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ABSTRACT
This abstract of a larger study provides a synthesis

of the procedures for evaluating classroom teachers. The study was
designed on the structured interview technique and 80 interviews were
gathered from 40 randomly-selected evaluators and the 40 teachers
whom they had evaluated. The criteria on which the interview
instrument was Lased are delineated. These criteria, selected from
the literature, and validated for use by an expert panel concern such
issues as: the improvement of instruction; the use of educational
objectives tc guide teaching evaluation; formal plans for teacher
evaluation (subject to periodical review); role definitions; training
for evaluators; classroom observations; alleviation of tensions
resulting frcm the evaluation process; procedures for resolving
differences cf opinion; and feedback to teachers. The conclusions
derived from analysis of the data together with recommendations by
teachers, evaluators, and the investigator for the improvement of
teacher evaluation procedures are enumerated. A bibliography
pertinent to the literature on teacher evaluation is included. A
complete report on the study may to secured from the School
Information and Research Service at the address noted above. (PR)
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PROCEDURES FOR EVALUATING CLASSROOM TEACHERS IN CERTAIN SCHOOL

DISTRICTS IN THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

by

Richard B. Voege
Washington State University

This investigation studied the procedures for evaluating classroom teachers in
Washington. Sought were answers to the following questions:

1. What evaluative procedures are presently in use and how are they
valued by educators in the public schools?

2. What are tho purposes for which teachers are evaluated?

3. To what extent do evaluative procedures reflect the recommen-
dations of investigators in the field of evaluations

4. Do those who perceive that evaluation tends to improve instruction
also report evaluative practices favoring the recommendations of
the literature?

5. What changes in evaluative procedures do educational practitioners
recommend?

The study was designed on the structured interview technique for data collection.
A total of eighty interviews were conducted with forty evaluators and with forty
teachers whom the evaluators had evaluated. Interviewees were selected by randomly
sampling the districts subscribing to SIRS, stratified by school enrollments.
Individual educators within the selected districts were also chosen by the random
process.

The instrument used during the interviews had been previously judged for content
validity by authorities in evaluation from Washington and elsewhere in the Nation.
The items contained in the instrument were based on criteria selected from the
literature and validated for this use by a panel of experts. The criteria included)

A. the primary goal for evaluating teachers should be an improvement
of instruction.

14 Fitch school organisation should establish educational objectives
to guide the evaluation of teaching.

C. the procedures for teacher evaluation should be described by a
formal plan, established and periodically revised though the
cooperative efforts of all the professional staff.

D. the development of role definitions for personnel will facilitate
evaluation.

R. Evaluators should be given inservice training and their performances
evaluated.
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F. The evaluative process should include several classroom obser-
vations followed by conferences.

G. The teacher should receive a written copy of an evaluative report
to provide an accurate, open communication of necessary changes in
teaching.

H. Evaluative procedures should include provision for resolving
differences of opinion and alleviating tension or anxiety resulting
from the process.

Based on these criteria, an analysis of the data obtained from the study revealed
that:

1. The primary purpose for which teachers were evaluated was to improve
instruction,

2. Most frequently, teachers were not evaluated in terms of written
educational objectives.

3. The majority of school organizations operate with written evaluative
procedures. These and subsequent revisions were developed primarily
through the involvement of administrators. Many teachers were
uncertain of the manner with which procedures were developed. The
majority said they didn't know when revisions of procedures had been
made.

4. Of those interviewed, 27 per cent said that there wore written role
definitions for classroom teaching. Twenty -six per cent reported
these definitions were unwritten, but understood descriptions of
responsibility. Over 37 per cent said there were no role definitions
at all.

3. The school principal was either the sole evaluator or had en as-
sistant assigned to help with evaluating teachers. Most evaluators
were not evaluated themselves nor were they provided with in-service
training in evaluation.

6. Teachers new to a school or new to education were most frequently
evaluated once per year using a written evaluative report. Teachers
experienced at a school were evaluated less frequently. The
majority of teachers did not receive a ve.tten copy of an evaluative
report.

7. Two or three observations were most frequently held prior to the
preparation of a written evaluative report. Conferences between
teachers and the evaluators were conducted at least once to complete
the process of evaluation. These conferences were assessed as some
times effective in ioproving instruction. Specific measures for
correcting instructional deficiencies often were not determined during
evaluative conference*.



8. The majority of interviewees reported that there were written
procedures for appealing the results of an evaluation. More than
half of the respondents said feelings of tension or anxiety were
rarely or never present during the process of evaluation.

9. Forty-three per cent of the interviewees said the evaluative process
usually improved instruction. Nearly 49 per cent reported this
improvement resulted "sometimes."

Those whose perceptions held that evaluation usually benefited instruction supporter
the recommendations from the literature to a greater extent than did the total of
responses. Fewer who perceived this benefit to instruction reported more than one
observation or conference held in preparing the final evaluative report. This may
indicate that improved instruction is due more to the manner of teacher- evaluator
interaction than to the number of contacts made during the evaluative process.

Thirty-three recommendations for changes to improve teacher evaluation were given.
The auggestiona most frequently offered by teachers were:

A. The evaluative process should be a friendly, objective communicaticn
between the teacher and evaluator.

B. More observations should be held prior to the development of an
evaluative report.

Evaluators most often recommended that:

A. Teachers should participate to a greater extent in the development
of evaluative procedures.

B. A self-evaluative instrument should be used by the teacher..

C. Evaluative instruments need to be improved.

D. More time should be available to complete the evaluative process.

R. Evaluators should be trained to evaluate more effectively.

Those who perceived that evaluation usually improved instruction frequently recomr
mended that:

A. The evaluative procedures should be continually re-examined.

B. The purposes for evaluating teachers should be better understood.

From the data obtained from this study, the following rec-emendations one made by
the investigator:

I. increased emphasis should he given to improving teachers' understanding
of evaluative purposes and procedures.

2. Mt responsibility for developing evaluative procedures should be
shared more evenly by all professional groups.
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3. There should be better instructional objectives to specify teaching
responsibilities. Instructional objectives should be developed by
the professional staff.

4. More specific suggestions for improvement should be identified when
instructional deficiencies are found.

S. Evaluators should be given in- service: training to improve their
performance. The work of evaluators should be assessed to improve
their effectiveness.

6. Greater attention should be given to improving the manner of holding
observations in the classroom than to the frequency of observations.

This report only synthesizes the data accumulated in the study. A more complete
account of the findings may ba secured by cent/mans the offices of SIRS. There are
many additional questions that emerge from this research which should be given
attention by other investigations. Among these are inquiries into the effect of
student involvement in the avaluetion of teachers, the follow-up of suggestions for
correcting instructional deficiencies, the effect of more than one evaluator responsi-
ble for the evaluation of a teacher, and the use of less obtrusive observational
techniques to overcome the artificiality created by the evaluator's presence in the
classroom.

The attached bibliography pertinent to the literature on teacher evaluation may be
of assistance to those desiring further study of the subject.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

American Association of School Administrators, 31AtataisafRelatio-
tration. Washington, D.C.: National Education Association, 1955.

Beecher, Dwight B., and BUMP, Janet W. The Evaluation of Teaching in Ntuyalt State.
New York: University of State of New York, 1950.

Bradley, Ruth, and Kallenbach, Warren, et al. "A Design for Teacher Evaluation,"
The National Elementari_1111221principal, (November, 1963).

Brighton, Staynor. Increaoink YourAislimmilIsymjuLtakkatkm. Englewood Cliffs,
N.J.: Prentice Nall, 1965.

Burton, William N., and Brueckner, Leo J. Su tyvision A Social Process, New York:
Appleton Century Crofts, 1955.

Bilinger, William B. A Study of, the Tvopillteilttim_Wlyate Professional School
Personnel in the Public Schools of the SiglaAlltrylagl. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, Washington, The George Washington University, 1968.

Pattu, N. A. "Research on Teacher Evaluation," iiiitiosAllismirhet

Principal, (November, 1963).

Pawtett, Claude W. Ishool_Persminel Administration. New York MacMillan, 1964.

Flanders, Ned A. "Mather Influence, Pupil Attitudes, and Achievement,"

rezakwimjteurskreasig_esixstrEffienes. Pew York: Holt, Rinehart, Winston,
1964.



.5.

Flinker, Irving, "Reporting Teacher Observations," The Clearing House, (September,l966).

Guilford, J.P. Fundamental Statistics in Psychology and Education, New York:
McGraw Hill, 1956.

Gwynn, J. Minor. Theory and Practice of Supervision, New York: Dodd Mead, 1964.

Hain, John H., and Smith, George J. "How Principals Rate Teachers," The American
School Board Journal, (February, 1968).

Killian, Gene Paul. Analysis Appraisal of Teacher Performance Through Class-
rqom Observation. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Pullmans Washington: Washington
State University, 1966.

Link, Frances R. "Merit Rating: Have the Issues Changed?" Controversy in American
Education, Ed. Harold Full, (New York: Macmillan, 1967).

Mager, Robert F. Developing Attitude Toward Learning, Palo Alto: Fearon, 1968.

Mager, Robert F. Preparing InstructionalAblectixel, Palo Alto: Fearon, 1962.

McNeil, John D. "Antidote to a School Scandal," The Educational Forum, (Nov. 1966).

Morpbet, Edgar L., Johns, Roe L., and Roller, Theodore L. Educational
Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, 1959.

Mouly, George J. The Science of Educational Research, New York: American Book, 1963.

Profiles of Excellence, Washington: National Education Association, 1966.

Redfern, George. joaroxtrutsi, Englewood Cliffs, N.J.;
Prentice Hall, 1966.

Research Report 1964-R14, Evaluation of Classroom Teachers, Washington: National
Education Association, 1964.

Rose, Gale W. "Performance Evaluation and Growth in Teaching," The 14111211111211Do
(October, 1963).

Rose, Gale W. "Establish and Matntain an Effective Program of Teacher Evaluation,"
School Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, 1964.

Sperber, Robert. "A Sound Staff Evaluation Program," The American School hoard
Journal, (July, 1960).

Travers, Robert M. An Introduction to Educational Research, New York: Macmillan, 1964.

Vander Werf, Lester S. How to Evaluate Teachers and Teaching, New Yorks Holt,
Rinehart, Winston, 1960.

Wiles, Kimball. Supervision bo(11, 3rd Edition, Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice Hall, 1967.

Yeager, William A. 1Wakaatiorjatbaghdtecer, New York: Harper, 1954.


