools, a method of teacher 

evaluation was used that employed a team approach to the 

establishing of instructional goals for purposes of teacher 

evaluation. This was called the Collegial Technique (CT) of 

teacher evaluation. In the remaining sixteen schools, a 

more traditional method of teacher evaluation was used in 

which an administrator (usually the principal) rated teachers 

on a three-point scale on ten subjective areas. This was 

called the Administrator-Dominated Technique (ADT) of teacher 

evaluation. 

Two instruments were developed and administered to 

collect data for the study. The Educators' Attitudinal 

Survey (EAS) was used to provide data about the attitudes of 

teachers and administrators concerning their method of 



teacher evaluation as it related to (1) teacher evaluation 

in general, (2) teacher evaluation as a professional process, 

(3) teacher evaluation and the building administration, (4) 

teacher evaluation and the involvement of teachers in deci-

sions affecting the instructional program, (5) teacher 

evaluation and the role of the Department Chairperson/Lead 

Teacher, (6) teacher evaluation as a method of improving 

instruction, and (7) teacher evaluation and the principal as 

the instructional leader of the building. 

A Principal's Questionnaire (PQ) was administered to the 

principals in the thirty-two selected schools. Data from 

this questionnaire were used to provide subjective informa-

tion concerning the effectiveness of the two methods of 

teacher evaluation. 

The data from the EAS were analyzed by the one-way 

analysis of variance. Bartlett's Chi Square was used to 

insure homogeneity of variance between groups with varying 

numbers. 

The data indicate several broad implications. Teachers 

who were evaluated by the CT method had a significantly more 

positive feeling that teacher evaluation is more likely to 

be used for the improvement of instruction than teachers who 

were evaluated by the ADT method. CT teachers also had a 

more positive attitude toward their evaluation as a profes-

sional process. 



CT teachers had a generally more positive attitude 

toward evaluation, Department Chairpersons/Lead Teachers, 

and the principal as an instructional leader than did the 

ADT teachers. However, these latter differences were not 

significant and represented only a general attitude. 

Principals showed no significant difference in their 

attitudes as affected by the two methods of teacher evalua-

tion. Principals who had used both methods felt that the 

CT method provided them more opportunity to provide instruc-

tional leadership for their teachers. 

The findings indicate that, although the method of 

teacher evaluation may have no major impact on teacher atti-

tudes, administrators who believe that teacher evaluation 

should be used to improve instruction need to consider using 

a team approach to the establishing of instructional goals 

for the purpose of evaluating teachers. Administrators who 

want their teachers to feel that teacher evaluation is a 

professional process would be better served by the Collegial 

Technique. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The area of educational accountability and teacher 

responsibility has become a major concern not only of educa-

tors and the public but also of legislators and the courts 

(14, 19, 20). This new emphasis on ensuring that public 

education meets the expectations of all segments of society 

places new demands and pressures on public school personnel. 

Educators and education now are analyzed, researched, and 

evaluated carefully to determine what is effective, what 

needs improving, and what needs eliminating. Along with the 

public's new awareness of the strengths and weaknesses of 

the educational system, researchers have increased their 

efforts to develop methods that can improve the process of 

accountability and evaluation (5, 7). 

Accountability, although not a new concept, is an issue 

about which researchers and authors frequently find them-

selves in disagreement. A wide range of beliefs about 

accountability, from what it is to how it can be assessed, 

is held by researchers, educators, and the public (2, 22). 

Most agree, however, that the teacher is the key to any 

educational program and, thus, the focus of the accounta-

bility process. The close examination of all components of 



public education places new pressure on the teacher and his 

evaluation. Although accountability and teacher evaluation 

are not the same, they are practically inseparable, for in 

both cases the principal and the teacher find themselves at 

the center of the process. Teachers are becoming more con-

cerned about their individual evaluations, while principals 

try to make evaluation a process that improves the overall 

educational program (12, 26) . 

School systems, in their attempt to upgrade teacher 

accountability, have begun to reassess the purposes and 

processes of teacher evaluation. Researchers also are 

interested in discovering how teacher evaluation can be made 

more reliable or more effective. Research often concentrates 

its efforts on developing methods and instruments to improve 

education (11, 29). Some research has been conducted to 

determine who should evaluate teachers (2, 6). Few studies, 

however, have been attempted to determine how different 

methods of evaluation affect teacher attitudes about the 

profession, other school personnel, the evaluation itself, 

and themselves. 

Research is needed to determine the effectiveness of 

new teacher-evaluation instruments not only in directly 

improving teaching but also in improving the attitudes of 

teachers. However, if instruction is not improved or re-

search cannot document its improvement, then research into 

possible positive changes in the attitudes of school 



personnel concerning teacher evaluation would still be 

significant. Determining the degree of positive feelings of 

school personnel as a result of methods of teacher evalua-

tion is a problem which warrants further study. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was to examine selected 

attitudes of teachers and administrators who were involved 

in a team-approach goal-oriented method of teacher evaluation 

and those involved in an administrator-dominated method. 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study were as follows: 

1. To determine if selected attitudes of teachers are 

affected by the method used to evaluate them; 

2. To investigate the effects two methods of teacher 

evaluation have on teacher morale; and 

3. To provide information to educators concerning 

teacher evaluation and the effects of two methods upon 

attitudes of teachers and administrators. 

Hypotheses 

The attitudes of personnel involved in teacher evalua-

tion using the Collegial Technique (CT) were compared with 

the attitudes of personnel involved in the Administrator-

Dominated Technique (ADT). Based on this comparison, the 

hypotheses of this study were as follows. 



1. Attitudes of the CT teacher group concerning 

teacher evaluation in general will be significantly more 

positive than the attitudes of the ADT teacher group. 

2. Attitudes of the CT teacher group concerning 

teacher evaluation as a professional process will be sig-

nificantly more positive than the attitudes of the ADT 

teacher group. 

3. Attitudes of the CT teacher group concerning the 

administration of the school will be significantly more 

positive than the attitudes of the ADT teacher group. 

4. Attitudes of the CT teacher group concerning their 

involvement in decisions concerning the instructional program 

will be significantly more positive than the attitudes of the 

ADT teacher group. 

5. Attitudes of the CT teacher group concerning de-

partment chairpersons/lead teachers will be significantly 

more positive than the attitudes of the ADT teacher group. 

6. Attitudes of the CT teacher group concerning the 

use of teacher evaluation as a tool for the improvement of 

instruction will be significantly more positive than the 

attitudes of the ADT teacher group. 

7. Attitudes of the CT group of principals concerning 

the use of teacher evaluation as a tool for improvement of 

instruction will be significantly more positive than the 

attitudes of the ADT group of principals. 



8. Attitudes of the CT group of principals concerning 

their being the instructional leader in the building will be 

significantly more positive than the attitudes of the ADT 

group of principals. 

Background and Significance of the Study 

Numerous recent studies of teacher evaluation have 

documented the theoretical concept that teacher evaluation 

is a process that is used primarily to improve instruction 

(1, 3, 17, 15). 

Since the beginning of the twentieth century we have 
witnessed a series of sporadic interest peaks in the 
assessment of teacher competence. An examination of 
. . . research journal archives will reveal occasional 
flurries of activity regarding this important topic. 
And there is little question that today we are flat in 
the middle of one such flurry (23, p. 141). 

Most writers have found that the purpose of supervision and 

evaluation of school personnel is to enable a teacher to 

grow professionally by improving individual weaknesses and 

by exploiting individual teacher strengths. Bakalis wrote 

that "evaluation should be seen as an instrument for improv-

ing the instructional environment, as a diagnostic means of 

assessing performance so that weaknesses can be strengthened 

through in-service education" (1, p. 153) . Pine states that 

the "ultimate purpose of effective evaluation is the growth 

and development of the student" (21, p. 19). The National 

Education Association noted that the primary reason for 

teacher evaluation was 'to aid in improving instruction" (16, 



p. 10). Quinn, in his study of teacher evaluation, found 

that school districts believed that the improvement of in-

struction was the major purpose of teacher evaluation (24, 

p. 187). Barr (20) analyzed 209 rating scales and found 

that the items to be rated fell into ten categories, with 

instruction at the head of the list. 

Therefore, with the emphasis on the improvement of 

instruction and the resultant increase in learning as the 

major purpose for teacher evaluation, principals expect 

their teacher-evaluation procedures to increase academic 

excellence in their schools. However, research has failed 

to indicate a direct or indirect relationship between 

teacher evaluation and teaching performance or student 

success (2, 6, 13). Researchers and authors have found that 

teacher evaluation, both intentionally and as a by—product 

of the process, served functions other than just the improve-

ment of instruction. 

Research studies indicated that the public sees the 

purpose of evaluating teachers as punitive—the elimination 

of incompetent teachers (3). The philosophy that teacher 

evaluation was used as a method of staff screening was em-

phasized in Tractenberg's (31) study of decentralization in 

New York City. With decentralization, community boards 

announced that they were making greater use of the proba-

tionary period to screen teachers and supervisors for 

competency as well as for specific personal characteristics 



(31). Quinn's study listed as the third most frequently 

mentioned reason for teacher evaluation the need to rein-

force the "competent and eliminate the incompetent" (24, 

p. 89). 

Ovard (20) found that another reason for teacher 

evaluation was the external pressure from the public for 

accountability. The Stult Act of California in 1971 man-

dated each school district to establish a uniform system of 

evaluation and assessment of all certified personnel. Given 

time, the general movement toward instructional and adminis-

trative accountability would probably have evolved internally 

within the profession. However, the movement, to a degree, 

has been forced upon the educational system through efforts 

of citizen groups and state legislatures. This reexamination 

of not only the purposes of teacher evaluation but also the 

processes that should be used has increased the need to 

develop teacher-evaluation methods which reflect the various 

viewpoints of those people involved in the process. Tech-

nically, according to Glen Eye (8), teacher evaluation equals 

analysis plus appraisal. Eye felt that the emphasis should be 

placed on the gathering of valid information and the result-

ing judgments from that information which might lead to the 

retaining or dismissing of a teacher. 

The National Education Association, in its concern 

about the purposes of teacher evaluation, tried to define 

the concepts of "rating" and "evaluation" as two distinct 
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processes and, thus, made the following distinction: 

Rating is a subjective, qualitative grading of teachers, 
given by a rater (principal, supervisor, et cetera) 
without the participation of the rated person. It is 
rating when it involves one-way judgment. Evaluation 
is a process by which individuals or groups, through 
active and mutual participation by all persons con-
cerned, are enabled to make choices and come to deci-
sions in planning for growth. Evaluation in this sense 
is mutual stock-taking for purposes of achieving 
commonly recognized objectives (16, p. 7). 

Although this difference may be philosophical to researchers, 

it is a basic area of concern for teachers and principals. 

Whether dismissal is the original purpose of evaluation or 

not, it is often the result. This concern evolves from 

disagreement by educators and researchers concerning several 

areas of the evaluation process. Who should evaluate, how 

should evaluation be conducted, when should evaluation be 

done, and what should be its purpose are questions that must 

be considered in attempting to improve teacher evaluation? 

Research is also needed in the area of determining what are 

the criteria of teacher effectiveness and what constitutes 

efficiency in education. In his earlier studies, Barr con-

cluded that 

1. The fact is that two or more observers observing 
the same teacher simultaneously may disagree on the 
quality of teaching observed. 

2. Good teachers cannot be separated from poor teachers 
in terms of specific teacher behaviors that must 

be taken into consideration (2, p. 3). 

In support of these conclusions, Quinn (24) discovered 

in his analysis of teacher-evaluation forms that the items 

were not well-defined, nor were criteria established that 



would provide the teacher or the administrator with a defini-

tive way to determine whether or not the item was accom-

plished. Most items on evaluation forms could be interpreted 

in a variety of ways and were left open to the subjective 

opinions of the administrator. Popham (22) found that the 

discrepancies were so great that teacher-evaluation forms 

should be completely redesigned. 

Concerns over the effectiveness of teacher evaluation 

have led some researchers to investigate the possibility of 

expanding the number of people involved in the process. 

Whether the community, fellow teacher, or students become 

active participants in the process will depend partly on how 

their involvement improves instruction (31, 20, 6). McDowell 

(13) discovered that there are limited data to support the 

validity of student evaluations of teachers. Bryson (6) 

found that most studies that she reviewed demonstrated low 

correlations between indicators of teaching effectiveness 

and the amount learned by students, but her studies were 

able to show some positive relationship between student 

evaluation of teachers and the amount learned by students. 

The uncertainty about the usefulness of any form of 

teacher evaluation would seem to have a direct effect on the 

attitudes of teachers and administrators. The evaluation of 

teachers by administrators "probably constitutes one of the 

single most damaging ingredients to the development of pro-

fessionalism in schools" (5, p. 47). Oberg stated that "by 
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improving the probability that good performance will be 

recognized and poor performance corrected, a sound appraisal 

system can contribute both to morale and organizational 

performance" (18, p. 67) . 

Ornstein (19) found that teachers have an eleven-to-one 

negative view of teacher evaluation and accountability, as 

compared to those with positive attitudes. The fact that 

teachers have such negative attitudes toward teacher evalua-

tion as well as resistance to the development of evaluation 

criteria is not difficult to understand. Teachers generally 

have little faith in the teacher-evaluation instrument or in 

procedures employed in administering it. Rating schemes 

that call for critical appraisal of individual teacher 

achievement tend to create a gap between the principal or 

the supervisor and the classroom teachers (32). This gap 

can lead to distrust and suspicion on the part of teachers. 

A teacher often perceives the principal's efforts to evaluate 

him as a personal attack. Trust must exist between the two 

people involved. Reciprocal trust is the basic ingredient 

for the nurturing of relationships between principals and 

their teachers whereby each one can be helpful to the other. 

In today's climate of confrontation, teachers and principals 

often interact as though they were adversaries (27). 

The National Education Association (17) reported that 

superintendents, principals, and teachers feel that evalua-

tion stimulates the staff to do better work. It can generate 
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a greater rapport between the instructional and the adminis-

trative staff. This growth is facilitated in an atmosphere 

in which evaluation is a cooperative process with emphasis 

on self-evaluation. Self-evaluation and peer evaluation 

enable teachers to judge how much they have grown and what 

they need to do to become more effective (18, 21, 33). 

Teachers want to be evaluated (3, 25), but they want 

to ensure that the evaluation benefits the overall educa-

tional process. Regardless of which instrument or process 

is used, changes in teacher evaluation may have some effect 

on teacher attitudes. In order to improve attitudes, how-

ever, teachers themselves must assume a large part of the 

responsibility for developing the evaluation criteria and 

for carrying out the actual evaluation process (1). Salek 

(27) wrote that the only way to improve teacher attitudes 

about teacher evaluation directly and teaching, in general, 

indirectly is to replace traditional methods of evaluation 

with nondirective supervisory conferences. 

Ellenburg (7), in his review of the research concerning 

teacher morale, found that, where high morale existed, 

productivity increased. He listed evaluation as the fifth 

most frequently mentioned area that affected morale. In 

studying the perceptions of teachers in the evaluation 

process, Zelanak (34) determined that teachers who have 

positive attitudes toward evaluation and the evaluator have 

high morale, seem to enjoy teaching, and are consistently 
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rated more highly by their superiors. Greenwood (10) found 

a positive correlation between teacher performance and 

satisfaction with teaching. He also noted that rapport with 

fellow teachers correlated with teacher performance. The 

relationship between teacher and principal is an important 

factor in teacher morale, as is the degree to which a 

teacher feels he is part of the decision-making process (7). 

Therefore, since morale is related to teacher performance 

and evaluation is related to teacher morale, research is 

needed to determine effective methods of teacher evaluation. 

Reynolds (25) suggested a performance-appraisal program, 

and Bruno (5) developed a collegia1 approach to teacher 

evaluation as a method to improve the evaluation process. 

Ovard (2) wrote that the systems approach to evaluation 

should be used by administrators. This method would provide 

for a model which emphasizes the responsibilities and duties 

of teachers. 

Bakalis (1) found that competency-based education has 

been one of the most hopeful developments in teacher educa-

tion and evaluation. Pine (21) wrote that both internal and 

external frames of references are needed in teacher evalua-

tion. The teacher can learn much about how others view his 

competency by "participating in a cooperative evaluative 

process," whereby his "self-image and exterior self-image 

are blended into a composite picture" (21, p. 20). 
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These questions of relevancy and effectiveness of any-

new evaluation method require further study. Whether or not 

these new methods improve instruction is not the only issue 

that needs investigation. Since "the creation and nurture 

of reciprocal trust is a task appropriate for professional 

educators" (27, p. 38), this and other attitudinal changes 

are appropriate areas for future research. 

Definition of Terms 

Administrator—persons having direct responsibility 

and influence on a teacher's final evaluation. This would 

include the principal, assistant principals, and deans of 

instruction. 

Department Chairperson—a teacher in a secondary school 

who has responsibilities as directed by the principal in the 

operation of a specific educational department (e.g., Social 

Studies, Language Arts). 

Lead Teacher—a teacher in an elementary school who has 

responsibilities as directed by the principal in the coordi-

nating of activities of a group of teachers (e.g., second-

grade self-contained classrooms). 

Teacher Evaluation—a formal process in which a teacher 

is rated according to performance and ability as a teacher. 

This evaluation is to be used in personnel records and sub-

mitted to central administration personnel. 
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Colleqial Teacher Evaluation—a formal process of teach-

er evaluation that uses a team approach involving the teacher, 

building administrators, and department chairpersons. Spe-

cific obtainable educational goals are mutually established 

by the team for the teacher. The evaluation team in middle 

and senior high schools was comprised of the principal, the 

dean of instruction, the department chairperson, and the 

individual teacher. In the elementary schools the evaluation 

team consisted of the principal, the instruction lead teacher, 

and the individual teacher. The setting of specific instruc-

tional goals, team assessment of success in attaining the 

instructional goals, special visits by the department chair-

person/lead teacher, and interim feedback to the teacher 

from the team were the main features of the collegial process 

of teacher evaluation. A teacher was evaluated on both 

professional criteria, as specified in the teacher evaluation 

form, and instructional criteria, as determined by the goals 

he and the team had established for the teacher. (See 

Appendix A.) 

Administrator-Dominated Teacher Evaluation—a formal 

process of teacher rating in which the administrators 

(usually the principal) have sole responsibility. The ADT 

method was used by teachers and principals who employed the 

traditional teacher-evaluation form for recording a teacher's 

evaluation. (See Appendix B.) The principal utilized a 

process in which he rated a teacher as "successful," 
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"marginal," or "unsuccessful" in ten areas of professional 

competence. The principal, through visitation, conferences, 

and other methods that he felt were appropriate, evaluated 

the teacher at the end of the year. The principal also 

scheduled a formal conference to discuss the evaluation and 

to provide the teacher with a copy of it. The teacher did 

not have to agree with the rating and could appeal it to the 

Assistant Superintendent-Personnel. The principal was not 

required to use the services of any other personnel in 

evaluating the teacher. No specific guidelines or require-

ments were established by the school district for the 

process of teacher evaluation, using the administrator-

dominated approach. 

Limitations 

This study was limited to teachers and administrators 

employed by a large, urban North Central Texas school 

district. The study was limited to two methods of teacher 

evaluation. Results from the study can only be applied to 

districts and personnel similar to those in the study. 

Basic Assumptions 

For the purposes of this study, the following state-

ments were assumed to be factual. 

1. Teachers and administrators responded honestly to 

the questionnaire. 
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2. School personnel implemented the collegial teacher-

evaluation process in the manner and spirit which the 

central administration staff had instructed. 

Description of the Instruments 

For the purposes of this study, two instruments were 

developed to secure relevant data. The Educator's Attitudi-

nal Survey (EAS) was administered to both the teachers and 

administrators in the study to gather data to be used in 

testing the hypotheses. The Principal's Questionnaire (PQ) 

was completed by the subjects who were principals in the 

schools selected for the study. Information from the 

Principal's Questionnaire was used to provide subjective 

information about the two methods of teacher evaluation. A 

complete description of the instruments and procedures used 

in their construction can be found in Chapter III. 

The Educators' Attitudinal Survey 

The Educators' Attitudinal Survey (EAS), a Likert-type, 

nondisguised, structured scale questionnaire, was developed 

to gather the necessary data for the study. The instrument 

consisted of fifty-six questions that were answered on a 

five-point scale, ranging from "strongly disagree" to 

"strongly agree." Following the completion of a tentative 

instrument, a panel was chosen for the purpose of determining 

the clarity of the statements and the appropriateness of the 

rating scale. The third step in the construction of the 
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instrument was to select a jury of authorities in the field 

of education and educational research for the purpose of 

establishing the appropriateness of the statements. 

The process established a total of five statements for 

each of the seven attitudes to be measured. These thirty-

five statements and twenty-one informational statements were 

included in the final questionnaire. The questionnaire, 

called the Educators' Attitudinal Survey (EAS), was designed 

to be answered by teachers and administrators, with no 

reference made as to which method of evaluation was being 

used in the building. The questionnaire, which insured 

anonymity and confidentiality for each respondent, was 

designed to provide demographic and sociometric information. 

For the benefit of the researcher, it was marked to indicate 

which of the two methods was being used in the school. 

(See Appendix C.) 

The Principal's Questionnaire 

The Principal's Questionnaire (PQ) was designed to give 

principals the opportunity to answer open-ended questions 

about the method of teacher evaluation used in their build-

ings. The questionnaire acknowledged that the researcher 

was aware of the two methods of teacher evaluation used in 

the district. It asked questions that allowed principals 

who used the collegial, goal-setting approach of teacher 
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evaluation to compare it with the administrator-dominated 

technique they had used in the past. (See Appendix D.) 

Procedures for Collecting Data 

Sample Population 

The random sample of seventeen schools that used the 

collegial method of teacher evaluation was selected by the 

school district to pilot the new method. One school was 

dropped from the program by its own request. The remaining 

sixteen schools consisted of two senior high schools, five 

middle schools, and nine elementary schools. A total of 

690 teachers and administrators participated in the col-

legial process. 

A corresponding sample of sixteen schools that used the 

administrator-dominated method of teacher evaluation was 

selected from the remaining schools in the district. Two 

high schools, five middle schools, and nine elementary 

schools were selected, with a total of 680 teachers and 

administrators involved in the ADT process. Procedures for 

selecting the sample population are detailed in Chapter III. 

Administration of Questionnaire 

The EAS was sent to each teacher and administrator in 

the thirty-two schools and was returned by mail. The re-

spondents were not aware that the study was designed to 

compare the two methods of teacher evaluation. The 
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questionnaire and instructions emphasized that the research 

concerned attitudes of teachers toward the method of teacher 

evaluation used in their school this year. 

The Principal's Questionnaire was sent to each principal 

in the thirty-two schools, after the school year had ended. 

The principals of the sixteen schools using the CT method 

were requested to make comparisons on two questions between 

the two methods of teacher evaluation, since they had ex-

perience with both methods. 

Procedures for Analys is of Data 

Data pertaining to the hypotheses were collected. The 

one-way analysis of variance was applied to analyze the 

scores derived from the questionnaires. Bartlett's Chi 

Square was used to establish homogeneity of variance in 

groups that varied in terms of numbers. 
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CHAPTER II 

SURVEY OF THE LITERATURE 

A survey of the literature on teacher evaluation 

revealed that most research studies and the majority of 

writings on the subject were devoted to analyzing the ef-

fects of teacher evaluation as it relates to the overall 

instructional program and to the improvement of educational 

services. The number of research studies concerning how 

teachers are affected by the method of teacher evaluation 

used was limited. 

In an effort to establish a framework for adequately 

investigating various methods of teacher evaluation and the 

effect each has, this chapter will include summaries of 

literature relating to four topics: (1) the purpose of 

teacher evaluation, (2) alternative methods of teacher 

evaluation, (3) teacher evaluation and school personnel, and 

(4) need for additional research. 

The Purpose of Teacher Evaluation 

The concept of accountability, or the fixing of re-

sponsibility for outcomes in education, is not new. As far 

back as 1912, administrators were responding enthusiastically 

to the idea of assessing teacher performance by objective 

criteria (53). In 1969, through a survey of teacher-evaluation 
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procedures in school systems enrolling 16,000 or more pupils, 

the Educational Research Service found that only seventeen 

of the 235 responding systems had not established formal 

procedures for evaluating teachers (34). In 1962 over 24 per 

cent of the districts had no formal method of teacher evalua-

tion. Today, with the legislatures throughout the nation 

enacting laws such as the Stult Act of California, it is 

apparent that the public is demanding a more formalized 

structure for teacher evaluation than was used in the past. 

Currently, the focus of the accountability movement is on 

the evaluation of both program and personnel. 

Formal evaluation of teaching appears to have its 

origin, in part, in late nineteenth-century school practices 

as well as in the efficiency movement of the early twentieth 

century (41). E. C. Elliot, professor at the University of 

Wisconsin, released in 1910 the "Provisional Plan for the 

Measurement of Merit of Teachers." It was a score card so 

widely copied that it now appears commonplace. It included 

seven headings—physical efficiency, moral-native efficiency, 

administrative efficiency, dynamic efficiency, projected 

efficiency, achieved efficiency, and social efficiency. The 

use of the word "efficiency" identified it with the scientific-

management movement of that time. This concept of efficiency 

is again becoming a major part of educational accountability, 

as viewed by the public and the legislatures. 
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Thiel (4), in his 1976 study of state statutes pertaining 

to accountability, assessment, and professional-personnel 

evaluation, discovered that there is no standard model being 

used by legislatures in the development of laws in these 

areas. He found that state legislatures that have enacted 

legislation on accountability and assessment in education 

have not provided guidelines and/or the resources for the 

implementation and administration of the statutes. His 

study also concluded that the state legislatures that have 

enacted such legislation have established more specific 

guidelines for the evaluation of programs, systems, and the 

professional staff of educational institutions than have the 

other regulatory agencies in their states or regions. This 

would indicate that legislative bodies are as concerned, or 

more concerned, with teacher evaluation and educational 

accountability as they are with railroads, trade, oil, or 

any other area which they have the responsibility to regulate. 

This emphasis on teacher evaluation presupposes that 

teachers can be evaluated adequately and effectively. 

Ornstein (36) stated that most research supports the idea 

that, since no one is able to define a good teacher, it is 

injudicious to formulate scientifically based generalizations 

about good teacher behavior. He documented over eighty 

research studies into teacher behavior and concluded that it 

is hard to decide what is good behavior or good teaching 

performance and that it is equally difficult to measure how 
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well a teacher meets the criteria one sets as good behavior. 

This problem of adequately measuring teacher effectiveness, 

according to Beller (8), is due to there being three dis-

tinct, yet overlapping, aspects of teacher functioning— 

role, style, and technique. He defined "role" as behavior 

which concerns the duties, responsibilities, and functions 

of the teacher. "Style" referred to personality traits and 

teacher attitudes which are not a planned component of the 

teacher role. "Technique" of teaching was defined as per-

taining to the specific strategies employed by the teacher 

to carry out her role or to accomplish her objectives. 

Beller's study documented the fact that evaluators of 

teachers need to be aware of which teacher function they are 

evaluating and relate it to the overall evaluative process. 

Evaluation of teachers is, therefore, a very complex and 

difficult task for the administrator. At the same time, it 

can be a frustrating and threatening experience for the 

teacher. 

To establish appropriate guidelines for the teacher-

evaluation process, educators generally develop a philosophy 

of teacher evaluation. Bradford, Doremus, and Kreesner 

wrote that the following are inherent in a sound philosophy 

of teacher evaluation. 

(1.) Evaluation begins with the acceptance of the 
teaching contract and does not end until a teacher 
leaves the school district. This presupposes self-
evaluation as well as evaluation by members of the 
administrative staff. 
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(2.) Evaluation is a process of linking together the 
educational goals of the school system and the per-
formance of the teacher. This assumes that there must 
be active participation in the evaluation by both the 
evaluator and the person being evaluated. 
(3.) The desired outcome of teacher evaluation should 
always be increased effectiveness of personnel in 
improving the instructional program (9, p. 28). 

Walter concluded that "an evaluation procedure that would 

assist in the teaching-learning process as well as produce 

some measure of teacher effectiveness must include a clear 

definition of responsibilities, specific objectives and 

assessment of results by the objectives" (53, p. 1). Pine 

similarly listed the following as minimal and necessary 

conditions for teacher evaluation: 

(1.) Appropriately designed evaluative instruments 
(2.) Evaluative criteria flexible enough to encompass 
theoretical positions and individual styles 
(3.) Statement of criteria 
(4.) Plan of evaluation from internal and external 
sources 
(5.) Continuous process of evaluation with monitoring 
points 
(6.) Clearly stated philosophy and rationale for 
evaluation and supervision derived from contributions 
of teachers, supervisors, and parents 
(7.) Clearly defined but methodological procedures for 
collecting data 
(8.) Review of the process annually 
(9.) Annual orientation of all involved to the process 
itself 
(10.) A plan of evaluation characterized more by a 
horizontal supervisory relationship between teacher and 
evaluation than by a vertical relationship 
(11.) A plan that takes in local conditions 
(12.) A plan developed by teachers and administrators 
working together 

(13.) A plan that encourages openness (38, p. 21). 

This emphasis on the process itself underscored the 

theme of several authors (13, 19, 40) that the process of 
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teacher evaluation is as important as the final product. 

The American Association of School Administrators, in their 

review of tenure laws in respect to teacher evaluation, came 

to the conclusion that "teacher evaluation should be on a 

scheduled and continual basis, not engaged in haphazardly 

through casual drop-in visits by the supervisor or off-the-

cuff conversations in the hall" (4, p. 21). The Association 

concluded that evaluation procedures should be keyed to 

performance objectives. Their concern was not with teacher 

tenure laws but with 

. . . careless or nonexistent evaluation of teacher 
performance. This laxity has occurred . . . out of 
indolence, fear, or lack of imagination, we in the 
profession of education have failed to develop and 
utilize adequate measures of teacher performance based 
on objective statements of what is expected of the 
teacher (4, p. 13). 

The indication that administrators believe teachers are 

not evaluated adequately but that teachers feel that they 

are evaluated often enough (33), though sometimes poorly, 

requires that educational leaders come to an understanding 

of what teacher evaluation is, what it is for, and how it 

can best be accomplished. 

Alternative Methods of Teacher Evaluation 

Burnett (13) in his 1975 study listed six current ap-

proaches to teacher evaluation: (1) examination of student-

gain scores on standardized tests, (2) analysis of typical 

student improvement, (3) teaching-performances testing, 
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(4) teacher-skill testing, (5) administrator or peer-group 

observations and ratings, and (6) student observations and 

ratings. The first three approaches tend to emphasize the 

product dimensions of teaching. Most of the research studies 

on teacher evaluation have concentrated on the molecular level 

of teaching—the process and results that occur within a 

classroom setting. However, "administrative concern seems 

to be at the molar level—the overall work load and attendant 

results" (13, p. 1). 

Glass (19) in his essay on teacher effectiveness listed 

three separate means for evaluating teacher effectiveness: 

(1) standardized testing, (2) controlled, simulated assess-

ment of teacher impact on pupil performance, and (3) obser-

vation and rating of teacher behavior by someone, be it 

administrator, peer, or student. Glass researched each 

method and found all to be highly susceptible to erroneous 

conclusions and faulty results. The inadequacy of standard-

ized tests for evaluating school learning and teacher 

performance has become a favorite theme of several contempo-

rary educational researchers. Glass further wrote that to 

use standardized tests in attempting to evaluate teachers 

would be to invite such predictable behavior as teachers 

teaching the "safe" topics and teaching for the test itself. 

The American Association of School Administrators 

agreed that, since student performance is multifaceted, no 

attempt should be made to shortcut its measurement by the 
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use of simplistic, standardized measures of academic achieve-

ment. An attempt to measure whether a teacher is competent 

simply by the scores of students on standardized tests is 

obviously inadequate. Such scores could be used as part of 

the teacher's evaluation, but only when specific conditions 

have been noted and taken into account. This method of 

teacher evaluation is not finding widespread acceptance and 

is used basically as an experimental program in school dis-

tricts that employ the procedure (35). 

Another controversial method of teacher evaluation is the 

assessment of teacher competency through controlled, simulated 

teaching modules. W. James Popham (40) has been the major 

proponent of teacher accountability by means of the direct 

measurement of teacher impact on pupil behavior—knowledge, 

skills, and attitudes. He has been joined by John D. McNeil 

and Jason Millman in research on this method of assessing 

teacher effectiveness. The procedure generally requires 

that a group of teachers be given advance notice of a few 

hours or a day or more that they will teach a specific topic 

to an unfamiliar group of students. Frequently, the teacher 

has had little prior experience with the proposed topic. 

The student groups are equated randomly, with respect to 

knowledge of the topic, ability, and motivation. In this 

way the posttest pupil performance is an unconfounded 

measure of the teacher's effect. 
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Popham found that one of the most elusive targets in 

the history of educational research is a valid index of 

teacher effectiveness. For this reason Popham developed his 

performance test of teaching proficiency as a viable alterna-

tive to other methods presently more widely accepted. His 

review of the research studies indicated that there is 

little reason to expect that teachers should be skilled 

goal achievers. By testing teachers' competence, Popham 

expected to increase their ability to attain reasonable 

goals. 

Rosenshine (45) compiled the results of several studies, 

which used methods similar to the Popham technique, concerning 

the short-term stability of teacher effect on change in pupil 

behavior. He concluded that, when teachers taught different 

topics to different students, the directions of the correla-

tions were erratic and few correlations were significant. 

Other studies indicated that there is little to be learned 

from the short-term teacher effect on pupil performance (19). 

Possibly another inherent weakness in relying too 

heavily on the Popham method of teacher evaluation is that 

it presumes that the act of teaching and the art of being a 

good teacher rest solely on the ability of a teacher to 

transmit knowledge to a student. Another basic problem in 

this technique is that of costs and administrative feasibili-

ty. New topics and tests would need to be developed each 

year. Costs in time and personnel in finding random groups 
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to be moved from room to room make the proposal rather 

difficult to implement. 

Start (49) would go one step further in defining the 

problems with teacher assessment through the testing of the 

teacher's effect on student learning. He noted that back-

lash to the "payment-by-results" for teacher performance is 

one major reason for professional unwillingness to use 

children's degree of learning as a measurement of teacher 

ability. He also wrote that the technical difficulty of 

estimating the improvement resulting from the effect of the 

teachers and "the nakedness that would be felt by teachers 

faced with such a direct measure of their performance" (49, 

p. 207) make the method difficult to implement. 

Aldrich (1) wrote that teachers must be held responsi-

ble and that there must be a means of assessing teacher 

accountability, but she questioned the theoretical and 

philosophical foundation of Popham's or Start's performance 

tests for measuring teaching proficiency. She wrote that 

teacher evaluation should be centered on how the teacher 

affects the environment of the school. Since the school 

environment is the key to success, all school personnel 

should be accountable for the environment they create. In 

contradiction to Popham's philosophy, Aldrich decided that 

the teacher should not be held accountable for what the 

child learns. In her view, if the teacher is responsible 

for how much the student learns, then he is placed in a 
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position of becoming manipulative, coercive, and conditioned 

in his relationship with children. This idea of measuring 

student progress forces a teacher to stress lower-level 

skills and neglect the higher domains of learning. Accord-

ing to Aldrich, the goal should not be to measure teacher 

effectiveness in scores, but in development of environment. 

The assessment must be focused on the art of teaching, not 

the science of teaching. 

The third and most commonly used method of teacher 

evaluation is that of observational-judgmental techniques. 

This process involves the use of someone's judgment about 

the teacher's effectiveness, based on his own concept of 

good teaching or his own concept of how a teacher rates on 

areas predetermined to be proper criteria of good teaching. 

The rise of rating techniques involved several areas of 

difficulty. Barr (37), in his analysis of 209 rating scales, 

found them all to be similar in the types of areas an evalu-

ator would be investigating in a teacher's performance. 

Vander Werf (52) was concerned that, regardless of which 

instrument is used for teacher evaluation, it must be valid, 

objective, and reliable. He stated that teachers have 

little faith in the evaluation instrument or in the proce-

dures employed in administering them. According to Vander 

Werf, any rating schemes that call for "critical appraisal 

of individual teacher achievement tend to create a gap 

between the principal . . . and the classroom teacher "(52, 
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p. 50). Quinn (42) found that in none of the hundreds of 

rating forms he studied were the items well-defined or were 

criteria established that would provide the teacher or the 

administrator with a definitive way to determine whether or 

not the item was realized. 

This unreliability of the evaluation instrument is 

complicated further by the uncertainty as to who should use 

the instrument. As attempts have been made to increase the 

effectiveness of teacher evaluation, educators have begun to 

investigate the possibilities of using people other than the 

principal or supervisor in the evaluation process. A method 

used primarily in institutions of higher education permits 

the student to evaluate the teacher. Although this method 

has value and has been used as a part of the overall evalua-

tion of teaching personnel, research studies have not been 

able to determine if the method is effective. Bryson (11) 

in her study showed a positive relationship between teacher 

evaluation and the amount learned by students. Yet, McDowell 

reported that "at present there are limited data to support 

the validity of student evaluations or the reliability and 

validity of the instruments used to measure teacher credi-

bility" (28, p. 330). Hill's study (22) indicated that 

student ratings of faculty, as they are currently collected, 

cannot be trusted for consideration of pay, promotion, or 

tenure. 
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In a survey of teachers by the Research Bureau of the 

National Education Association (34), however, 96 per cent of 

the teachers reported that the principal of their school 

should be the one to evaluate them. It was also discovered 

that, in about 50 per cent of the schools, the principal is 

assisted in his preparation of the form by an assistant 

principal, a supervisor, or department heads. In a few 

instances, the principal and at least one other person each 

prepared an evaluation of each teacher. 

In 1972 the Research Bureau of the National Education 

Association (35) reported that in several school systems 

experimental projects in teacher evaluation were being 

developed. The new methods included the use of multiple 

evaluators and the use of performance objectives. The in-

troduction of teacher evaluation by the. use of performance 

objectives, mutually or individually decided upon by the 

teacher and the evaluator, has generated much discussion. 

The development and assessment of teacher-performance goals 

have seemed to be the major difficulty in this method of 

teacher evaluation. Alvir (3) described quality objectives 

as marked by their clarity, accountability, and ability to 

be evaluated by lay persons. He emphasized that they should 

be qualitative objectives, as opposed to quanitative class-

room goals. 

Lipham (25) reported that the principal should see 

teacher evaluation as consisting of multiple activities. 
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The principal and the teacher should meet early in the year 

to review the goals for the year and the expectations for 

the teacher. Then evaluative sessions are necessary through-

out the year to determine how well the proposed goals are 

being achieved, expectations met, and individual needs ful-

filled. Quinn found that the basic problem encountered in 

developing a goals-oriented approach to teacher evaluation 

"is the lack of expertise in identifying appropriate and 

educationally significant objectives as well as arriving at 

a measurable criteria for those objectives" (42, p. 194). 

Moe (30) wrote that one of the advantages of goal-oriented 

teacher evaluation is that there develops a degree of com-

mitment by the participants. It becomes a challenge to set 

the goal. This makes the goal-setting process a supervision 

technique, not an evaluative technique. The goal-setting 

process forces one to focus on possible problem areas, which 

can identify strengths and weaknesses. 

Since the development of goal-oriented teacher evalua-

tion, several writers have investigated the expansion of the 

concept into a team approach to teacher evaluation. Bruno 

and Nottingham (10) agreed that teacher evaluation and in-

structional improvement can both be improved if a team of 

educators work collectively in an effort to provide assist-

ance to each other in developing better educational strate-

gies . 
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Begle and Brandt (7) reported that instructional 

leaders would seem to have a special responsibility for 

becoming acquainted with observational technology so that 

they can help teachers. To be able to gather observational 

data, "cooperative team activity is required involving 

teachers, supervisors, perhaps students and aides also" (7, 

p. 82). Hall (21) outlined a teacher-evaluation procedure, 

which includes visits from administrators, department chair-

persons, and visits by the teacher to the classrooms of more 

experienced teachers. Tolar's (32) studies supported the 

idea that administrators and teachers have similar percep-

tions of teacher performance. By asking teachers, students, 

administrators, and parents to list the five best and five 

worst teachers in a building, he found significant agreement 

between the administrative and instructional staff. This 

concept indicates that teachers and administrators can work 

as a team in evaluating teacher performance with a common 

standard of teaching effectiveness. 

Bruno and Nottingham's collegia1 team approach was 

developed "to meet the threefold challenge of increased 

marginal costs of teaching (teaching becoming more difficult), 

trying to re-establish a 'professional' type of teacher, and 

designing an incentive system that is not individual merit 

pay but group profit sharing" (10, p. 14). They wrote that 

the concept can bring both "teachers and administrators 

together into meaningful discussions concerning how best to 
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divide responsibilities to insure students are given the 

best educational program by the school district" (10, 

p. 16). 

As used by Bruno and Nottingham, the words "collegia1 

team" mean 

. . . that people of similar experience and background 
are engaged in efforts to achieve similar ends. It 
implies that the efforts of members of the team can be 
mutually supportive and that the entire team can be 
self-induced to improve his teaching if the feedback 
he receives is worthwhile in his eyes and if the feed-
back points out discrepancies by significant others 
(peers).... Given the proper conditions and support, 
a collegial team can be relied upon to actively seek 
improved performance among themselves and thus improved 
results. They will become a self-actualizing group of 
professionals (10, p. 11). 

In this respect, the team evaluation of teachers requires 

that educators accept some responsibility for their mutual 

growth. The research by Bruno and Nottingham indicated that 

a general readiness for the collegial concept exists among 

teachers. Awareness by teachers of those problems that 

exist in the present system makes them amenable to a change 

strategy that would address the problems identified. 

The collegial-team concept, although not the antithesis 

of other methods of teacher evaluation, varies both in 

theory and practice greatly from traditional methods of 

assessing teacher ability and teacher effectiveness. Which-

ever method is implemented in a school or whichever instru-

ment of teacher evaluation is used will have possibly some 
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impact on the educational institution and the personnel in 

that institution. 

Teacher Evaluation and School Personnel 

In a New England School Development Council Study (37), 

teachers were asked whom they wanted to have as participants 

in their teacher evaluation. Sixty-six per cent responded 

that they would include the principal; 48 per cent would 

include supervisors; 46 per cent would include the super-

intendent; 15 per cent would include teachers selected by 

the faculty; 10 per cent would include teachers selected by 

the administration; and 14 per cent would include students. 

However, the one person who most educators agree must be 

included in the process is the teacher being evaluated. 

Beller stated that "teachers are more likely to accept and 

actively support the decisions (about teacher evaluation) 

when they are an active part of the whole process rather 

than simply the pawns in a game" (8, p. 138). According to 

the American Association of School Administrators, 'the judg-

ments Con a teacher's evaluation] must be by more than one 

person. . . . The data on which the final review is made 

should be drawn from the combined imput of both peers and 

superiors" (4, p. 21). Jarvis and Pounds wrote that "staff 

members should be involved in the process as a co-operative 

means of educational improvement" (23, p. 28). These views 

indicate that evaluation should be a cooperative process. 
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Since the process of teacher evaluation should develop 

into a supportive relationship between administrative and 

instructional personnel, the nature of that relationship and 

the attitudes of those involved in the evaluative process 

become an intregal part of the overall educational system. 

An understanding of this relationship and how it is affected 

by the method of teacher evaluation used in a given school 

will enable educators to develop effective methods of teacher 

evaluation that will facilitate interpersonal and profession-

al cooperation. 

Pfeffer (38), in his study on environment and management 

styles, reported that managerial attitudes, perceptions, and 

behavior are related to the environment in which the total 

organization operates. He indicated that, in the evaluation 

of teachers, administrators not only relate to teachers 

through their own personality, but also through the climate 

of the school itself. Since much of that environment is 

determined by the nature of the relationship of the school 

personnel, teacher evaluation offers an opportunity for the 

administration to create an atmosphere that will improve 

the overall environment. Nasca (32) wrote that teachers 

look most favorably on administrative assistance in the area 

of instructional improvement (the goal of teacher evaluation) 

when it takes the form of demonstrations dealing with their 

own instructional problems. He concluded that teachers want 

assistance with specific instructional issues rather than 
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verbal-oriented tasks. This supportive role should be 

adhered to by those people who are in a position to help 

teachers improve instruction, i.e., the principal, depart-

ment chairperson, supervisor, assistant principal, and other 

teachers. 

The concept of assistance in instruction through ad-

ministrative supervision is the major component in Salek's 

(46) nondirective supervisory conferencing. Salek defined 

the nondirective approach as one in which the principal con-

centrates "on making himself a tool by which the principal 

reshapes his teachers' behaviors" (46, p. 35). The principal 

should remove judgmental thinking from the process of teacher 

evaluation. According to Salek, the need to evaluate the 

teacher or teacher performance must disappear as the two 

parties concentrate on improving instruction. As this rela-

tionship and mutual respect for each other's opinions develop 

and "once a basis for evaluation is established and perform-

ance expectancies set forth, teachers' fear or insecurity 

will be allayed by clarification of the procedure for evalua-

tion" (4, p. 20) . 

However, if principals and other members of the profes-

sional staff are to assist a teacher in the improvement of 

truction, then there will usually be instances in which 

direct teacher observation in the classroom will be necessary. 

According to Griffith, 
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. . . classroom observation is not mere looking; it is 
not a passive act without specific purpose or orderly 
procedure. It is an active, systematic, and purposeful 
process which requires an observer to be intellectually 
alert and continuously analytical so that he may ap-
praise the relevance of what goes on in the classroom 
to the special objectives of the subject field and the 
broader objective of education (20, p. 4). 

This concept of observation, by necessity, requires that the 

classroom observer be professionally attuned to the objec-

tives of the teacher. It manifests itself in a supportive 

relationship, not a casual or indifferent one. 

The effect of an observer (whether teacher, administra-

tor, or supervisor) has been studied by Mas ling and Stern 

(3). They concluded that the effects of an observer in a 

classroom are complex and do not necessarily diminish with 

the frequency of visits. Since having an observer will have 

some effect on the classroom, some studies have questioned 

whether most classroom observation and the resultant assist-

ance offered by the observer will be beneficial. 

Cook and Richards (14) studied the rating scores of 

both supervisors and principals who had evaluated the same 

teachers. They concluded that the scores were more a reflec-

tion of the raters" point of view than of a teacher's actual 

classroom behavior. Bellar (8) reported that observers are 

often affected by their beliefs and values. In some cases 

he found that the differences among observers were larger 

than the differences among teachers. 
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Recognizing that there may well be differences in 

observational techniques and conclusions drawn from those 

observations, the teacher may still benefit from suggestions 

from other professionals. McNeil (29) studied the effec-

tiveness in improving instruction of suggestions made by 

teachers. Twenty-four experienced teachers each selected a 

different reading skill, and each prepared a set of written 

suggestions for teaching the skill selected. Twenty-four 

less successful teachers (as measured by pupil achievement) 

were identified, divided into two groups, and asked to teach 

the skills. Both groups of twelve were observed by the ex-

perienced group the first time they taught the skill. Only 

the experimental group received suggestions and instruction 

from the experienced teachers before teaching the same skill 

to a new, randomly sampled group of students. There was 

significant improvement in the teaching effectiveness of the 

experimental group. It was concluded that suggestions from 

master teachers can be helpful for less successful teachers. 

Since teachers can benefit from the advice of other 

professionals, the question is whether or not they will use 

the advice. Simpson wrote that he did not believe that 

. . . teachers are professionally mature enough in an 
emotional sense to welcome and use criticism from 
colleagues. Because of past background or training, or 
more probably lack of appropriate training, many 
teachers today are geared consciously or unconsciously 
to resent suggestions and ideas coming from others 
which might be used in self-analysis (47, p. 91). 
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Allen, Barnes, Reece, and Robertson (2) also questioned 

the lasting benefits of outside observers and preferred 

teacher self-appraisal. They concluded that the teacher 

should become the expert consultant, while the administra-

tors and peers play a helping role in the evaluation of 

teacher performance. They emphasized that changes in teach-

ing behavior are most likely to occur in a threat-free 

atmosphere, in which each teacher is free to develop his 

own unique style of teaching. 

The threat-free atmosphere can be created to a great 

degree by the administrative staff of the school. Kung and 

Hoy (24) studied the leadership style of principals and the 

professional zone of acceptance of teachers. They found 

that a subordinate's professional zone of acceptance is re-

lated to the perceived leadership behavior of the principal. 

They concluded that the administrative style of the principal 

will have a direct impact on any teacher-evaluation process. 

Duncan (16) investigated the effect of different leader-

ship styles on the group morale of school employees. He 

found a significant difference in the group atmosphere be-

tween personnel working under employee—oriented administra-

tors and personnel working under task-oriented administrators. 

Application of his results to teacher evaluation would sug-

gest that a teacher-centered, cooperative, team approach to 

the improvement of instruction would create a more favorable 

climate for all involved. 
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Washington and Watson (54) wrote that positive teacher 

morale is the responsibility of the principal. They stated 

that the principal can influence teacher morale through 

encouraging the teacher's professional growth. Since the 

primary purpose of teacher evaluation is to create profes-

sional growth and to foster teacher effectiveness, the 

method of teacher evaluation used by the principal and the 

relationship that develops from the actual process of teacher 

evaluation will directly affect the morale of the school (17, 

25). If the process of teacher evaluation does have an 

effect on the relationship of coworkers and the atmosphere 

of an institution, then the method that is used in a school 

needs to be correlated with the educational climate that is 

most conducive to promoting the philosophical and educational 

goals of the school. 

Need for Additional Research 

To investigate adequately the effects of one method of 

teacher evaluation in relation to any other method of teacher 

evaluation, it is important to recognize that any change or 

innovation may have both primary and secondary effects on 

those involved in the process. Furthermore, in order to 

make recommendations and value judgments on any method of 

teacher evaluation, research is needed into these primary 

and secondary effects (26). McAfee's study (27) indicated 

that teachers and administrators differ greatly in their 
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evaluation of a teacher's performance. However, other 

studies (44) found that there can be a considerable amount 

of agreement between administrators and teachers. 

Gage (18) recommended that there is a need for better 

process-descriptive research in the forms of major projects 

using questionnaires, interviews, observations, and record-

ings applied to representative samples of classrooms. Burch 

and Peterson (13) concluded in their study that research was 

too theory-oriented and that what was needed is more evalua-

tion which they defined as the process of delineating, 

obtaining, and providing useful information for judging 

decision alternatives (12, p. 564). 

Research and evaluation reports are filled with findings 

which show no significant difference between innovative and 

conventional methods of teacher evaluation, according to 

Burger (5). He concluded that the key to any method of 

teacher evaluation is that teachers be recognized as impor-

tant decision makers and that they feel they are a part of 

the decision-making process. Any method of teacher evalua-

tion that increases the teacher's self—concept concerning 

the decision-making process will affect the overall level of 

instruction. 

Snider (48), in his study of twenty school districts in 

Iowa, questioned 400 teachers to determine which teachers felt 

that teacher evaluation is used for administrative purposes 

and which teachers believed teacher evaluation is intended 
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for instructional purposes. The study showed rather con-

clusively that teachers who feel teacher evaluation is for 

instructional purposes are supportive of evaluation, while 

those teachers who feel teacher evaluation is for adminis-

trative purposes tend to regard the teacher-evaluation 

process negatively. Snider stated that, if teacher percep-

tions of teacher evaluation "conflict notably with the 

administrator's view, then communications between adminis-

trators and teachers on this critical morale issue should 

be strengthened" (48, p. 571). 

How teachers feel about teacher evaluation in respect 

to its purpose, its reflection on them as professionals 

(43), and its effects on the development of interschool 

personnel relations are important areas of concern that can 

contribute to the morale of the school. Research is needed 

to document differences in selected attitudes held by 

teachers and administrators in relation to the method of 

teacher evaluation used in the school. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY 

This study focused on the effects that two different 

methods of teacher evaluation have on selected attitudes 

of teachers and administrators. Information regarding the 

methods and procedures of the study was divided into the 

following topics: description of the subjects; description 

of the instruments; collection of the data; and analysis of 

the data. 

The major function of this study was to collect data on 

teachers and administrators in a large, urban school district 

who have been participants in one of two methods of evalua-

tion. Personal-professional data were collected and used to 

compare selected attitudes of teachers and administrators 

who were involved in one of the two methods of teacher 

evaluation. For the purposes of this study, one method of 

teacher evaluation, the CT method, had as its major compo-

nents (1) the establishing of instructional goals for an 

individual teacher, utilizing the expertise of a team of 

educators, and (2) the subsequent monitoring and evaluation 

by the team of the progress of the teacher in attaining the 

instructional goals. The second method of teacher evaluation 

is referred to as the Administrator-Dominated Technique 
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(ADT). The ADT method of teacher evaluation provided for 

the evaluation of each teacher at the end of the school 

year. An administrator, usually the principal, rated each 

teacher on a rating scale on ten items related to the duties 

of the teachers. 

Description of the Subjects 

The 760 subjects of this study who properly completed 

and returned the Educator's Attitudinal Survey (EAS) were 

administrators and teachers employed in thirty-two schools 

in a large, urban school district. The following method 

was used to select the thirty-two schools in which the 

sample population worked. 

Schools Using the Collegial Technique 
of Teacher Evaluation 

The school district selected seventeen schools to 

participate in a pilot project to field test a team approach 

of teacher evaluation, which utilized the setting of spe-

cific instructional goals for each teacher in the school. 

The goals of the teacher were to be established through the 

consensus of a team of educators in the building. In this 

study this method is referred to as the Collegial Technique. 

Since the district is divided into five geographical 

subdistricts, the schools were selected so that one middle 

school and two elementary schools would come from each of 

the subdistricts. One comprehensive high school was 
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selected from two of the subdistricts. After the district's 

study began, one elementary school was dropped from the 

pilot project at the request of the principal. The remaining 

sixteen schools and their education staff represented a 

stratified, random sample of all schools in the district (2). 

The schools involved in the district's pilot project 

had a professional staff, which included 587 regular teach-

ers, forty-nine department chairpersons, twenty-eight 

instructional lead teachers, sixteen principals, and ten 

deans of instruction. A total of 690 teachers and adminis-

trators were involved in the implementation of the CT method 

of teacher evaluation. 

Schools Using the Administrator-Dominated 
Technique of Teacher Evaluation 

To insure representative sample of the remaining 

schools, which used the school district's traditional method 

of teacher evaluation (ADT) during the 1976-1977 school 

year, sixteen schools were selected for this study. The 

elementary and middle schools from each subdistrict were 

matched to the pilot schools in that subdistrict in respect 

to the grade levels taught in the school, the student en-

rollment, and the ethnicity of the student body (4). The 

two high schools selected were similarly matched to the 

pilot high schools but were not in the same subdistrict as 

the pilot schools. This method of selecting the sixteen 
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schools that used the ADT method of teacher evaluation pro-

vided a representative sample of the nonpilot schools. 

The selection of the sixteen schools using the ADT 

method of teacher evaluation consisted of two high schools, 

five middle schools, and nine elementary schools. The 

schools had a professional staff that included 578 regular 

teachers, forty-eight department chairpersons, twenty-eight 

instructional lead teachers, sixteen principals, and ten 

deans of instruction. A total of 680 teachers and adminis-

trators in the sixteen schools were involved in the imple-

mentation of the ADT method of teacher evaluation. 

Description of the Instruments 

Two instruments yielding personal-professional data 

were used to obtain data for this study. Both instruments 

were developed specifically for the study and are applicable 

only to this study or a replication of it. They were de-

signed to provide data that were used in testing the hypothe-

ses of the study and to provide information that could be 

used in comparing the two methods of teacher evaluation. 

Educator's Attitudinal Survey (EAS) 

The Educator's Attitudinal Survey (EAS) was designed to 

be completed by all participants in both the CT and ADT 

groups of teachers and administrators. The survey consisted 

of fifty-six statements (see Appendix C) that were to be 

responded to on a five-point Likert-type scale of (1) 
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strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) no opinion, (4) agree, 

and (5) strongly agree. Thirty-five of the statements in 

the EAS were designed to test the hypotheses of this study, 

and twenty-one of the statements were designed to provide 

information to support the results, conclusions, and recom-

mendations of the study. 

Neither in the EAS nor in the instructions for properly 

completing it, was there any mention that the study was 

designed to compare the two methods of teacher evaluation 

used in the district. The subjects were asked to respond to 

the statements on the EAS, in relation to their own personal 

experiences with the method of teacher evaluation used in 

their buildings during the 1976-1977 school year. No com-

parison by the subjects of one method of teacher evaluation 

was to be made with any other method of teacher evaluation 

with which the subjects may have had prior experience. The 

EAS was designed to generate responses that could be analyzed 

for statistical purposes. The elimination of any reference 

to the fact that there were two methods and that a comparison 

of the CT method with the traditional method was being made 

allowed the subjects to respond with less chance of a signif-

icant Hawthorne effect. 

The subjects were assured that their responses were 

anonymous and that the EAS was not coded as to school or 

individual subject. The questionnaires were identical 

except for being marked with a small dot to identify which 
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method of evaluation was being used at the school to which 

the EAS was sent. This anonymity was used to insure that 

those who responded could do so without reflecting on any 

specific school. Since the data acquired were analyzed by 

groups of subjects, it was not necessary to match subjects 

to specific schools. 

Construction of the EAS 

A tentative questionnaire was developed through the 

assistance of a review of related literature, research 

studies, discussions with college professors, public school 

teachers, and public school administrators (5). The original 

list of statements consisted of seventy-two items designed 

to ascertain the selected attitudes being studied. 

The tentative questionnaire was submitted to a panel 

of educators, consisting of two elementary school principals, 

a dean of instruction, two department chairpersons, two 

elementary teachers, a middle school teacher, and two 

secondary school teachers. The panel was asked to clarify 

the wording of the statements for meaning, to point out the 

statements which were not appropriate to the rating scale, 

and to determine if the instructions were clear. Any state-

ment that was not accepted by 70 per cent of the panel was 

not to be used. The panel also was asked to answer the 

statements in the questionnaire. No statements were found 

to be unclear or inappropriate to the rating scale. 
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The questionnaire was then submitted to a jury of 

authorities to determine if the statements were relevant to 

the selected attitudes being studied. Ten jury members were 

selected from authorities in the fields of education and 

educational research. The jury consisted of a research 

specialist, a professor of research, a professor of statis-

tics, two professors of administrative leadership, two pro-

fessors of secondary education, two professors of elementary 

education, and one professor of reading. The questionnaire, 

a letter of instructions with purposes of the study, and a 

self-addressed, stamped envelop were sent to each of the 

jurors. 

The seventy-two statements in the tentative question-

naire were divided into seven groups of statements. Each 

group of statements was designed to measure one attitude. 

Each statement in a group was designed to determine the ap-

propriate attitude. The jury was asked to mark any statement 

that did not apply adequately to the specified attitude. Any 

statement that was eliminated by more than three jurors was 

dropped from consideration for the final version. 

From the remaining statements, five items relating to 

each of the attitudes were selected for the final question-

naire. The EAS consisted of fifty-six statements to be 

answered by the subjects involved in the study. Statements 

one through ten were informational statements, designed to 

reflect the attitudes of the subjects as educators. The 
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statements were used to make recommendations and draw con-

clusions about the two methods of teacher evaluation. 

Statements eleven through forty-five were the items deter-

mined by the jurors to measure the selected attitudes of the 

subjects being studied. Statements forty-six through fifty-

six were statements designed to provide information relevant 

to the study. The data from the responses were used to 

support the findings and results of the study. 

Items 11, 18, 25, 32, and 39 were used to test Hypothe-

sis 1. Items 12, 19, 26, 33, and 40 were used to test 

Hypothesis 2. Items 13, 20, 27, 34, and 41 were used to 

test Hypothesis 3. Items 14, 21, 18, 24, and 42 were used 

to test Hypothesis 4. Items 15, 22, 29, 36, and 43 were used 

to test Hypothesis 5. Items 17, 23, 30, 37, and 44 were used 

to test Hypothesis 6 and Hypothesis 7. Items 16, 24, 31, 38, 

and 45 were used to measure Hypothesis 8. (See Appendix C.) 

Principal's Questionnaire (PQ) 

After the end of the 1976-1977 school year, a second 

questionnaire was sent to the thirty-two principals of the 

schools involved in the study. (See Appendix B.) The 

Principa1's Questionnaire (PQ) was designed to allow princi-

pals to make subjective observations about ihe method of 

teacher evaluation used in their buildings. It also pro-

vided for principals who used the CT method to make compari-

sons between it and the ADT method used in the past. The 



62 

data from the Principal's Questionnaire was used in discuss-

ing results and conclusions and in making recommendations 

about the two methods of teacher evaluation. 

Collection of the Data 

Contact was made by telephone with the principals of 

each of the thirty-two schools selected for the study. Per-

mission was obtained from all principals to send the EAS 

with a self-addressed, stamped envelop to each person on the 

instructional and administrative staffs. Follow-up telephone 

calls were made to the principals to insure that the correct 

number of questionnaires had been received and that proce-

dures for distribution were being followed. Instructions 

for the EAS stated that the questionnaire was to be com-

pleted by the subjects and returned by mail. All EAS ques-

tionnaires that were properly completed and returned by 

June 6, 1977, were included in the study. A total of 823 

questionnaires was returned by that date. Of those returned, 

760 were properly completed and used for collecting data. 

The Principal's Questionnaire was sent to the thirty-

two principals after the close of the school year. The 

twenty-three that were returned by July 5, 1977, were 

included in the study. 

Analysis of Data 

The research was of the quasi-experimental posttest 

only design. No external experimental variables were 
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imposed. However, the variables in the study were treated 

statistically as experimental and control variables which 

constitute independent samples (1, 3). 

The raw data generated from the EAS were transposed 

into a form compatible with computer analysis. The level of 

significance below which an hypothesis would be accepted was 

arbitrarily set at the .05 level. 

The analysis of data was done by calculating the raw 

total means of the seven groups of statements in the EAS 

designated to test a specific hypothesis. The one-way 

analysis of variance was applied to analyze the scores 

derived from each group of statements. Bartlett's Chi 

Square was used to establish homogeneity of variance in 

groups that varied in terms of numbers. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

The major purpose of this study was to investigate the 

effects of two methods of teacher evaluation on selected 

attitudes of participants in the evaluation process. One of 

the methods was based on a team approach to the establishing 

of instructional goals to be used in teacher evaluation. 

This method is called the Collegial Technique (CT). The 

second method involved the more traditional approach to 

teacher evaluation in which an administrator (usually the 

principal) rated the teachers in ten categories at the end 

of the year. This method, which did not require the adminis-

trator and teacher to work cooperatively during the evalua-

tion process, was called the Administrator-Dominated 

Technique (ADT) of teacher evaluation. 

This chapter includes the presentation and interpreta-

tion of the analyzed data collected for the purpose of this 

study. The analyses of data, as described in Chapter III, 

were done by calculating the mean scores of the sum of the 

scores in the Educator's Attitudinal Survey (EAS) that were 

designed to measure the favorable attitudes of the subjects 

concerning each selected attitude. Since each attitude was 

to be tested by five items on the EAS, data were collected 
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on both the means of the sums of the five statements per 

attitude and on the individual statements in the EAS. 

Data from the Principal's Questionnaire (PQ) were 

analyzed for informational purposes relevant to the two 

methods of teacher evaluation. The data from the PQ were 

designed to provide subjective information that was impor-

tant in making recommendations about the two methods of 

teacher evaluation. 

The one-way analysis of variance was used to analyze 

the scores derived from the EAS. Bartlett's Chi Square was 

used to establish homogeneity of variance in groups that 

varied in terms of numbers. The Chi Square probability 

levels were found to be insignificant, indicating no sig-

nificant variance within score distributions for groups 

compared. 

The chapter format for presenting and analyzing the 

data includes a presentation of the analyses of the data, 

obtained from the EAS, relevant to the eight hypotheses to 

be tested. Nonhypothesized data and a brief discussion of 

the findings conclude the chapter. 

Analysis of Data 

Since each hypothesis was tested by an analysis of the 

mean sums of the five items in each of the seven groups on 

the EAS, the scores on negatively worded statements were 

statistically reversed to reflect positive responses. In 
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this way the highest raw mean score would be twenty-five for 

each group of questions. This score would reflect the 

highest level of agreement with the statements and the most 

positive attitude. The lowest possible raw mean score would 

be five, which would be the greatest level of disagreement 

and the most negative attitude. 

Hypothesis 1^—Attitudes of the CT teacher group con-

cerning teacher evaluation in general will be significantly 

more positive than the attitudes of the ADT teacher group. 

The mean scores on teacher evaluation in general, which 

are shown in Table I, reveal that the CT teachers' score of 

14.37 is numerically more than the ADT teachers' score of 

14.17. Since the difference between the means is not sig-

nificant, Hypothesis 1 is rejected. 

TABLE I 

MEAN SCORES OF ADT TEACHERS AND CT TEACHERS ON 
TEACHER EVALUATION IN GENERAL 

Attitude 

ADT Teacher Group 
N = 277 

CT Teacher Group 
N = 342 

F P* 

Means SD Means SD 

Teacher 
Evaluation 
in General 14.17 2.95 14.37 3.48 .59 .44 

*P values less than or equal to .05 are considered to 
be significant. 
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Hypothesis 2—Attitudes of the CT teacher group con-

cerning teacher evaluation as a professional process will be 

significantly more positive than the attitudes of the ADT 

teacher group. 

The mean scores on teacher evaluation and professional-

ism, as shewn in Table II, reveal that the CT teachers' 

score of 15.18 is numerically greater than the ADT teachers' 

score of 14.44. Since the probability value of .06 is not 

significant, the hypothesis is rejected. 

TABLE II 

MEAN SCORES OF ADT TEACHER GROUP AND CT TEACHER 
GROUP ON TEACHER EVALUATION AND 

PROFESSIONALISM 

Attitude 

ADT Teacher Group 
N = 277 

Means SD 

CT Teacher Group 
N = 342 

Means SD 

P* 

Teacher 
Evaluation and 
Profess ionalism 14.44 4.84 15.18 4.72 3.68 06 

*P values less than or equal to .05 are considered to 
be significant. 

Hypothesis _3—Attitudes of the CT teacher group con-

cerning the administration of the school will be significant-

ly more positive than attitudes of the ADT teacher group. 

The mean scores on attitudes toward the building 

administration, as shown in Table III, reveal that the CT 



TABLE III 

MEAN SCORES OF THE ADT TEACHER GROUP AND CT TEACHER 
GROUP ON THE SCHOOL'S ADMINISTRATION 
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Attitudes 

ADT Teacher Group 
N = 277 

CT Teacher Group 
N = 342 

F p* 

Means SD Means SD 

School's 
Administration 15.30 

i—1 • 15.24 

i—1 
i—1 • 
"si* .03 

LO 
1 

00 • 

*P values less than or equal to .05 are considered to 
be significant. 

teachers' scores of 15.24 are less than the ADT score of 

15.30. Since the probability value of .85 is not signifi-

cant, the hypothesis is rejected. 

Hypothesis 4—Attitudes of the CT teacher group con-

cerning their involvement in the decisions concerning the 

instructional program will be significantly more positive 

than the attitudes of the ADT group of teachers. 

The mean scores on teacher involvement in the decision-

making process, which are shown in Table IV, reveal that the 

CT teachers' score of 13.97 is greater than the ADT teachers' 

score of 13.84. Since the probability value of .73 is not 

significant, the hypothesis is rejected. 

Hypothesis _5—Attitudes of the CT teacher group con-

cerning chairpersons/lead teachers will be significantly more 

positive than the attitudes of the ADT teacher group. 
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MEAN SCORES OF THE ADT TEACHER GROUP AND THE CT 
TEACHER GROUP CONCERNING THEIR INVOLVEMENT IN 

INSTRUCTIONAL DECISION 
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Attitudes 

ADT Teacher Group 
N = 277 

CT Teacher Group 
N = 342 

F P* 

Means SD Means SD 

Involvement 
in Decisions 13.84 4.46 13.97 4.40 .12 .73 

*P values less than or equal to .05 are considered to 
be significant. 

As shown in Table V, the mean scores of CT teachers on 

attitude toward department chairpersons and lead teachers 

are 14.63. This score is numerically greater than the ADT 

TABLE V 

MEAN SCORES OF THE ADT TEACHER GROUP AND THE CT 
TEACHER GROUP CONCERNING DEPARTMENT 

CHAIRPERSONS/TEAM LEADERS 

Attitude 

ADT Teacher Group 
N = 277 

CT Teacher Group 
N = 342 

F P* 

Means SD Means SD 

Department 
Cha irpers on/ 
Team Leader 14.12 3.87 14.63 4.16 2.48 0.12 

*P values of less than or equal to .05 are considered 
to be significant. 
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teachers' score of 14.12. Since the probability value of 

.12 is not significant, the hypothesis is rejected. 

Hypothesis 6—Attitudes of the CT teacher group con-

cerning the use of teacher evaluation as a method to improve 

instruction will be significantly more positive than the 

attitudes of the ADT teacher group. 

The mean scores on teacher evaluation as a method for 

improvement of instruction are found in Table VI; they show 

that the CT teachers' score of 15.10 is greater than the ADT 

teachers' score of 13.30. Since the probability value of 

.01 is highly significant even to the .01 level, the hy-

pothesis is accepted. 

TABLE VI 

MEAN SCORES OF THE ADT TEACHER GROUP AND THE CT 
TEACHER GROUP ON TEACHER EVALUATION FOR THE 

IMPROVEMENT OF INSTRUCTION 

Attitude 

ADT Teacher Group 
N = 277 

CT Teacher Group 
N = 342 

F P* 

Means SD Means SD 

Improvement of 
Instruction 13.30 4.64 15.10 4.51 23.61 .01 

to be significant. 

Hypothesis ^--Attitudes of the CT group of principals 

concerning the use of teacher evaluation as a method for 
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improvement instruction will be significantly more positive 

than the attitudes of the ADT group of principals. 

The mean scores on teacher evaluation as a method for 

improvement of instruction are shown in Table VII. The 

scores reveal that the CT principals' score of 20.86 is 

greater than the ADT principals' score of 19.17. Since the 

probability value of .11 is not significant, the hypothesis 

is rejected. 

TABLE VII 

MEAN SCORES OF THE ADT GROUP OF PRINCIPALS AND THE 
CT GROUP OF PRINCIPALS ON TEACHER EVALUATION 

FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF INSTRUCTION 

Factor 

ADT Group of 
Administrators 

N = 12 

CT Group of 
Administrators 

N = 14 F P* 

Means SD Means SD 

Teacher 
Evaluation and 
Improvement of 
Instruction 19.17 2.98 20.85 2.25 2.71 .11 

*P values of less than or equal to .05 are considered 
to be significant. 

Hypothesis 81—Attitudes of the CT group of principals 

concerning their being the instructional leader in the 

building will be significantly more positive than the atti-

tudes of the ADT group of principals. 
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The mean scores on the principals 1 belief that they are 

the instructional leader of their building are found in 

Table VIII. The scores show that the CT principals' score 

of 20.57 is less than the ADT principals' score of 21.42. 

Since the probability value of .45 is not significant, the 

hypothesis is rejected. 

TABLE VIII 

MEAN SCORES OF THE ADT GROUP OF PRINCIPALS AND CT 
GROUP OF PRINCIPALS ON TEACHER EVALUATION 

AND INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP 

Attitude 

ADT Group of 
Administrators 

CT Group of 
Administrators 

F P* 

Means SD Means SD 

Teacher Evaluation 
and Instructional 
Leadership 21.42 2.02 20.57 3. 30 .59 .44 

significant. 

Nonhypothesized Data 

An investigation into the responses of department 

chairpersons in middle schools are shown in Table X. Their 

mean scores show that, in all but one area, CT department 

chairpersons in middle schools have a significantly more 

positive attitude than the group of ADT department chair-

persons in middle schools. Only on their attitude about 

their position was there no significant difference between 
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TABLE IX 

TOTAL CT PRINCIPAL RESPONSE TO COMPARISON OF CT AND 
ADT METHOD OF TEACHER EVALUATION 

(PQ ITEM 7)* 

Response Number Per cent 

Strongly Agree 6 50.00 

Agree 5 41.67 

Disagree 1 9.33 

Strongly disagree 0 .00 

Total 12 100.00 

*The questionnaire item read as follows: I believe the 
pilot method of teacher evaluation as compared to the 
standard method gives me more opportunity for leadership in 
instruction in my building. 

the CT group of middle school department chairpersons and 

the ADT group. The CT group's significantly more positive 

attitude in the six remaining areas may be attributed to 

their involvement in the process of teacher evaluation. 

As shown in Table XI, the department chairpersons in 

high schools did not differ in attitudes with the exception 

of their own role in working with teachers. The CT high 

school department chairpersons had a significantly more 

positive feeling about their service to the teachers than 

did the ADT high school department chairpersons. 
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TABLE X 

MEAN SCORES OF THE ADT GROUP OF MIDDLE SCHOOL DEPARTMENT 
CHAIRPERSONS AND THE CT GROUP OF MIDDLE SCHOOL 

DEPARTMENT CHAIRPERSONS ON SEVEN 
SELECTED ATTITUDES 

Attitude 

ADT Group of 
Department 

Cha irpers ons/ 
Lead Teachers 

N = 17 

CT Group of 
Department 
Chairperson/ 
Lead Teachers 

N = 2 3 
F P* 

Means SD Means SD 

Teacher Evaluation 1 3 . 6 4 2 . 5 5 1 6 . 2 6 2 . 8 6 8 . 9 3 . 0 1 

Professionalism 1 2 . 4 1 4 . 2 6 1 8 . 30 4 . 3 5 1 8 . 2 4 . 0 1 

Administration 1 3 . 1 1 3 . 6 9 1 6 . 7 8 4 . 7 1 7 . 0 7 . 0 1 

Decision making 1 2 . 5 2 4 . 2 7 1 6 . 1 7 5 . 0 2 5 . 8 2 . 0 2 

Department 
Chairperson 1 5 . 8 8 3 . 4 0 1 7 . 4 8 4 . 9 1 1 . 3 2 . 2 5 

Instructional 
Improvement 1 0 . 8 2 3 . 5 2 1 7 . 39 4 . 6 7 2 3 . 6 3 . 0 1 

Principal as 
Instructional 
Leader 1 1 . 1 7 2 . 8 1 1 6 . 7 8 3 . 6 3 2 8 . 0 4 . 0 1 

Principals are equally divided as to which of two major 

components of the CT method of teacher evaluation is the 

more important. The CT principals were asked to choose 

between the team-approach component and the goal-setting 

component as to which component they felt was the more 
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TABLE XI 

MEAN SCORES OF THE ADT GROUP OF HIGH SCHOOL DEPARTMENT 
CHAIRPERSONS AND THE CT GROUP OF HIGH SCHOOL 

DEPARTMENT CHAIRPERSONS ON SEVEN 
SELECTED ATTITUDES 

Attitude 

ADT Group of 
Department 

Chairpersons/ 
Lead Teachers 

N = 14 

CT Group of 
Department 

Cha irpersons/ 
Lead Teachers 

N = 15 
F P* 

Means SD Means SD 

Teacher Evaluation 14.43 3.32 15.93 4. 30 1.10 . 30 

Profess ionalism 14.43 4.27 16.20 6. 36 .76 .39 

Administration 14.71 3.62 15.40 3.77 .24 .62 

Decision making 15.28 3.60 15.67 5.03 .05 .81 

Department 
Chairperson 16.57 2.56 19.00 3.16 5.11 .03 

Instructional 
Improvement 13.71 3.87 16.33 5.97 1.93 .18 

Principal as 
Instructional 
Leader 14.86 3.84 15.60 5.17 .19 .67 

important to effective teacher evaluation. As shown in 

Table XII, 50 per cent believed the team approach was the 

more important, while the other 50 per cent felt that the 

setting of goals was more important. 

An analysis of the twenty-six statements on the EAS 

that were designed to provide information about the CT and 



TABLE XII 

TOTAL CT PRINCIPAL RESPONSE TO RELATIVE 
IMPORTANCE OF COMPONENTS IN THE CT 

METHOD OF TEACHER EVALUATION 
(PQ ITEM 6)* 
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Choice Number Percentage 

The team approach is the most 
important component. 6 50.00 

The setting of goals is the most 
important component. 6 50.00 

Total 12 100.00 

ADT groups are shown in Table XIII. The five items that 

showed significant differences between the responses of the 

groups all indicate a more positive attitude among the CT 

teachers. As shown in item 7, teachers who participated in 

the team approach to goal setting in teacher evaluation 

believed that the administrators know what the goals for 

their classrooms are. CT teachers also were more willing 

to have educators other than the principal participate in 

their evaluation (item 10). Item 53 shows that CT teachers 

believed more strongly than ADT teachers that teacher 

evaluation actually assists a teacher in becoming a better 

teacher. According to item 55, both teacher groups believed 

their method of teacher evaluation needs major revision. 

However, the ADT group was significantly more certain that 



78 

their method needs to be revised. As is shown in item 56, 

CT teachers had a significantly more positive feeling 

toward their method of teacher evaluation in respect to 

its developing a spirit of cooperation between teachers 

and administrators in solving common instructional problems. 

Data on the individual statements that were designed 

to test the hypotheses (items 11-45) are shown in Table XIII. 

This information is useful in understanding the attitudes of 

the subjects. As item 11 indicates the majority of teachers 

in both groups believe that no method of teacher evaluation 

can properly reflect the abilities of a teacher. The in-

dividual distribution by per cent of the subjects' responses 

to the Likert scale provides added insight into how strongly 

the teachers feel about particular statements. Item 38 

shows that not only do teachers believe that their principals 

are too far removed from the classroom, but also they believe 

this very strongly. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study was undertaken to investigate the effects of 

two methods of teacher evaluation on selected attitudes of 

teachers and administrators. This chapter presents a summary 

of the methods and procedures used to collect and analyze the 

data, the findings and conclusions derived from the study, 

and the recommendations suggested by the results. 

Summary 

The 760 subjects of this study were teachers and ad-

ministrators in thirty-two public schools in a large, urban 

school district. The subjects were divided into two groups, 

according to the method of teacher evaluation used in their 

building during the 1976-1977 school year. One method 

emphasized the setting of instructional goals for each 

teacher by a team of educators for purposes of teacher 

evaluation. This method was called the Collegial Technique 

(CT) of teacher evaluation. The second method was the more 

traditional approach to teacher evaluation, which provided 

for an administrator (usually the principal) to rate the 

94 



95 

teacher in ten areas on a three-point scale. This method 

was called the Administrator-Dominated Technique (ADT). 

Two instruments yielding two types of information were 

used to collect data for this study. The Educator's Atti-

tudinal Survey (EAS) provided data from teachers and adminis-

trators concerning their attitudes about (1) teacher 

evaluation in general, (2) teacher evaluation as a profes-

sional process, (3) the school's administration, (4) teacher 

involvement in decisions concerning the instructional pro-

gram, (5) department chairpersons/team leaders, (6) teacher 

evaluation as a tool for the improvement of instruction, and 

(7) the principal as the instructional leader. The princi-

pal 's Questionnaire provided information from the principals 

of the thirty-two schools involved in the study concerning 

the implementation of the two methods of teacher evaluation. 

The data collected from the instruments were analyzed 

for statistical purposes. The one-way analysis of variance 

was applied to analyze the mean scores derived from each 

group of statements on the EAS that measured the selected 

attitudes. Results were used to reject or retain the 

hypotheses, as stated in Chapter I. 

Findings 

Statistical treatment of the data presented in Chapter IV 

comprised the basis for the rejection or retention of the 

hypotheses. An hypothesis was rejected when the probability 
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level computed by the analysis of variance was equal to or 

greater than .05. In contrast, probability levels less than 

or equal to .05 were considered significant, thereby justify-

ing the retention of the hypothesis. The analysis and in-

terpretation of the data resulted in the following findings. 

1. The CT teacher group had a significantly more 

positive attitude toward the use of teacher evaluation as a 

means of improving instruction than did the ADT teacher 

group. 

2. There were no other significant differences in 

attitudes of the CT teacher group and the ADT teacher group. 

3. There was no significant difference in the attitudes 

of the two groups of principals concerning teacher evaluation 

as a means of improving instruction. 

4. There was no significant difference in the attitudes 

of the two groups of principals concerning their belief that 

they are the instructional leaders of the schools. 

5. Principals who had used both methods believed the 

team approach with goal setting enabled them to serve more 

effectively as the leader of instruction in the building 

than had the formerly used ADT method. 

6. CT teachers believed that teacher evaluation is a 

more professional process than did the ADT teachers. CT 

teachers expressed generally more favorable attitudes toward 

teacher evaluation and those people involved in the evalua-

tion process. 
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7. Principals who used both methods preferred the 

Collegial Technique of teacher evaluation for the following 

reasons: (1) the establishing of teacher goals, (2) the use 

of more than one person in teacher evaluation, (3) two-way 

communication on problems and suggested solutions, (4) the 

professional relationship, (5) teacher awareness of what was 

expected, and (6) more time for department chairpersons/team 

leaders to work with teachers. 

8. Although principals using the team approach favored 

it, they found some areas that posed problems for them. 

They felt that it was time-consuming and that school person-

nel did not have enough training in the setting of attainable 

educational goals. 

9. Principals using the traditional Administrator-

Dominated Technique liked its simplicity, ease of completion, 

and its three-point rating scale. 

10. Some of the ADT principals felt their method (1) 

was too subjective, (2) was too vague, (3) contained criteria 

that were not pertinent to good teaching, (4) was not goal-

oriented, and (5) did not provide for assistance from other 

school personnel. 

Conclusions 

Based on the findings of the study and subject to the 

limitations imposed by the research sample, the following 

conclusions are drawn. 



98 

1. When using teacher evaluation as a means for im-

proving instruction it is better to use the Collegial 

Technique than the Administrator-Dominated method. 

2. Except in the area of improvement of instruction 

it does not make much difference whether teachers are 

evaluated by the team method or by the principal alone, as 

far as teacher attitudes are concerned. 

3. Since the principals using the CT method of evalua-

tion and those using the ADT method expressed similar atti-

tudes about teacher evaluation there is no indication that 

one method is better than the other. 

4. Since principals who had used both methods felt 

that they could serve more effectively as the leader of 

instruction in their buildings when using the Collegial 

Technique, it would be advisable for administration to 

seriously consider this method of teacher evaluation. 

5. As can be expected, principals have a much more 

favorable attitude toward teacher evaluation, department 

chairpersons/lead teachers, and their own administrative 

abilities. This difference is to be expected, since the 

responsibilities and duties of administrative and instruc-

tional personnel are different. 

6. Since the teachers evaluated by a team felt that 

the process was more professional and that the method 

developed more cooperation with administrators, the morale 
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of CT teachers is more likely to be higher than that of ADT 

teachers. 

Recommendations 

On the basis of the findings,and conclusions of this 

study, the following recommendations are made. 

1. It is recommended that the Collegial Technique of 

teacher evaluation be used by principals who feel comfortable 

in working in a team situation. 

2. It is recommended that the setting of teacher in-

structional goals be incorporated into any method of teacher 

evaluation, since a large majority of teachers believe that 

the setting of goals is an important part of evaluation. 

3. It is recommended that the responsibilities and 

duties of department chairpersons/lead teachers be expanded 

to insure that teachers benefit from their experience and 

expertise. 

Suggested Research 

It is suggested that further research be done to 

determine the following: 

1. The effect of the two methods of teacher evalua-

tion on the morale of the teaching staff; and 

2. A model be constructed to determine effective 

procedures for insuring that teacher evaluation serves the 

purposes for which it is intended. 
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APPENDIX A 

TEACHER EVALUATION 

Confidential 

Recommendation of Principal: 

The teacher is successfully fulfilling the instructional 
goals as established by Board-approved curriculum as 
well as meeting the professional expectations as described 
in this document and is recommended for continued employ-
ment. 

The teacher's success in achieving the instructional 
goals of the District and/or meeting the professional 
expectations as outlined in this document is marginal. 
Continued employment is contingent upon successfully 
fulfilling the requirements outlined. (Appendices will 
be attached to this document and will contain prescrip-
tive remedies for the correction of performance defi-
ciencies as determined by the principal/evaluation 
team.) 

The teacher is unsuccessful in achieving the instruc-
tional goals of the District and/or the professional 
expectations as outlined in this document and therefore 
is recommended for dismissal. 

Teacher's Statement: 

A formal conference was held on (date) with 
my principal. 

I acknowledge that each of the professional characteristics 
and instructional performances listed within was discussed and 
that specific suggestions were recommended. I understand 
that my signature below does not necessarily mean that I 
agree with the evaluation. I also understand that I have the 
right to discuss my status with the Assistant Superintendent 
—Personnel of the Independent School District. 

Signed comments are attached by principal • and/or teacher • 
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Date Teacher's Signature_ 

School Teacher's Social Security No._ 

Principal's Signature 

Teaching Assignment 

Number of years of service, including this year, in this 

s choo1 

Current years of service, including this year, in the 

School District 

Total years of service in the teaching profession_ 

Comments: 
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I. PROFESSIONAL EVALUATION FORM 

Teacher School 

I. Professional 

Successful Marginal Unsuccessful 

A. The teacher maintains a continuous effort to 
achieve professional improvement, attitudes, and 
conduct. Also, the teacher observes professional 
ethics; works cooperatively with the entire staff; 
seeks, shares, and respects ideas of others; re-
frains from revealing confidential information 
regarding pupils and their families. 

B. The teacher supports established administrative 
policies and directives and performs all required 
school routines and responsibilities on time. 

C. The teacher's absences are minimal and do not 
significantly impede the learning progress of 
students. 

D. The teacher is consistently fair and impartial; 
praise and criticism are based on fact; all 
criticism is constructive; individual pupils are 
not excessively criticized; the teacher avoids 
criticism which may result in any embarrassment. 

E. The teacher sets an example of and encourages 
socially acceptable behavior (e.g., dress, correct 
usage of speech, and manner), which results in an 
educational climate free of disruption. 

F. The teacher maintains an atmosphere conducive to 
freedom of thought and creative expression and shows 
respect for pupil opinions and suggestions. He/she 
fosters a positive self-concept in each pupil. 

G. The teacher demonstrates and communicates a vital 
interest in and understanding of each pupil's 
social, emotional, physical, and intellectual 
growth. 
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H. Classroom management is orderly and businesslike 
and gives evidence of student knowledge of teacher 
expectations for routines and classroom procedure. 
The teacher resolves behavior problems with 
minimal disruptions to the learning climate and 
creates a teaching environment conducive to learn-
ing. 

I. The teacher's condition of health enables the 
teacher to achieve the instructional goals of the 
District. 

J. The teacher establishes and conducts a system of 
communication wherein the parents are able to 
interpret the periodic progress reports in terms of 
course goals, student level of achievement of these 
goals, reasons for student achievement, and means 
for continued progress. 

II. Instructional Evaluation Rating 

A. Appraisal of Original or Modified Goals 
(December of a school year) 

B. Attainment of Original or Modified Goals 
(March 31 of a school year) 



APPENDIX B 

TEACHER EVALUATION 

Confidential 

Recommendation of Principal: 

Recommend for reemployment 

Not recommended for reemployment 

Teacher's Statement: 

A formal conference was held on (date) with 
my principal. 

I acknowledge that each of the personal and professional 
characteristics listed within was discussed and that spe-
cific suggestions were recommended. I understand that my 
signature below does not necessarily mean that I agreed with 
the evaluation. I also understand that I have the right to 
discuss my status with the Assistant Superintendent—Person-
nel. 

Signed comments are attached by principal • and/or teacher dJ 

Date Teacher's Signature 

Principal's Signature 

Teacher's Overall Rating 

Successful Marginal Unsuccessful 

Teaching Assignment_ 
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Number of years of service, including this year, in this 

s choo 1 

Current years of service, including this year, in the 

school district 

Total years of service in the teaching profession_ 

Comments : 

I. Classroom Management 

Successful Marginal Unsuccessful 

A. 

B. 
C. 

D. 

E. 

The teacher creates a room atmosphere conducive 
to learning. 
He administers classroom routines effectively. 
He maintains good order without compulsion and 
makes few reprimands. The need for disciplinary 
action is infrequent. Pupils show respect for 
the teacher, his knowledge, and his methods, as 
evidenced by such reaction as courteous attention 
and requests for help. 
He maintains control; handles his own routine 
discipline problems; is firm and consistent, but 
friendly; is self-confident in management of 
pupils. 
The classroom situation is orderly and business-
like and indicates planning and control. 

II. Pupil-Teacher Relationships 

Successful Marginal Unsuccessful 

A. The teacher is consistently fair and impartial; 
praise and criticism are based on fact; all 
criticism is constructive; individual pupils are 
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not excessively criticized; the confidence of the 
children is maintained. 

B. He sets an example of, and encourages, socially 
acceptable behavior (e.g., dress, correct usage 
of speech and manner). 

C. He maintains an atmosphere conducive to freedom 
of thought and creative expression and shows 
respect for pupil opinions and suggestions. 

D. He recognizes and fosters each pupil's worth and 
dignity. 

E. He demonstrates and communicates a vital interest 
in and understanding of each pupil's social, 
emotional, physical, and intellectual growth. 

F. He handles behavior problems without emotional 
extremes. 

III. Professional Attitude and Conduct 
Successful Marginal Unsuccessful 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

The teacher maintains a continuous effort to 
achieve professional development and attitudes 
and conduct. 
He observes professional ethics; works and co-
operates with the entire staff; seeks, shares, and 
respects ideas of others; refrains from revealing 
confidential information regarding pupils and 
their families. Conversations regarding patrons 
and staff are confined to an ethical level. 
He supports established administrative policies 
and directives. 
He performs all required school routines and 
responsibilities on time. 
He exercises professional judgment in absences 
from work. 

IV. Preparation and Planning 

Successful Marginal Unsuccessful 

A. He prepares long-term plans for learning experi-
ences from which daily plans developed. 



108 

B. 

C. 

D. 

He plans and makes necessary arrangements in 
advance for materials, equipment, and supplies 
to carry out the instructional program. 
He makes current lesson plans for substitutes 
in such a manner as to insure the continuance 
of the regular instructional program. 
He adapts plans to circumstances, uses contribu-
tions and suggestions of pupils; adapts methods 
and techniques to the need of individual pupils; 
develops new methods and materials to fit the 
changing curriculum. 

V. Knowledge of Subject Matter 

Successful Marginal Unsuccessful 

A. The teacher demonstrates a high degree of 
knowledge, understanding and skill with respect 
to the subject matter areas being taught. 

B. He engages in professional study, such as college 
courses, et cetera. 

C. He has an awareness of the problems of the chang-
ing society. 

VI. Public Relations 

Successful Marginal Unsuccessful 

B. 

The teacher aids in establishing and maintaining 
a good relationship between the school and the 
community. 
He communicates with parents regarding group 
goals and accomplishments as well as individual 
problems and progress. 

VII. Techniques of Instruction 

Successful Marginal Unsuccessful 
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A. The teacher provides for purposeful use of each 
pupil's time throughout the school day. 

B. He guides the pupils into efficient study habits. 
C. He provides ample opportunities for the expression 

of clear, accurate, complete, and pertinent ideas. 
D. He adapts materials and methods to the interests, 

needs, and abilities of groups and individual 
pupils. Each pupil is challenged, yet experiences 
frequent successes. 

E. He emphasizes a sequential development of funda-
mental skills and stresses competency in their 
use. 

F. He encourages a high quality of performance con-
sistent with the individual's ability. 

G. He makes certain that assignments and directions 
are clearly understood and allows ample time for 
completion of tasks. 

H. He uses learning aids, such as audio-visual equip-
ment and material, in an effective manner. 

I. He uses methods and techniques which stimulate 
creative expression. 

J. He provides opportunities in and out of class for 
the development of leadership and cooperation 
among pupils. 

VIII. Pupil Adjustment 

Successful Marginal Unsuccessful 

A. The teacher solicits assistance from all possible 
sources—principals, parents, nurse, consultants— 
which will aid adjustment. 

B. He provides a basis for the development of re-
sponsibility. 

C. He accepts and observes individual differences: 
mental, physical, social, and emotional. 

D. He provides an opportunity for both group and 
self-evaluation. 

E. He plans and guides a tension-free classroom. 

IX. Pupil Evaluation 

Successful Marginal Unsuccessful 
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A. The teacher objectively evaluates each pupil's 
academic and social progress. 

B. He communicates frequently with parents regarding 
the pupil's progress and areas of difficulty. 

C. He maintains records of pupil achievement to 
increase objectivity in grading. 

D. He maintains and uses cumulative records in a 
professional manner. 

E. He assists pupils in consistently appraising their 
own work. 

F. He administers standardized tests in accordance 
with district policy. 

G. He interprets and uses all test results in a 
professional manner and with concern for individual 
pupil dignity. 

H. He prepares meaningful reports for administrators 
and other staff personnel as needed. 

X. Health and Appearance 

Successful Marginal Unsuccessful 

A. The teacher's dress and grooming are appropriate, 
B. He maintains poise and stability. 
C. He demonstrates vigor and vitality in the per-

formance of duties. 



APPENDIX C 

COVER LETTER AND EDUCATORS ATTITUDINAL SURVEY 

May 1, 1977 

Dear Educator, 

As a graduate student at North Texas State University, 
I am doing research into the attitudes of educators concern-
ing importnat aspects of the teaching profession. I would 
greatly appreciate your completing the enclosed questionnaire 
and returning it to me in the enclosed self—addressed 
envelope. 

I realize that this is a very hectic time of the year 
and that you are being asked to do many things to prepare 
for the closing of the school. However, I feel the informa-
tion derived from the survey will be useful to educators and 
worthy of your time. The survey will take a maximum of ten 
minutes to complete. The surveys are strictly anonymous and 
are not identified by individual schools or teachers. 

I also recognize that in some instances you may have 
completed surveys with similar information. However, this 
research is completely independent of any other and will be 
used in developing an individual dissertation. 

Please complete and return the survey as soon as possible. 
I hope you have a pleasant and relaxing summer, and I appre-
ciate your consideration in this matter. 

Respectfully, 

Charles C. Cole 
Principal 
Robert E. Lee Elementary 
Dallas Independent School 

District 
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CHECK THE APPROPRIATE INFORMATION 

Position 
Teacher 
Department Chairperson (or Lead Teacher) 
Administrator 

Principal 
Assistant Principal 
Dean of Instruction 

Assignment 
Elementary 
Middle School 
Secondary 

Experience 
0-5 years 
5-10 years 
Over 10 years 

Sex 
Male 
Female 
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EDUCATORS ATTITUDINAL SURVEY 

This inventory is designed to reflect your attitudes as 
developed through your own personal experiences. Respond 
to the following statements by circling the appropriate number 
which reflects your feeling of agreement or disagreement with 
each item in the survey. One (1) means "strongly disagree," 
and five (5) means "strongly agree." 

CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE NUMBER 

c 
0 

>1 0) CD •H >i 
H Q) CD c i—i 
tr> u U -H tn 

o. 0) C (D 
0 03 fO o 0) 0 Q) 
U 03 U) u u u 
-p *H •H 0 -p tp 
W Q Q £ < U) < 

1 2 3 4 5 

As an educator, _I believe: 

1. Teaching is a profession that main-
tains high standards of quality and 
competence. 

2. The setting of specific instructional 
goals should be a part of the teacher-
evaluation process. 

3. The classroom teacher is an integral 
part of the decision-making process 
involving instructional changes in 
the school. 

4. Administrators are open to innovative 
and creative approaches to solving 
teacher's problems. 

5. The classroom teacher is treated as a 
professional by the administrators in 
the building. 

6. The classroom teacher does not under-
stand the role of the Department 
Chairperson/Lead Teacher. 

7. The administrators of the school know 
what the instructional goals of the 
teachers are for their classes. 

8. The primary purpose of teacher evalua-
tion is to improve instruction. 
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1 2 3 4 5 9. Improvement of instruction is a major 
function of the administrators of the 
school. 

1 2 3 4 5 10. School personnel other than the indi-
vidual teacher and the principal 
should be included in the evaluation 
of a teacher. 

Through my experiences this year with 
the present method of-teacher evalua-
tion used in my building, 1 believe: 

1 2 3 4 5 11. No method of teacher evaluation can 
properly reflect the abilities of a 
teacher. 

1 2 3 4 5 12. Administrators in the building do not 
work with teachers as though the teach-
er is a true professional. 

1 2 3 4 5 13. The administrators in the school have 
a good understanding of the frustra-
tion of the classroom teachers. 

1 2 3 4 5 14. The classroom teacher has little 
input into the instructional decisions 
made in the school. 

1 2 3 4 5 15. Department Chairpersons/Lead Teachers 
provide valuable services for the 
teacher. 

1 2 3 4 5 16. The primary force in instructional 
leadership is the principal. 

1 2 3 4 5 17. Teacher evaluation is an effective 
tool for the improvement of instruc-
tion. 

1 2 3 4 5 18. The individual classroom teacher is 
the only person who can adequately 
evaluate that teacher's effectiveness. 
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1 2 3 4 5 19. The evaluation process develops a 
professional relationship between 
teacher and administrators in the 
building. 

1 2 3 4 5 20. Classroom teachers recognize and 
appreciate the complexities of the 
duties of the building administrators. 

Through my experiences this year with 
the present method of teacher evalua-
tion used in my building, 1_ believe: 

1 2 3 4 5 21. The classroom teacher is not consulted 
on curriculum matters in the school. 

1 2 3 4 5 22. The Department Chairperson/Lead 
Teacher has helped improve the in-
structional program of the department. 

1 2 3 4 5 23. Improvement of instruction is the 
goal of the present method of teacher 
evaluation used in my building. 

1 2 3 4 5 24. There is no instructional leader (in 
the sense of providing leadership in 
instruction) in the school. 

1 2 3 4 5 25. The evaluation of teachers is used to 
insure that teachers adhere to dis-
trict policy. 

1 2 3 4 5 26. The classroom teacher is treated as 
an "employee" and not a "professional" 
during the evaluation process. 

1 2 3 4 5 27. Administrators in the school compe-
tently evaluate teachers. 

1 2 3 4 5 28. The evaluation process enables a 
teacher to work closely with the ad-
ministrators of the school in develop-
ing appropriate goals for the teacher. 
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1 2 3 4 5 29. The classroom teacher could be well 
served by the Department Chairperson/ 
Lead Teacher if he spends more time 
in the observation of teacher's in-
struction. 

3 4 5 30. The classroom teacher is helped to 
improve his method of instruction 
through the evaluation process. 

Through my experiences this year with 
the present method of teacher evalua-
tion used in m^ building, 1 believe; 

3 4 5 31. The teacher-evaluation process pro-
vides opportunities for the principal 
to function as the "instructional 
leader" of the building. 

3 4 5 32. Teacher evaluation improves instruc-
tion most often when used to dismiss 
incompetent teachers. 

3 4 5 33. Teacher evaluation helps me grow as a 
professional. 

3 4 5 34. Administrators in the building support 
the educational goals of the teachers. 

3 4 5 35. Important decisions affecting the 
instructional program in the individu-
al classroom are made by a concensus 
of the teacher and administrator. 

3 4 5 36. The position of Department Chairperson/ 
Lead Teacher is honorary, serving 
little practical purpose. 

3 4 5 37. An effective method of increasing the 
skills of a teacher is through the 
evaluation process. 
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1 2 3 4 5 38. The principal of the building is too 
far removed from the classroom to 
provide significant instructional 
leadership. 

1 2 3 4 5 39. The classroom teacher has little in-
fluence on the decisions made con-
cerning his evaluation. 

1 2 3 4 5 40. The teacher-evaluation process treats 
the classroom teacher as a profes-
sional. 

Through my experiences this year with 
the present method of teacher evalua-
tion used in my building, 1̂  believe: 

1 2 3 4 5 41. Administrators do not understand the 
complexities of teaching in the 
modern classroom. 

1 2 3 4 5 42. The classroom teacher does not have 
adequate input into the decisions made 
concerning the curriculum. 

1 2 3 4 5 43. Department Chairpersons/Lead Teachers 
serve the administration more than 
they serve the teacher. 

1 2 3 4 5 44. Evaluation of teachers facilitates 
the improvement of instruction. 

1 2 3 4 5 45. The principal of the school is the 
instructional leader of this school. 

1 2 3 4 5 46. The administrators spend an adequate 
amount of time in classroom observa-
tion to do a good job of teacher 
evaluation. 

1 2 3 4 5 47. The administrators make all decisions 
concerning the educational goals of 
the school. 
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1 2 3 4 5 48. Administrators are not adequately 
prepared to evaluate teachers. 

1 2 3 4 5 49. Administrators make teachers nervous 
when they come into the classroom to 
observe classroom instruction. 

1 2 3 4 5 50. The primary concerns of the adminis-
tration of the building in the 
evaluation process are not the primary 
concerns of teachers. 

1 2 3 4 5 51. Teacher evaluation is necessary to 
maintain quality education. 

1 2 3 4 5 52. Administrators have too much power in 
determining a teacher's rating in the 
evaluation process. 

1 2 3 4 5 53. Teacher evaluation actually assists 
a teacher in becoming a better teacher. 

1 2 3 4 5 54. The administrators have an adequate 
enough understanding of the teacher's 
subject area to evaluate the teacher 
successfully. 

1 2 3 4 5 55. The present method of teacher evalua-
tion used in my building needs major 
revision. 

1 2 3 4 5 56. The teacher-evaluation process develops 
a spirit of cooperation between teach-
ers and administrators in solving 
common instructional problems. 
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PRINCIPAL'S QUESTIONNAIRE 

Assignment Evaluation Form Used. Sex 
Secondary Pilot Male 
Middle Non-Pilot Female 
Elementary 

1. List three things you like most about the method of 
teacher evaluation you used in your building this year, 

a. 

b. 

2. List three things you did not like about the method of 
teacher evaluation you used this year. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

3. Do you wish to continue with the method you used this 
year? Yes No 

4. If no, what is the major reason for wanting to change? 

I feel I spend on teacher evaluation. 

a. Not enough time 
b. Too much time in relation to its importance for good 

management 
c. The right amount of time 
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FOR PILOT SCHOOLS ONLY: CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE RESPONSE. 

6. The pilot method of teacher evaluation stresses both 
the team approach and goal setting. If I had to 
choose one of the two, I believe that 

a. The team approach is a more important component. 
b. The setting of goals is a more important component, 

7. I believe the pilot method of teacher evaluation as 
compared to the standard method gives me more oppor-
tunity for leadership in struction in my building. 

Strongly agree Disagree 
A g r e e Strongly disagree 
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