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DONN LOUIS DIETER., Evaluation of Bilology Teachers (Under
the direction of PAUL B. HOUNSHELL.)

The purposes of this study were to identify the
criteria that are used. for evaluating the competencles of
biology teachers, ta‘detarmina the relative !mportance of
these criteria, and to determine if the occupational status
of judges affects the wsay they value specific criteria. The
study attempted to answer the following questions:

ls Who are these judges of blology teachers? What

variety of ocoupatlonal and/or educational posi-
tions do they hold? )
2+ What criteria do tﬁey employ in the evaluation
process? Are some criteria of more value to some
Judges ﬁhan others?

3+« Does the cccupatieﬁal status ﬂf-a Judge relate to
the way he evaluates a biology teacher? If:aa,
in what ways? é

The study group consisted of the two hundred
twenty selectlon committee members of the Outstanding Bionl-
ogy Teacher Award program of the Natlonal Association of
Biology Teachers which was conducted in forty-six stateslin
1976; Seven distinet occupational types were represented by
the study group.

The general methods and instruments employed in this

study are as follows:
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l. From review of the literature and from the mate-
rlals, forms and procedures of the Outstanding
Blology Teacher Award program, a list of items
was developed which might be utilized as criteris
when evaluating bilology teachers, .

2. A quastiannaira contalning“thege items was sent
to the study group following completion of their
respective selection processes, for the rating of
individual items as to their importance when
evaluating candidates for the award,

3. Responses of returned quastiénnai:es were ana-
lyzed to determine:

a. The frequency and significance of the differ-
ences between each rating level for each item,
within each separate judge-group;

b. The frequency and significanca of diffefenees
between each rating level, for each item,
between each separate judge-group; and

6. The significance of differences seen befwean
responses for each item when rated for both
the prescreening and final evaluation phases,

Statistical analyais yielded the following results,

3

all judges revealed that no significant differences existed

between the ratings given to items when used for preselection
and the ratings given to the same items when used for the

ES

.




final evaluation of candidates for the Outstanding Blology
Teacher Award,

Annlysls of the chi square levels derived for the
ratings given to each of the one hundred eiaven items
revealed that some significant criteria exist and there were
twantysthréé items that possessed rating levels that differed
from that might have ¢ :urred by chance at the ,05 level of
8ignificance., Of these, twentyﬁéné were rated significantly
high.

Of the twenty-one items rated high, seven related to
factors mssociated with the teacher's intrinsic personal
characteristlcs, eight related to factors of teacher-student
Interaction, and six related to skills and proficiencies as
a sclience teacher, Factors of no significance included
those related to the teacher's participation in ach@alland
community activities, academic ﬁackgraund, and teaching and
professlonal experiences and accomplishments,

Analysis of chi square derivations for ratings of
each of the one hundred eleven items of the questionnaire
revealed that eight items were rated glgnificantly different
by different judge-groups. Thus, it was possible to say
that the ocoupatlional status of various judges does raiata'

to the way they might value some criteria,
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CHAPTER I
NATURE AND SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

Introduction

Parhaps no other area of education has evoked as much
interest or has stimulated more recent research as has the
area of the evaluation of teacher effagtivenesg,l However,
although often researched in depth, results of many of these
Studies have been conflicting and there seems to be little
agreement among some investigators over findingsag, Review
of the literature reveals particular concern and interest
for the identification of suitable criteria which might be
applied in a pragram of teacher evaluation; the apprcpriata—
ress and qualificatians of those who evaluate teachers; and
the subjective bias introduced by judges possessing varying

role expectations and value systems.B In addition, many

1

Bruce J, Biddle and William J. Ellena (edsd, Contem=
porary Research on Teacher Effectivaness (New Yark‘ Helt
Rinehart and Winston, 196&) Pe Vo

zZ
K. Fred Danilel, The Measuramant and Evaluation of

ngchin-77&7Q0ncaytualizapgpnrpf arflaqlqurUsg in State
hducational Le 'S ‘allehassee: Florida State Depart-
ment of hducatian l?é?) PP, 9- lQ

BFelix M. Lopez, "Aeccuntability in Education," Phni
Delta Kappan, LII (Decsmbér, 1970), 231-32; Dale L, Bgltcﬁ,




studies of teacher evaluation are apparently based on what
evaluutors feel desirable in teachers generally, rather than
on what might be desired of a specific subject specialist,
For example, even though it is not uncommon for teachers to
be evaluated in terms of their sultability for, or success

in a particular teachiﬁg sltuation, there have been no com-
prehenéive studles of how blology teachers might be evaluated

differently from teachers of other sub jects,

Purpose of the Study

In 1961, a natlonally known professional blology
teachers assoclation initiated a program through which a
secondary school teacher from each state is selected each
year for recognition as an "Outstanding Biology Teacher.™
An avowed purpose of the program is:

To select a representative in sach state from the many
outstanding blology teachers which there are in order
that public attention as well as attention from within
the téachin& profession itself can be focused upon such
excellence, 4

Awards are made by members of étate selection commit-

tees who solicit nominations, review candidate record forms,

Developing Criteria for Teacher Evaluation, U, S. Department
of Health, Mducation, and Welfare, Office of Education Prep
Report 21-E (Washington: National Center for Educational
Communications, 1971), pp. 2-3; and Donald Musella, “Improv-
ing Teacher Evaluation," Journal of Teacher Education, XXI
(Spring, 1970), 18-49. I - —

gﬁabert Yager, "An Outstanding Biology Teacher Award
Program," Americen Biology Teacher, XXVI (March, 196L), 192~
93. : o - - .
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and visit finallsts in their schools. Since 1962 more than
four hundred bialégy teachers have been selected to recelve
the award.

Who are these judges of blology teachers? What
criteria do they use? Does the occupational status of a
judge bias his evaluation? Do members of different judge-
groups value speciflic criterla differently? If so, to what

.. extent? ! | |
| The purposes of this study were to (1) identify the
eritaria*fhat members of the Outstanding Blology Teacher
Award program selection committees utillze ﬁhen evaluating
biclogy teachers, (2) to identify the various tyﬁas of
occupations held by members of selection committees, (3) to
determine if the occupatlonal status of evaluators within a
Judge~group is related to t%a way they value specific
lariteria, and (L) to determine:.the relative impartancaiaf
various oriteria to ascertaln if a value hierarchy of |

ocriteria exists,

Definitions of Terms

The terma which have speclal meanings with respect
to the study are as follows:

l, Bvaluative Criterla. Any factor used by members

of state seleotion committees as aids to thelr soreening or
final evaluation of candldates to receive the award.

2« Award Candidate. Any secondary school biology
teacher who was evaluated for the 1970 Outetanding Bialagy

Teacher award,



3. QOccupational Status. The type of job position

held by a member of an Outstanding Blology Teacher Award
(0BTA) program selection committee (i.,e., school administra-
tor, local achool science supervieor, state science super- |
visor, industrial biologist, college biologist, or professor
raf science education).

lho Selection Gommittee Member. Any person who

assisted in the evaluatlion of candidates for the Outstanding
Biology Teacher Award.

5. Judpe-Group, A group of selection committee

members having similar occupational status,

Limitations and Basic
" Assumpbions

This study was limited té consideration of selection
committee members and the eriteria involved in the,l??? Out-
standing Blology Teacher Award program, It‘was also 1imited
to ﬁhe adequacy of the instrument used and of the responses
received, Baslc assumptions made 1in the study were thats
| - le Members of selection committees are appointed

for their ability to recognize outstanding biology
teaching and that these persons are competent to
Judge blology teachers,

2, COriteria exist which characterize outstanding

blology teaching.

Je Members of selection committees ﬁmpléy thease

oriteria when making decisions about the suit=

ability of candidates for the award,
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L« A "value hierarchy" of criteria exiets, with some
eriterla béing of more importance than others in
evaluating candidates for the award.
5. Assessment of candidates for the outstanding biol-
ogy teacher award is subjective and that individual
members of selection cammittaes value specific

criteria differently.

Significance of the Study

" In one of the studles cited in Ghaéter iI,S it is
suggested that teacher evaluation 1s rarely cbjectiva, that
different evaluators bring different expectations and values
into the evaluation process, and that there are no standard
sets of bshaviors or educational objectives which can be
uniformly applled as criterla in teacher evaluation pfgca
osses, It 1s further suggested that as a step toward érs- !
dicting the effectiveness of a8 teacher in a specific
situation, it 18 necessary to establish the role expectations
of Judges which influence their evaluations, If this is
done, 1t might be possible to faclilitate success of a glven
teacher by placing him in a teaching situation with those
who value his unique characteristics,

Accepting this view, analysis of the ratings given to

-

“Garth Sorenson and Coolly Gross, Teacher Appralsal

a Matehing Process (Los Angeles: UCLA Cenfer for the Study
of Evaluation of Instructional Programs, 1961), passim,
PP 1-3. .

Q o i




the criterla used by varlous Judge-groups 1n this study

might reveal to the profession what varlous judges valus,

and perhaps make i1t possible to either.select judges who are
‘1ikely to be uniquely qualified to evaluate their tralts,

or, by knowing whe 1s doing the Jjudging, it might provide
somé teachers with linsights into how thelr teaching is likely
beling appralsed, Perhaps, too, the findings will prove use-
ful to the OBTA program of the National Association of Blol-

ogy Teachers and to the profession at large.

Organization of the Study

The following steps were followed in the grganiggtion
of this study: k |

1. A review of the related literature;

2, Design and implementatlion of appropriate proce-

dures for the collection and processing of ﬁata;

3. Presentation and analysls of the data; and

Lo, Presentatlon of the éﬁmmary, conclusions, and

recommendations.,

Chapter II includes a representatlve review of the
Vlitaratura pertaining to: (1) the need for teacher evalua=- '
tion, (2) problems in evaluation, (3) the nature of evalua=-
tive criteria, (u) who should evaluate teachers, (5) rater
bins, and (6) the evaluation of ﬁiclagy teachers as done by
the Natlonal Assoclation of Blology Teachers, _ |

Chapter ITI desoribes the design of the study and

ERIC includes the hypotheses tested, the population studied, the




identification of the evaluative criteria, the design of
the questionnalre, how responses to the:quastiannaira were
elicited, and the statistical procedures useﬂ.=

Chapter IV presents thé tested hypotheses and includes
the statistical data and tables which 1list the ratings given

specific items by the various judge groups. Also included
in this chapter are discussions of the significant findings
of the study.

Utilizing data developed in the' study, conclusions
ﬁsrs formulated and recommendations were made regarding the
evaluation of blology teachers. These are found in Chapter
Ve )
ecntéining tables of data and materials used in the study
follow Chapter V, ' |

i
1



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

A recent report-by the Committee on 10TAT (Instrument
for the Observation of Teaching Activities) suggested that
anyone planning to develop a project in teacher evaluation
should understand that no other area of educatlon has been
explored with greater energy and persistence than teacher
competence. A large number of studies and discussions have
been directed to the ldentlfication, definition, and measure=
ment of teacher competence, along with atﬁempts to find =

'meang for 1ts ﬂevelcpmént, The Committee estimated that
parhﬁps as many as two thousand researches in the ara% have
been published.
| As a consequence of their analysis of teacher effec~-
tiveness studies, Biddle and Ellena wrote thats

Probably no aspect of modern education has been dis-
cussed with greater frequency, with as much deep concern,
or by more educators than has been that of teacher effec=
tliveness--how to define 1t, how to identify it, how to

measure 1t, how to avaluate 1t, and an to detact and
remove abatacles to 1ts achievemant.

IRuth Bradley and others, MEEsuriﬂg Teacher Comp6tencet .
Resgearch Back;rcunﬂsfandﬁcurrent Practice (Eurlingama! Call~

Tornia Teachers Association, LO6l1), p. 7. (Hereinafter cited
as Bradley and others, Muasuring Teacher Competence.)

EBPHGE J. Biddle and William J. Ellena (eda ?, Gonw
temporary Research on Toacher Effeotiveness (New York:




Need for Evaluation

The need for evaluation of competence has been demon-

strated in almost every category of job and business rela-
tionship. Reasons for evaluating teachers, as suggested by
Gwynn inecluded:

l. Declsions to grant or remove from tenure.

2. Determination of salary.

3« Determining advancement, not only for promotion in
the administrative hierarchy, but also in the selec=
tion of individual teachers for special projects.

L. Stimulation of teacher growth.

5. Protection of the teacher against injustice,
caprice, i1l formed judgments, and antagonistic
minorlty pressures,

6. Adminlstrative reports to higher officers and the
public, v

7. Protection of the pupll against the hazards of
poor teaching. :

8., Identificatlon of better teaching.3

The Educational Research Service of the National
Equcation Assooiation (NEA)Y found during a recent survey
that two hundred eighteen out of a sample of two hundréd
thirty-five systems enrolling sixteen thousand or more
pupils had asﬁablished formal préceduras for evaluating
teachers, Of these, mgfe than helf had a regular schedule
of annual evaluations. In considering teacher evaluation as
an ltem of negotiation, the NEA research divisiang found

Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 196l), p. v.

37, Minor Gwynn, Theory pervision

- C and P
(New York: Dodd, Mead and

ory and Practice of Su
ompany, 1963), p. "

19637, p. 4O,

Q“Evaluation of Teaching Competence," NEA Research
Bulletin, XXXVI (Octobver, 1969%, 67. . T ]

Sibld\p p! 721 .
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that sixty-three percent of six hundred three comprehensi:e

agreements on file contained provisions for such evaluation.
Reasons listed for evaluating teachers elicited in the |
survey were: v

-.To assist in improving teaching competence--(92.8%)

- To keep the administration aware of what is taking
place in the classroom--(59.1%) )

- To make teachers more responsive to needs of their
pupils--~(56,0%)

~ To make it possible to d¥smiss poor teachers--(53,8%)

- To assist in the selection of teachers for promotion
to other positions--(U7.3%)

- To have a statement in the teacher's permanent record
for future reference--(31.0%) - : ,

- To see if the curriculum is being followed--(22,9%)

~ For advancement on the salary schedule--(17.3%)

- For the ewarding of merit pay--(16.7#)

- Other-~(2,4%)¢ _

The National Educatién Association Department of Classroom
Teachers formulated a statement regarding teacher evaluation
which required that the professional teaching organization be

involved in teacher evaluation processes. It also staﬁad

that 1t |

regards the lmprovement of instruction as the major
purpose of evaluation of teacher competence, . . ., that
such evaluation [is]) effective only when done as a co-
operative endeavor by all concerned, [and] that such
evaluation should be based primarily upon performance

of the teaching task in relation to the specified teach-
ing situation in which the task. is performed.?

It furthef maintained that evaluation must be continﬁeua,

6.
“Ibid., p. 71.

7Natianal Bducatlon Association, The Platform and
Resolutions, 1963-6lL. (Washington: NEA Department of Glass-
room Teachers, 1906lL), p. 3.




1l
must.be based upon all educatlional factors, and should,
include considerations of the type of community, bullding
faclilitlies, and administrative pracﬁiceé a8 well as claas-
room procedures.

The Department of Eleméntary School Principals of the
National Education Association in 1957 adopted a similar
statement which is s8ti1ll in effect. Believing that "“evalua-
itian for the improvement of teaching is an abligaﬁiaﬁ of
school personnel and requires professional preparation and
competence," the group feels that "evaluation is necessary
in selectivé recruitment, gppeintmént to teaching positions,
determination of tenure, and the séntinued development of
professional skills,"8

In another stﬁdy considering the need for evaluation
of classroom teaching, the N&ti@ﬂal-Educatiéﬂ'ASEGGiaEiDEQ
conducted a survey among superingépdents, principels gnd
teachers and found that all three groups felt evaluation
stimulated efforts to improve instruction. Thay also found
that it stimulated development of good rapport between
teachers and administrative staff, that there was more

understanding of what was needed, and that good evaluation

"Excerpts from a Report of Resolutions Committee,"
National Elementary Principal, XXXVI (May, 1957), 31-32.

?"What Teachers and Administrators Think About Evaluae
tion," NEA Research Bulletin, XLII (December, 196lL), passim,
| 108w)y, e Rl ERRS RS B |
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helped to expose outstanding teaching which might not be
otherwise noted. Other desirable outcomes found were that
it encouraged better administrative planning and that it
provided means by which to rid the school system of really
incompetent teachers.
| | It 1s apparent that the evaluation of teachers and
teaching 1s an accepted aspect of the educational process,
and that evaluation 1s conducted to satisfy & varisty of
needs, Also, it 1s evident that responsibility for teacher
evaluation is c¢laimed by individuals énd groups having
different purposes. Do differences in the needs for evalua-
tion ereate special problems for the evaluator? Are there
some problems of evaluation which exist, in Gcﬁmcn, regard-

less of the purpose of an evaluation?

Problems in Evaluation

In most professions, evaluation of the effectiveness
of pérsennél appears to be less of a problem than is the
evaluation of teachers. It seems relatively simp;e to mea-
sure effectiveness when a definite process of operation or
tharquality of a manufactured product is involved. Evalua-
tlon of teaching seems to be less simple.

In a Eapér statiﬁg their position on the evaluation
of instructional programs, the Illinois Elementary School
Principals' Assoclation made note of the complexities of the
task and indicated tﬁat, in their @piﬁiaﬂ, evaluation of

teachers 1is difficult because there appear to be no
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absolutes in édueatian, and that there is no universal

atlon implies measurement, and measurement implies the use
of standards which are virtually non-existent in the educa-
tional setting."!0 In addition, the Illinois groupll noted
that evaluatlion ineluaesitha problem of éeparatiﬁg assess-
ment of teaching from the assessment of the teacher. They
recognlized that the interrelationships which exlst between
the two make se?arati@n most clifficultj necessitating a
definition of what constitutes good teaching, éa well as
determining those teacher variables which contribute and
those which do not contribute to instruction.

A report by the American Educational Research Asso-
ciationl? peferred to problems of definition and suggested
that much of the cénfusiaﬂ 1s due to iiaggreamant over what
is meant by terms such as "teacher competence," "teacher

performance," and "teacher personality.® Biddlel3 noted

1QIllinDis Elementary School Principals! Association,
Evaluation of the Instructional Program, a Position Paper
(Springfield: The Association, 1968), p. b. (Hereinafter
cited as Illinois Elementary School Principals' Associlation
Evaluation of the Instructional Program.) :

1

1.

“Ibid., p. L.
, 1£Amgrican Educatlonal Research Assoclation, "Report
of the Committee on the Criterla of Teacher Effectiveness,"
Review of Educational Research, XXII (May, 1952), 238-63.

1BBruce J. Biddle, "The Integration of Teacher Effec-
tiveness Research," Contemporary Research on Teacher Effec-
tiveness, eda, B, J. Blddle and W. J. Ellena (New York: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, 196l), passim, 1-40,
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that literally thousands of terms have been used tﬁ_desefiba
or classify teacher behavior and felt that the problem
seems-tc_bs 80 complex that no one knows or can agree upon
the.megning or dascfiptién of & competent teacher.

Ornsteinth stated that even when there is-agreamant
on "good" teacher behavior, it is wrong to assume that there
la a camﬁanly agreed upon meaning regarding the words used
to describe such behavior. 7

Daniel, in considering ways to develop and implement
a stateﬁide teacher evaluation plan, found that little is
kngwm.abcﬁt what makes the work of the individual teacher
effective because "information relating to the process or
prerequlsites fcr_£5aghing is subject to multiple interpre-
. tations," and,Aalthcugh research attempting to elucidate the
topic has been Extaﬁsive; "findings with practical applica~-
bLllity are meager."iS | N A |

Mood concurred in this view bﬁtAfelt that even though
many investigators belleve that the teacher 1s the most

important factor in the educational deve lopment of most

10,

- "Allen G, Ornstein, "Systematizing Teacher Behavior
Research," Phi Delta Kappan, LII (May, 1971), 551-55, (Here-
inafter cited as Ornstein, "Systematizing Teacher Behavior.")

‘K. Fred Danlel, The Measurement and Evalustion of
Toaching, a Conceptualization of a Plan for Use in otate
Liducational Leadership (Talleshassee: Florida otate Department
of lducation, 1967), p. 970, (Hereinafter cited as Daniel,

The Measurement and Evaluation of Teaching.)
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children, this "belief rests largely on judgment and does
not give us any clue as to how it operates,"16

Bolton felﬁ thaﬁ’"thare is general agreement among
educators that the most important purposes  for evaluating
teachers 1s the lmprovement of instruction and to provide a
ﬁasia for rewarding superior pgrfcrmamca.“17 chevef, if
student achlevement is sccepted as a gaalhcr teaching, 1t
would seem desirable to isolate and measure the various
types of teacher behavior that facilitate achievamanﬁ_fcr’

use when evaluating the teaching act. Although a great deal

Tactors. of the taaﬂhing process which might lend themselves
to standard megsurement, this does not appsar»tc be easily
achleved.

.Ellena, in lacking_aﬁEWays to ldentify the goe%
teacher, said that: ' _ i

Evan if pupil growth were measured accurately, there -
would s8ti1ll be the problem of determining how much could
be ascribed to a particular teacher. Many Influences
shape pupll growth: - the home, community, clubs, and
organlzations, various media of communication, bﬂﬁks,
magazines, and llbrarles are but a few of these influ-~
ences. Also, the pupil was subjected to the influence

16Alexaﬁ&ar M. Mood, “Do Teachers Make a Difference?"
(paper presented at a Conferance Sponsored by the U, 3,
Office of Education, Bureau of Educational Professions
Development, February, 1970, Washingtén, D. C.).

17Dala L. Bolton, Prep Brlief 21-C, PuPpGEES of Teacher
Evaluation (Washingtcn. National Center icr Educatlional Com=-
munlications, U, 5. Office of Bducation, Department of Health,
Edugatian and Welfare, 1971), pe 7o !
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of other teachers in the past, The problem of disen-
tangling these influences becomes difficult indeed.
Though elaborate statistical and experimental methods
have been developed, there 1s no one who can demonstrate
a sclentific way of making effective use of the puiéls

- galn criterion in measuring teacher effectiveness.

Medley and Mitzal,l9 in reviewing research further,
found that supervisory ratings of teacher Effactivenésa
usually correlate poorly with measures of pupll gain,

Allangg suggested that teacher behavior categories
- are too péofly defined, with too many similarities between
categories,

Dale Bolton said, "all teachers are evaluated.
Regardless of how formal the evaluation is, what evidence is
‘collected or analyzed, how often formal reports are wrltten-=
teachers are evaluated and they are evaluated rather often, "2l
In writing about evaluation in higher -education Dressel?2 '7 |
sald, that when faced with a choice, evaluation, caﬁscﬁgua

or unconscious, occurs,

lBWilliam J. Ellena, Margaret Stevenson, and Harold

V., Webb, Who's a Good Teacher? (Washington: National Educa-

tlon Assoclation, 196I), p. 19. , |
7 9p, ‘m. Medley aﬁﬁ Ho E, Mitzel, "Some Behavioral N
Correlates of Teacher Effectiveness," Journal of Educational |

Psychology, L (December, 1959), 239-46,

2DN...HD Allon, "Systems of Classroom Interaction !
Analysis: a Discusslon.of Structural Limitations," Journal of
Experimental Education, XXXVIII (May, 1969), .1-3. '

|
i
|
= = » = ]
|
i

g;ﬁale L. Bolton, Teacher Evaluation, U. 8. Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Educatilon
Prep Report 21 (Washington: National Center for Educational

Communications, 1971), p. 1.
o EgPaul L. Dresgel and others, Evaluation in Higher
Education (Boston: Houghton-Miflin Company, 1961), p. 9.
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Regardlaéa of whether "absolutes" or “standards" exist
by which to establish levels of competence, wheth;;“%hara is
agre ment about definltions of terms used or in interpreta-
tion of the data collected, or whether judgments of observors
are valid or reliamble, evaluation does occur, and decisions
about teachers are made. On what basls, then, are these

decisions made?

Evaluative Criteria

One of the most mentioned concerns of those involved
in teacher evaluation studies 1s that of the criterlia used
by various evaluators when rating teachers or the teaching
process, In a study done to develop a statewlde plan fér
the measurement and evaluation of teaching in Florlda
schools, K. Fred Danlel expressed his views about appro-
priate criteria and suggestéd that if information on t?acha
ing is to have any usefulness, there must be available some
framework for use in interpretation and, without this frame-
work, such evaluative information is mere descriptlon having
no intrinsic value., Therefore, he suggested that the "firat
step in interpreting ﬁnfcrmati@n on teaching consists éf
" selecting relevant criteria with which the information can
be evaluated."?3 Adhering to the concept that evaluation

must be based on crlteria and that local rather than state

23 , _
"Danlel, The Measurement and Evaluation of Teaching,

P Te
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personnel must be the ones to establish these criteria, he
suggested that input from various educational practitioners
be 8solicited, codified, and made avallable to both teachers
and evaluators. With this information,beginning teachers
could be given support as they begin teaching and achools or
départmants of education could adopt or integrate this body
of knowledge into their programs. He also felt that "the
ultimate result would be the wedding of the best elements
from both the professors and the practitioners."24 In
looking for criteria which different groups might use to
evaluate teachers, Daniel railsed a number of significant
questions. Among these were:

(1) What criteria do different colleges think relevant

, for evaluating the teaching of thelr graduates?

(2) Are these criteria the same for all graduates in

~ the same or different teaching fields?

(3) In what ways does the teaching by graduates from
different teacher education programs measure up to
the evaluative criteria developed by the school and/
or local school system?

(4) What evaluative criteria are considered relavant by

~ individual school districts or schools?

(5) Are these evaluative criteria the same for all or

~~ most teachers in a school or school district?

(6) Are these evaluative criteria the same for all or

_ most teachers of special grades or subjects?

(7) In what ways do teachers in specific schools measure
up to evaluative criteria established by the local

~ 8school dlstrict?

(8) Are there d:fferent criteria which are specific for ; '
different groups with the teaching population (e.g.
beginning teachers, music teachers, sixth grade

~ teachers, etc,)? Alsg, how do thay compare?

(9) In what ways to evaluative criteria used by local

: schools compare with those used by colleges?

2l

Ibid., p. 10S.
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(10) Are there different pattergg of expectations for
teachers in a given fileld?

Where specific criteria have been identified, Lopez
felt that such accountability measures ure not adequate and
do not meet even minimum levels of rellability or relevancy.
He listed the following as reasons:

a) Criteria of effectiveness in a position generally
lack clear specifications.

b) Objective measures, when examined closely, are usually

~ found to be either nonobjective or irrelevant.

c) Subjective measures, when examined closely, are
usually found to be bilased or unreliable.

d) Seemingly adequate criteria can vary over time.

e) Positlion effectiveness is really multidimensional.
Effectiveness in one aspect of a position does not

~ necessarlly mean effectlvensess in others.

f) When effectiveness in different aspects of a position
is measured, there is no sure way to combine these
measures inté a single index of effectiveness,

g) Different performance patterns achieve tgg same
degree of' effectiveness in the same job.

Turner®’. found that even when the same evaluative
,Griterié are used, it i1s possible for teachers having quite
simllar attributes to receive very different evaluatigﬁs by
‘supervisors when observed in different teaching environments.

In a paper on teacher selection, read at a mgatiég of

the American Association of School Administrators, George

75@33151! The Measurement and Evaluation of Teaching,
p. 13. ' = = ———— IR

26
Felix M. Lopez, "Accountability in Education," Phi
Delta Kappan, LII (December, 1970), 231-32.

27 i
7R L. Turner, Problem Solving Proficiency Among Ele-
mentary School Teachars Bloomington: Indlana University
Institute of Educational Research, 196l), p. 7.
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Maddenea expressed concern about thé problem of variability
of eriteria, and he suggested that criteria used should
reflect the changes taking place In the role of the teacher,
In presenting this view hé suggested that the older concept
~of the teacher as an all-round pedagogue=--that 18, one who
is able to provide for all the educational needs of a group
of children having widely differing abilitiasi Interest, and
motivations-~1ls now giving way to a newer concept which
conceives of teachers fitting a varlety of roles, each
designed to meet more effectively specific kinds of temohing
and learning needs, He felt that each rcle}must have a
clearly different set of criteria, cach Eﬁaaifying ﬁhs dif-
ferent kinds of requirements for that role. In the past we
were usually inclined to think of the good teacher in terms
of a slngle model, while today thils single model must be
replaced with a set of varying models from which the gﬁpraz
priate one may be selected for a given teacher role.
Ghise111?? found that criteria used for evaluation of
teacher effectiveness are very much like criteria used to
select teachers because both vary from one job to another,

and both tend to vary over time.’

asGa@rge R, Madden, ‘"Teacher Selection--How to Weed
Out the Duds" (paper read at the Annual Meeting of the Amer-
ican Asgociation of School Administrators, February, 1968,
Atlantic City, New Jersey), pp. 3-k. A

EQE; E. Ghiselli, "Dimensional Problems of Criteria,™
Journal of Applied Psychology, XL (February, '1956), 1-L.
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In a search of the literature on the evaluation of
faculty‘perfarmanca, Cohen and Brawer fcuﬁé that although
hundreds of studles have been conducted over the years in
every type of educational institution, none seemed to suggest
a way of looking at teachers or the teaching situation that
was "standardized, replicable, representative of the wishes
of the profession, or acceptable to more than one group.™30 .
They further noted that observational descriptions are often
confused with theoretical construects and thayistated that
"teacher competence" 1s a quallty which Ls dependent upon
interpretatiaﬁ and é@mething which cannot be observed
5iractly, Although 1t 1is something which might be inferred!
from descriptions of teacher actions, "the term is often
used as though the construct could itself be observed,"31

The American Association for the Advancement affScienae_
(AAAS) has long been interested in the question of cam%aé
tencles desired in teachers of science and mathematics and
has developed guidelines and standards‘fof use by various
educatlon agencies.

One suggested use of these guidelines is “in develop-

ing criteria for screening and for developing instruments

30 , - _
B’Arthur M. Cohen and Florence B, Brawer, Measuring
Faculty Performance (Washington: American Associstion of —

Junior CGolleges, 1969), p. L.

B;Ihids; p. 16.
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and procedures for evaluating teacher competencies.“32 The
AAAS group felt that a checklist of performance criteria
should be developed to serve in "assisting future teachers
in determining thelr own successes and failures, in identify=-
ing competencles they need before entering teaching, and in
assessing for themselves the likelihood that they will become
happy and successful teachers."33 Although their validity
is often disputed, such lists élraady exlst and are fre=-
quently used,

Included in the I‘TEAE‘.’LF research division report cited
earlier is a description of suggested evaluative procedures
to be followed and a 1list of critéfia which might bg applied.

Some of these criteria pertain to the genersgl gaﬁggérias to

be rated, while others are more pr?cisa aiid list Specific

traits for each general category. For the general type, the

NEA rEpGPtBS 1isted rating categories of the Capac, Miéhigan,
schools: (a) Command of subject matter, (b) Effectiveness

of instruction, (c¢) Initiative, (d) Cooperation, (e) Partici-

pation, (f) Reliability and personal raspcnsibility; ()

BEAmErican Association for the Advancement of Science,
Guidelines and Standards for the Education of Secondary
School Teachers of Science and Mathematics (Washington: The
Association, 1971), pp. 52-53. (Hereinafter cited as AAAS,
Guidelines and Standards.) ’

BA“Evaluatian of Teaching Competence," p. 72,

3 bid., pp. 72-73
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Ieadership, (h) Growth potential, and (i) Participation in
professlonal activities, As an example of the second type,
the report included a checklist from the Hammond, Indlana,
scﬁééls which divldes three general categorles Into more
speciflc tralts as follows:
EVALUATION SECTION
1. Classroom Effectiveness
__helationship with pupills
Planning

”f ‘Knowledge of subject(s)
] " Bffectiveness of communication

, Glassraam atmosphere and control
ge of new and varled Iinstructional material
Attantién to individual mneeds
Adaptability to chdanging classroom situations
~ Attention to study skills and habits
_E_ﬁffactiveness in apPraising learning

Helatianshlp with parents
Ralatianship with colleagues
Willingness to assume responsibllity for pupll
behavior in all school situations
__Takes steps toward self-improvement
Takes part in professional organlzations
—_Accepts school staff assignments beyond classroom
responsibility
Has respect for channels of authority
__Complies with school and school system policles
, Raspgnsibllity for routines
Attandance and punctuallty

2, Attitudes and Professional Responsibilities

1

3. Parsanal Characteristics
__ﬁMental ‘alertness
- Enthusiasm
Bepandability :
—__Initiative |
T Perseverance ' 3
- Resourcefulness
- Tact :
~Polse and self-confidence
- Self-control
— Judgment 26
___Dress and gra@mingB'

I

BiIbid'Q’ pi 7L‘al
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Also inéludad in the NEA reparﬁ37 was a copy of the Okemos,
Michigan, agreement which specified ten major areas for
evaluation. Listed were: (a) Knowledge of subject matter,
(b) Techniques of instruction (motivation), (c¢) Pupil-teacher
relationships, (d) Curriculum development, (e) Dally prepara-
tion, (f) Pupil evaluation, (g) Classroom management, (h)
Character development, (1) School-wide system effectivaneés}
and (Jj) Community relations. Each of these ten general
areas was further divided and defined in terms of specifice
respgnsiﬁilitias and duties involved. For example, under
(b) of the above: |

Responsibility: TECHNIQUES OF INSTRUGTION (MOTIVATION)

The standard of performance for this responsibility 1is
met when faculty personnel recognizes and provides ror
the pupil's interests, needs and sbilities and apply
instructional techniques which result in the level of
learning commensurate with their potential,

KEY DUTIES
l. Stimulates interest in prescribed areas of learning,
2. Challenges, encourages and guides critical thinking
through use of stimulating questions and provocative
ideas.
Uses a variety of methods in presenting subject
matter, :
Encourages a high quality of performance consistent
with the individual's ability,
Leads pupils in solving problems significant to him.
Adapts teaching maeterial and methods to the indi.
vidual needs of the pupils, ‘
Teaches groups and individual pupils in accordance
with interests, needs and abilities.
Conducts disecussions so that pupils learn to
express ldeas clearly, accurately and completely.

o [0 L% o QR o
‘lllilllll

- 7”37

"Evaluation of Teaching Competence,! p. 75.
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9., Schedules times to meet currliculum requirements
through long-range planning consistent with
phllosophy of course,

10, Makes clear assignments and directions with ample
time allotment.

1l. Develops desirable work an” study habits by pro-
viding opportunities for the exercise of techniques
of reading, organizing materials, etc.

12. Directs pupll who finlshes assignments quickly into
worthwhlle activity.

13. Uses learning aids such as audio-visual material in

- 8 profitable manner. 8

1. Provides for testing and summarization.?

While the preceding were examples of Evaluativé
eriteria being applied in local school situations, K. Fred

DanialBg in The Measurement and Evaluation of Teaching study

found that three states—ﬁPennsylvénia, Florlida, and Hawali~~
had formal procedures for statewide teacher evaluation.

In Pennsylvania, evaluation of teachers Wwas required
and usually administered by the county or district superin-
tendent, wlth actual rating done by school suﬁervisarsiamd/

or principals. The rating card used included four categories

to be evaluated: Personallty, Preparation, Technlque, and

Under the category Personality were: physical charac-

: .

istics, emotional stabillity, social ad justment, professional
relationships, Jjudgment, and habits of conduct,

Listed under the category Preparation were. found:

professional attitude, technical kmowledge and skill,

continuity of prafassicnal growth, =subject matter scholarship,;

36..

Ibidi, pQ 7)4.;
39, '
Daniel The Measurement and Evaluatiaﬂ of Teaching,
Pp. 22- 23. :
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language usage, civic responsibility, dependability, appre-
clation, and ideals.

The category entitled Technique included: planning
and organization, individualization, classroom generalship,
manipulaticﬁ of materlals, and ability to compromise.

Under the category Pupll Reaction were: enthusiasm,

power to appraise, normal development, expression, subject
matter progress, habits of thinking, habits of conduct, and
attitudes.

O utilized a two-part form which

The state of Hawaiilh
considered both the conditions of work that affect teacher
performance, and the teacher's professional qualities. In
the first part, the téacher Patei his or her classroom
enviranment including: Students--their ability, stability
of class enrollment and speclal problems related to the
gifted, mentally retarded, physically handicapped, or

emotionally disturbed; Avallebillity of Instructional Mate-

rials such as books, workbooks, A=V ailds; Physicél Facilities

such as furniture, lighting, ventilation, and storage;

Teaching Load including number of perlods, number of prepara-

tions, enrollment load, grade and committee meetings, special

assignments, clerical work, and conferences; Teacher Place-

ment, in accordance with training and experience; and those

conditions affecting performance such as classroom

ho_ . -
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interruptions, community services, money-raising activities,
and other special requests.

Part Two of the Hawaill rating form was completed by
the principal and included the following nine areas to be

evaluated: Knowledge of Subject Matter, Presentation of

Material, Oral and Written Expression, Lesson Organizatlon

ggd;Plaﬁﬁg Classroom Climate, Qlassraqﬁ.Magagamentj Attitudes

and Working Relationships, Organization of School Details,

and Professional Improvement,

The Florida rating form considered generally the same
areas and listeds:

(1) Personal qualifications--health and emotional sta-
billty, appearance, ability to think logically and
make practical decisions, punctuality, accuracy,
ability to take necessary and appropriate action
and professional dedication.

(2) Relationships with others--respect by pupils,
responsible and dependable, friendliness, under=
standing, in sympathy with community and other
staff and administration.

(3) Teaching skills and ability~~knowledge of subject
matter, efforts to Improve self, effective use of
lesson plans and instructional materials, develops
pupil Interest. Maintains pupil ﬁintrcl, uses mate=-
rial in pupll cumulative folders, 4L

The committee on IOTA of the California Teachers Assoe
ciation suggested that teachers' competencies be considered
in terms of six "roles.," Specific illustrations of what
:thay-c@nsidsred role involvement included:

Role 1: Director of Iearning

l.1 Adapts principles of child growth and develop-
ment to planning of learning activities. :

T

" Daniel, The Measurement and Evaluation of Teaching,

ppe. 37.
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Plans teacher-learning situations in accord with
acceptalr o principles of learning.

Demonst .tes effective ilnstructional procedures.
Utilizes adequate evaluation procedures,.
Maintains an effective balance of freedom and
gecurity in the classroom.

Counselor and Guidance Worker

Utllizes effective procedures for collecting
Information about each pupil,

Uses dilagnostic and -remedial procedures
effectively.

Helps the pupll to understand himself. .
Works effectively with the specialized counsal-
ing services.

Medliator of the Culture

Draws on a scholarly background to enrich cul-
tural growth of pupils.

Directs individuals and groups to appropriate
significant 1ife application of classroom
learning.

Deslgns classroom activities to develop pupil
ability and motivation.

Directs pupils in learning to use thase mate-
rials from which they will continue to learn
after leaving school.

Develops pupll-attitudes and skills necessary
for effective participation in a changing
democratic soclety,

Helps his students acquire the values realized
as ldeals of democracy.

Link with the Community

Utilizes available education resources of com=
munlty in classroom procedures.

Secures cooperation of parents in school
activities,

Assists lay groups in understanding modern
education.

Participates in definition and solution of
community problems. .

Member of the Staff

Contributes to the definition of the overall
aims of the school.

Contributes to the development of a aschool
program to achieve its objectives.,

Contributes to the effectiveness of overall
school activities,

Cooperates effectively in the evaluation of the
school program,

A Member of the Profession

Demonstrates an appreciation of the sacial
importance of the program.
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6.2 Contributes to the development of professional
standards. v

6,3 Contributes to the profession through its

7 organizatlons.

6.4 Takes a personal responsibility for his own
professional growth. '

6.5 Acts on a systematic philosophy, Egitically
adopted and consistently applied.™

£ nude FawcettuE suggested an evaluatlon schemé of
teachers in terms of thelr leadership role; that teachers
should be evaluated in terms of how well they can facllitate,
organize, and set goals, by how well they can specify means
to achleve these goals, and thelr capablllity to evaluate the
results of learning within their classrooms. He dlscussed
" geveral categories of leadership skills which would be accept=-
able to both faachers and administrators and offered the
following as leadership skills:

I. Interpersonal Relatlons

L. Teacher-student

B, Tescher-Teacher

C. Teacher-Administrator

D, Teae@er—?arent
II. Classroom Management

A, Goal-Setting -

B, Organization of Classwork I

C, . Evaluation and Reward

D. Authority

. Research

F. Record-Keeping

G. Instructional Coordination
H. Communications-
I
dJ

=]

I. JTIdentification .
J. Efficlent Utllization of Class Time

L2 o . _
Bradley and others, Measuring Teaching Gompetence,

passim, pp. 71-76.
uBClauda W. Fawcett, "The Skills of Teaching" (Los
Angeles: University of Callfornia at Los Angeles, May, 1965),

pp. 1-2. (Mimeographed.)
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ITI, Instructional Skills

A,
B,
C,
D.

Learning EBnvironment

Tools and Materials of Learniuag
Sequencing of Instruction -
Analysis of Learning ProblemsiH

Louls Rashs suggested a framework of twelve teaching

functions

"of great importance in every teaching day" and

propesed them "not as a rating scale, but as a broad frame-

work for teachers to discover more about themselves in rela-

tion to the funotions of teaching."™t5 These functions

~included:
1.
2
3
L
S
6.
T
8.
9.
10.
11.
12,

Explaining, informing, showing how
Initiating, directing, administering
Unifying the group

Giving securlity

Clarifying attitudes, beliefs, problems
Diagnosing learning problems

Making curriculum mate%%ala i - -
Bvaluating, recarding,ifeparting

Enriching community activities

Organizing and arranging classroom
Participating in school activities
Participating in professional and civic life,

m

hWs_ » |
~ Louls E. Raths, "What Is a Good Teacher," Studying

Teaching,

ibidl! P,i 8;

eds, James Raths, John Pancella, and Je. 8, Van

,;ﬁgléwaaﬂ_ﬂliffs; Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1967), pp. 8-9,
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Grayué listed a number of criteria for evaluating
veacher performance and suggested that the teacher should:
(1) make explicit the objectives of his course; (2) provide
suggéstians on how students ca. practice skills required for
success in the course; (3) provide students with opportunities
for feedback regarding their performance by means of varilous
types of critiques; (L) provide organized expository presenta-
tlons reflecting scholarship in the field and variablé ref-
erence approaches; (5) encourage students to analyze the
major assumptions of the course; (6) pace the workload; (7)
use up-to-date course materials; (8) use evaluative instru-
ments that are loglcally related to the course objectives;

(9) provide a variety of opportunities for students to demonw

.streté their proficiencles; (10) be available for fagular

student conferences; (1l) suggest activities to pursué a
continued interest beyond course requirements; and (12) have
his own performance rated by actual student or cglleagua
OBEEPVE?E; “

In a study of the feasibillty of teacher merit pay in
North Caralina,47 committees in three aanters:(ﬁast@nia,

Martin County, Rowan County) developed a list of criteria

L6

Charles E, Gray, "The Teaching Model and Evaluation
of Teaching Performance,” Journal af,HighgrgEﬁggation; XL
(Noveriber, 1969), 636-L2. -

47Narth Carollina Department of Public Instruction,
Tho North Carolina Teacher Merit Pay Study: A Report to the
§énqral Aspembly (Raleigh: The North Carolina Dapartment of

matruotion, 1965), p. 105.
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- which were then applied in a pilot test of teacher evalua-
tion, In each of the centers, it was felt that the criteria
were fairly formulated, with cooperative input by teachers,
principals, and supervisors, that they comprehensively
described the characteristics Qf-gccd teaching, end that
they wefe applicable to almost all classroom situations.

In éstablishing evaluative criteria, a number of ques-
ticna were asked by Each'cammittea, and attempts were made
to elaborate the varilous behaviors belng examined. The
Gastonla group asked:

l., To what degree does the teacher organize learning
experlences so that pupiis understand purposes and
procedures?

2« To what degree does the teacher recognize individual
differences in puplls and attempt to meet their
needs?

3« To what degree does the teacher maintain an emotional

7 climate conducive to good discipline and learning?

I« To what degree does the teacher show professional -
skill in employing effective methods?

"5« To what degree does the teacher show prgfessional

7 skill in motivating pupils?

6« To what degree does the teacher show professional
sklll in the use of evaluation?

7. To what degree does pupil reaction in the s&gasream
show evidence of a good learning Eituatian?

The Martin Gounty group focused on theéa questicnss

l. To what depgree does the teacher recognize and meet
the 1ndividual needs of puplls?
2, To what degree does the teacher guide classroom
. procedures toward achilevement of class purposes?
3+ To what degree does the teacher show ability to -
evaluate the teaching situation and assist pupila
in assessing their progress?

48 | -
Ibide, pe 29. . v .
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li. To what degree does the teacher give encouragement
and provide opportunities for pupils to make general-
izations and relate concepts?
5. To what degree does the teacher motivate pupils to
learn? :
6. To what degree does the teacher contribute to a
good emotional climate for learning?
7. To what degree do the pupi&s show posltive reactions
: to the learning situation?

The Rowan County group asked:

Is the teachlng 'geared to meet the maturation level
of the puplla?

Is there evidence that the teacher has a good under-
standing of purposes and methods in teaching?

Are pupll activities directed toward valid learning
goals? S

Are pupills made aware of their progress in the
learning activity? _

Is the behavior of the teacher conducive to keeping
the classroom free from distorting anxieties?

Is the teaching gituation characterized by positive
pupil responses? ’

F oW o
[ ] L ] L ] L ]

[ N
.

Each of the abavs.quasti@ns inecluded a comprehensive
number of sub-items to help observer-raters identify examplas
of' each specific behavior being rated, Thesa appaaredsin
an iﬁterim repart,gl |

In additlon to being observed in thg classréeﬁ,-thé

- North Carolina teachers were asked to provide personal

. .
9. - , L - ,

4 North Carolina Department of Public Instruction,
The North Carolina Teacher Morit Pay Study: A Report to tho

Genoral Assembly, p. 29.

50, ,
Ibid,

SlNgrth Carolina Department of Public Instruction,
Progress Report to the 1963 General Assembly by the North
Carolina lxperimental Program of Teachefwﬂarithayf(Raléigh:' ‘
The Department of Public Instruction, December, 1962), passim,
pp. 21l=22, 39-40, | g .




| 33
information about their academic preparation, areas of
specialization, levels of certification, positions held,
professional and nonprofessional work experlence, out-of-
class activities including memberships and participation in
professional organlzations, professional writing, and special
honors and distinctions.52 |

Alexander Mood, in a paper presented at the U., S.

foieg of Education Conference, suggested that performance

indicators are more relevant than are education, eartifica—

tion, Df'axparience! In terms of what might be méasured
Mood listed five . Abilities53 whioh he felt should be brought
under conslderation: v .

1. Dedicatiaﬁ to the Educability of all Children

2. Ability to Communicate |

3, Ability to Motivate | o

L. Ability to Organize and Manage a Class

5. Ability to Create Learning Experlences.

Mood omitted a sixth area, related to the teacher's
knowledge of subject matter, bacause:he felt that aacaptébla
instruments are alreadﬁ avallable to measure this aaﬁeat
adequately. |

The Illinois Elementary Principals group,54 clted

—
5 Ibid.; passim, pp. 23-25.
SBMch "Do Teachers Make a Difference?“ DP s 9—10

su“Evaluaticn of the *Instructional Program, passim,
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earlier, developed an avalﬁaﬁian list which included factors
for analysis of both the teacher and teaching, Teacher |
factors were listed as: Subject matter currency, Kﬂéwledga
of theories of knowledge, Selection and use of mafarials,

Awareness of human and publlc relations, ILearning and

~dlscipline, Professionalism, and Mental and emotional maturity.

Teaching factors included: Methods of instruction, Awareness

of indi!viéual.differencésj Vgriatylaf procedures, Emphasis
on concepta énd generalizations, Consideration of iniividual ‘
readiness,: Davelcpmenf of remedial appréachés, Use of dif-
ferent approaches to problem-solving, ﬁsé of both individual
and group activities, and Efforts to foster democratic
attitudes, |

Also inecluded was concern for selection and use of
various instructional materisls such as -their vézigﬁx*' £
spanning a sufficlent range from concrata»ta.abatraetg their

levels of interest,or whether they are geared to individual

differences; their current suitability; and how well they

Ronald G. Good evidenced particular concern for the
teacher-student relationship and developed a series of ques=-
tions an evaluator might utillize when assessing effectiveness:

1. Is the teacher genuinely interested in helping each

student come to understand and accept hls unique
_ self? ~ : ‘

2, Does the teacher perceive his students a8 basically
trustworthy and dependable? i

3. Does he communicate without ambiguity? -

ﬁ. Are the children enjoying themselves in this
teacher's classroom? ' ' '
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5. Is the atmosphere in the classroom free from threat
as percelved by the students?

6. Does the teacher seem to accept each student as a
worthwhile Individual? .

7. Does he have enough confidence in himaself that he can
tolerate amblguity in the classroom? That 1s, are
different students encouraged to pursue their inter-
ests? Is there evidence that the teacher will accept
answers and methods that are different from his?

Does he encourage divergent thinking? All of these
questions refer to the tolerance of ambigulty.

8. Does the teacher assist and facillitate rather than
control and manipulate?

9. Are the children personally involved in the clasas?

10. Does the teacher view each student as constantly in
the process of becoming?

11, Are the teacher's perceptions about himself and about

@thers accurate?

grcw 8s & pfcfasaienal and as a parson?

13. Is he secure enocugh as an individual to be open to
different methods and ideas?

Uy, Is he able to sense the immedlate needs and inter-
ests of his students and act effectively in accord-
ance wlth these needs and interests? _

15, Does he have enough confidence in his knowledge of
subject matter 50 that his students have confidence
in him? / i

16. Is the teacher more interested in the processes
involved in learning or in the products reflected :
through factual evaluatlve techniques?

17. Do the students respect and gare for the taachéT aB
an accaptablé adult figure? :

Fram a representatlve review, it 1s apparent that

criteria offered for teacher evaluatlon tended to fa’l into ! i

several general categories, and included: competency in

subject matter, effectiveness in instrucilonal approsches | b

and technigues, activities directed toward professional i Bl

growth end development, and personal effectiveness. 'However,

e ' i
SEchald G, Good, “Suggested Gritaria for Teaching :

Effectiveness" (Ghapel Hill‘ University of North Carolina,
School of Bducation, 1968), Pe 2. (Mimecgraphadi) ,
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emphasis does vary, according to the partlcular interest of
the indlvidual or group, so that in one instance it might

are stressed more than human and interperaonal tralts, while

i

in another instance the reverse might appear more important.

Wh@ ahauld Evaluate?

In cgnsidering approaches to evaluatlon, Cohen and
BrawerEé reviewed some of the more typizal, including:
suﬁgrviscr ratings; rating by dégreas held; c@nsidaraﬁicns
of the sizé and kinds of dégrae—grsnting institutions;
rating by colleagues; and considaratian'af the number and
kinds of publications and government awards. Of these, they

felt that ratings by supervisors were most practical, and

ESPEGtE of these apprcaches. As a result of their study,
they felt that teaching performance could "be established by
such media as super?iaer ratings, tests, self and peer evalu-
ations and observational techniquea."57 Cohen end Brawer sug-
gested that the safest approach to aﬁpfaisal of teachilng is
a multiple one "employing more than one theoretical orienta-

tion, a variety of data gathering devices, and . . .8

Cohen and Brawer, Measuring Faculty Performance,
passim, ppe. 9-11, - L S

57Ibidc, Ps Llsi
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number of persons studying teachers and teachlng under a
variety of conditions,"58
~In the NEA Educational Research Service sur§3y§59
teachers were asked to .suggest personsa who should be respon-
sible for the task of evaluating teachers. Over 96 percent
said this should be done by the principal, with fewer than ie
?eraenﬁ stating that thié should. be a task of the suéervisgr,
departmental chairmen, or other teachers.
In more than one half of the systems responding to
 the NEA study, the principal was the sole avalugtar of
teachers., In some systems he was helped by an assistant,
department Eaadj or supervisor in preparing a single evalu-
ation form while 1in others the principal and at least one
other person praparéi'separata f@rmsgéo

Bolton felt that evaluations should derive rraﬁ the

pooled judgments of experts and, in support of this hé
dlscussed Rysang' ideas of how such a group of éiparts might
be c@nstituted.b Héw suggested that they may be drawn from
one of tho following: B

l, The Tpﬁgl@ﬁg of the lmown group of authorities or
experts (e.g. all of the principals and supervlisors

in the school district, all members of a teachers!'

o
| 59“Evalu&ticn of Teaching Competence,® p. Tl.

760 |
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professional organization, all college teachers
of a specified subject matter, etc.). Of course,
such a procedure usually 1s not feasible unless

' the totallty of experts is relatively small.

2 A random sample from the roster of membership lists
of a known group of authorities.

3. A purposive sample drawn from the totallty of
authorities as defined.

k. A sample of individuals who have been specially
trained to makg authoritative judgments regarding
the criterion.

In expressing beliefs about practices of teacher
education and certification, Conant®? recommended that
persons from State Departments of Lducatlon, professors of
egucaticn and other subject matter areas, supervlsors of
=sfudent teacﬁingg and local public school administrators be
Involved in the evaluation process, Mastery of subject
matter, application of educatlonal understandings, methods
of Eeaﬂhing techniques, and certain personal and intellectual
attributes should be included as areas of .evaluation,

 The AAAS Committee®3 indicated their feeling shat
professional organizatlions should also be involved in co-
operative research and the development of projects leading

to establishment of science teachlng competencies.

_ élDale L. Bolton, Developing Crilteria for Teacher

Lvaluatlon, Us 8. Department of Health, Education and Wel-
fare, Office of Education, Prep Report 21-E (Washington:
Natlional Center for Educatiamal Cammuninaticns, 1971), ppe.
E 3§

62 '
James B. Conant, The Education of American Teachoers
(New York: McGraw=-Hill Book Cc Company, 1963), p. 62.

63

AAAS, Gui@g;;pgs and Standards, pp. 52-53.
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gompatence in classroom parfarmanca, as a pgtaﬁtial basis

for teacher certificatinn, Bob Burton Brown- u demonstrated

education- professors, supervisors of student teaching, co-

operating public school administrators, and State Department -

of Public Instructian-pérsaanel may be brought together to
observe classroom teaching ﬁerfarmancés and to judge compe-
tence for teaching.’

The main purpcsslaf the Brown study was to discover
some of the factors which must be considered in determining

n o

"who is a good teacher," “who 1s a good observer-judge of

teacher competence," and "yhat is & good procedure for

making observations and evaluations of teacher Gampeténga;“ég

66

As a result of the study, he " suggested that a varlety of

observational instruments be used,xrapresanting-a “@ra%sg
section" of differing educational philosophies, that 8 num-
ber of different observer-judges rapreaanting differing
educatlonal bellef's or phllosophiles be iﬁvclvedg and that a
number of observatlons be made by each of these different

jﬁdgea, using different observational systems.

6
uB@b Burton Brawn An Investigatlon of Obsgerver--

Judpe Ratinpgs of Teacharrpompatanca (Tallahasseé* Univeraity
of Florida, 1969), p. l. (Hereinafter cited as Brown, An
Investigation of Observer.) S

65
66

Ibid., p. 87.
Ibia:, PP« 95_96
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“Although i1t is apparent that evaluation of the indi-
vidual teacher is usually conducted by a single supervisory
or administrative superordinate, the literature suggested
that evaluations be a cooperative effort and that teamszgf
évaluatafs be formed to include persons representing various
fécata of the educational and professional structure. In
this way the speclal interests and concerns of various indi-
_viduals and groups will be represéntad and a broader base of

competencies can be evaluated.

Rater Bias

Another aspect of problems related to evaluations of
teacher effectliveness derives from concerns about the
valldlty of evaluator Jjudgments. In the Illinols report,
citad'aarlier, it 1s suggested that prilor to attempts to
evaluate teachers, it may be well to find answers to the
followlng questions: |

l. To what extent is the teacher's effectiveness related
to the attitudes of his immediate superviaor?

2. To what extent is the teacher's effectiveness related
to the sociological as well as the physical charac- |
teristics of the community? o :

3. To what extent i1s the teacher's effectiveness related |
to the chlildren with whom he works? b

e To what extent i1s the teacher's effectiveness related |
to the physical plant and its-instructional equipment?

5. To what extent is the teacher's effectiveness related .

- to the educational philasaghy prevalent in'the
school in which he serves?©’ , f

!

|

7éiﬁ;7 7 - 7 _
Tillinais Elementary School Principals' Associlation,

"Bvaluation of the Instructional Program," p. 7.
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Of partlcular concern as it related to the evalua-
tion of a teacher by others in the system are the biases
inhérent or implied in the above 8tatements. In what ways
do these "attitudes," "characteristics," and “philosophies™

affect a particular evaluation or rating?

In a“:racant article in the Phi Déita Kappa journal,
Allen Ornstein expressed concerns about bias déé to varying
perceptions of different "types" of judges and stated that:

Teacher behavior concepts and definitions have different
meanings among different groups of subjects--for eXamplo,
students, teachers, supervisors--in part because of
their different roles . . . moreover, this is true even
within the same group of subjects. . . . As a result,
these concepts and definitions vary among the different
investigators, ton, even th@ggh they often attempt some
kind of acceptabie validity,"

Also having concerns for rater bias, Donald Musellaég

In his study asked the question, "How sure are we that the

judgment and decision of the rater are based on the st%ﬁad
criteria?" He found that rating, defined as inclgding!“all
the physiélogiéal processes thét go Into the final @utcéma,“
is a funétipﬁ, in part, of the perceptual-cognitive style of
the individual rater.

Musella'0 belleved that research has not provided

any useful criteria for measuring and evaluating teacher

68 , L |
" Ornstein, "Systematizing Teacher Behavior," pp. 553-
7 Dohald Musella, "Improving Teacher Evaluation,"
Journal of Teacher Bducation, XXI (Spring, 1970), 18-19.
70_. .. ,
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effectivensss and that no significant evidence existsfsxaept
the consistent lack of agreement between ratings done by

‘supsrfiscrs, fellow teachers, students, and taacherstraining
"specialists." This he felt ocourred "because of the sub-
Jectivity involved in rating due to vafiablas related to the
personal characteristics of raters."’l He summarized by
8aying that "decision-making in the school setting must
continue to rely on experience-based intultive predictions
and assessments that cansti&uté the best jJudgements at the
bime , "72 |
! Cohen and Brawer in'thair study expressed concerns
for rater bias and concluded that:
People see different people in various lights: One may
‘project his own values and problems upon the a$sessed
without being aware of them. Therefore, any individual
who examines evaluations of performance (often based
upon unspecified criteria) must also look at the rater

to decide from what vlewpoint he assesses his sub jects,
"To some extent, this problem may be countered by erect-
- ing objective criteria; even so, individual biases!
persist and while they may add f%gvcﬁ to assessament,
they may also interfere with it.

In a study to determine the applicabllity of eleméﬁtary f
and secondary school teacher ratings assigned by principals,

K. Fred Daniel74 assumed that the rating which a teacher

7lIbid.

72 , : Q
. 7 Ibidi! Ps 15i ‘ ‘
73

Cohen and Brawer, Me asuring Facu;ty,Perrgrmaﬂae,

77MK. Fred Daniel, "A Catalog of Analysis of Varlance
Pllot Studies Employing Data from the Officlal Florida

Ps T
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receives is a function of (&) the status of the qualities
or tralts he ?ossesses, (b) the situation(s) in which he was
observed, (c¢) the status of the qualitlies or traits of the
evaluator (i.e., his biases), and (d) interaction among (a),
(b), and (c). His results indicated that the only factor
which consistently affected variance is ﬁha evaluator. In
his words, "differences in evaluation practices of individual
raters is the primary factor to which differences in ratings
" mssigned teachers can be attributed."75
In exploring factors relating to the appraisal of

student teachers by university supervisors, Clcirelli found
& 8limilar situation and concluded that:

Obviously, any assessments and recommendations made by a

university supervisor will vary depending upon the

- particular student teacher and situation observed, but

1t seems equally apparent that the university supervisor

brings to the observation situation a uniquely personal

set of standards or criteria of good teaching (whether

overt or Implicit) upon which he bases his assessments

and recommendations, He may percelve those things in

the student teachers performance which he 1s selectively

set to perceilve and ignore certain other factors which a

different suparvigcr with different standards might con=

sider important,.(®

In his study of educational attitudes and perceptions

Teacher Evaluation Form" (Tallehassee: Florida State Depart-
ment of Edugation, 1966), p. 1. (Mimeographed.)

. 7511:151” p. 2. (. ' |
o , 76Vi3t¢r G, Ciclirelli, "University Supervisors!
OCreative Ability and Their Appraisal of Student Teacher :
Classroom Performance: An Exploratory Study,“ The Journal of
Educational Research, IXII (April, 1969), 375.” '

#
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of desirable teacher traits, Kerlinger and Pedhazur!! found
that "Progressivism" and "Traditionalism" were the two
fundamental bases from which attitudes are developed about
teacher tralts. In a test of the hypothesis that Judges'!
perceptions are influenced by their philosophical base, ?
they found that those having a “progressive™ attitude tended
to perceive "person-oriented" traits as most desirable;
while those with a "traditionalist™ base felt that ™baske
oriented" traits were most deairébla.- .

In consldering effects of blas on the part of admiﬁs
istrator-raters, Madden contended that these result from &
normal, strong ego-structure, and because he felt tha“
administrators as a group probably have stronger than
average ego-structures and thus tend to judge téach@rs in
terms of the kind of teacher the rater was or thinks he was,
he should be "especlally vigilant against the tendancy{tc
cast his image of a good teacher in his own likeness," 78

Using degree of belief in Dewey's philosophy cf |

experimentalism as the base for observation, Brown'?

77Fred Kerlinger and Elazur Pedhazur, "Educational
Attitudes and Perceptions of Desirable Traits.of Teachers™
(paper read at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational
Resa?rch Assoclation, February, 1967, New York City, New'
IQI‘E [ . :

8
, [ Madden, "Teacher Selection--How to Weed Out the
Duds," p. L. :

Brown, An Investigation of Observer, passim, pp. 59= -

93.
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described a study in which teachers were evaluated according
to how closely the observer felt the teacher's behavior was
"pro-Dewey," and this evaluation was correlated with the
observer's philosophic position. The results of this study
indicated that observers indeed differ in their evaluations,
that their observations are subjective and related to their
personal philosophic orientation. Also, he found that often
there 1s a gap between educational theory and practice, that

a teacher's beliefs do influence both observational deascrip-

%

tions and!evaluativa ratings, and that judges associated
with public schools tend to observe more "experimental
teaching” then do judges from colleges and universities.

In the Brown stuiy, clted earlier, no effort was
made to eliminate differences which appeared among
observers. Instead, they were taken as they came from’
groups normally associated with teacher training, and %ere
glven only brief instructions regarding use of the instru-
ments., Brown said that "no efforts were made to improve
reliabllity or validity of observations and evaluations,"80
One of the general objectives, of his study was to provide
descriptive information about the observer=judge ratings of
teacher competence, including "the identification of factors

influencing their raliability and validity, as well as the

0._. -
Ibidl_‘ Pi BTi
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variation and central tendencies of their observations and
evaluations,"81

Brown stated that according to his study, “teacher
evaluation is relative to the complex interaction of many

factors, including beliefs of both the teacher and observer-

judges, observations of classroom behavior, asge, sex, experi-

ence, grade level, and subject taught."gg ‘He also felt that
it is not possible to attaln complete ébjectivity in'gatting
descrlptions of classroom teaching behavior and stated that,
"it 1is essentlal to identify the bellefs of observers which
influence the observations of behavior in order to take ﬁham
jnto account in interpretation."83 He did not believe, how=
ever, that observer-judge bias need be eliminated but did
atate that "if evaluation of teaching competence is to bo
fair, the 1égitimats end legal differences of opinion ér
bellef with respect to educational purposes or philosaéhy
should be permitted and provided for, within the evaluative
pragess."gu

In another study using the Teachers Practices Obser-

vation Record (TPOR) Brown stated that "no attempt was made

81 L ;
Brown, AnVInvgst;ggtiggmqi_@bgegvar,vpi Ce

2 ,

81

BiIbid., De 96.
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to train the observers. To the contrary, we deliberately
tried to preserve the differences among observers by select-
ing them from varying occupational groups, from varying
slzes of institutions with varying orientations to teacher
education, and from varying parts of the c@untry;"ag He
contended that rellabllity coefficients that favor a high
degree of agreement between cbservers "implies that we should
seek a single, uniform objective system for observing and
classifying teaching behaviaf“;gé "between-observer" agree-
ment may not only enegﬁrage alfalse sense of confidence with
respect to the accﬁracy of measurements, but also gives us
a false sense of "objectivity" regarding the observations,"87

_Rabinowitz and Travefs_in discussing the problems of
evaluating teacher effectiveness felt that there are no
objective means for identifying criteria as being elther
acceptable or unacceptable, They felt that the terms
"effective" or "ineffective" imply value judgments and they

stated that "no teacher is more effective than another except

85
' gE@b Burton Brown, William Mendenhall, and Robert
Beaver, "The Reliability of Observations of Teacher Classroom
Behavior," U, S. Office of Education, Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare (Washington: National Center for
Educational Communications, 1?%7), pp. 17-18, (Mimeographed.,)

i

86_ .
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as someone so declides and designates. . . . The ultimate
definition of the effective teacher does not involve dis-
covery but decree,"88

Ryana'ag position agreed with that of Rabinowitz and

Tpavers! and he believed that no ciriterion of effective
teaching is "gcad“ in or of itself but rather, tha worth of
group to which the teaching is directed. Also, Ryans found
that different observers percelve and respond differently,
even when simultaneously observing the same teaching act,
This he felt was due to differences in the value systems of
the obaservers, |

In thelr publication, Who's a Good Teachar? the Amer-

lcan Assoclation of School Administ?atéra atated tnat‘

There 18 no way to discover the characteristics whilch
distinguish effective and ineffective teachers unless
one has or 1s prepared to make a value judgment., v e
and that the effective teacher does no exlst pure and
serene, avallable for scilentific scrutiny, but is
instead, a fiction in the mind of men,%0

4 .
- Because of problems encountered in developing .

88 _
William Rebinowitz and Robert Travers, "Problems of
Defining and Assessing Teacher Effectiveness," Educatianal

Theory, III (July, 1953}, 212,

BéDavid G. Ryans, Characteristics of Teachers: Their
Description, Comparison and Appraisal (Washington: American
Council on Education, 1960), p. 106,

0
7 Ellena, Stevenscn, and Webb Who's a Good Teachar?

P 37i
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sultable criterlion variables, Sorenson and Grassgl con-
cluded that attempts to predlct teacher 'effectivensss had
reached a dead end, In their analysis, they found that most
investigators had "either explicitly or implicitly assumed
the exlistence of some single set of behaviors or trgits that
characterize the good ﬁeachef! and further, made the assump-
tion that these behaviors apply and can be observed by any
school administrator or supervisor who 1s worth his salt,"92

In an effort to develop more useful ways of selecting
and appraising teachers, Sorenson and Gross?3 suggested that
one should not assume a single set of educatlonal objectives,
but should instead %Gcépt the fact .that teacher assessment
1s subjective, that different observers will have different
expectations, and that a "good teacher" is relative to the
values and expectations of the evaluatér. They stated that
"the first step in predicting teacher effectiveness is%ta
épall out the nature of the role expectations which deter-
mine the responses of teacher a#aluatcrs."94 If this were
done, "the relationship between the teachor role expecta-

tions of observers and their observations or ratings of ;

" | o | ; ' :
9 Garth Sorenson and Cecily F. Gross, Teacher Appralsal,
a Matching Process (Los Angeles: UCLA Center for the study of
Evaluation of Instructional Programs, 1961), pe l.
92_
Ibid., p. 2.
93

U

Ibide, pe 3

Ibid,
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teacher behaviep could be 8ystematically examined," ang "it
might then be Possible to predict which teachers g given

observer would approve and which he would diéapprava,"gs

In Summary, regarding ratep bias, the literature
revealed that 1t appears almost’ impossible 4o be both "objeg-

tive" ang "raypt when evaluating teacheps, Each evaluator

blases, due to diffefiﬁg value systems, Philosophical out-
looks, persongl "Intuitive Judgments," Mgg atructuré," and
role Bxpectationé. o

In practice; how do all of these factaré intsrsgt in

&n actual program of blology teacher evaluation?

'Ev§luatign af,Eialogy

Leachory ,
How are blology teachers evaluated? Review of the
literature revealed that with one apparent éxception,
evaluation of blology teachers évidently is Bimilap to the

[ S—

9SIbich

6
?_ibid., p. 2,
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evaluaticﬁvgf teachers of any other subject, with periodiec
review of performance based on criterla applicable to |
teachers and teaéhing generally. However, the exception
mentloned is a notable one, and consists of a highly struc-
tured and quite formal effort of one of the professional
teaching organizations, the National Association of Biology
Teachers (NABT), to identify and honor good bilology teachers
and teaching. |

In 1961, NABT initiated the Outstanding Biology Teacher

Award program (OBTA), and since that time has selected more

than four hundred bilology teachers for recognition as out-
standing bilology teachers,

| Realizing that there would be concerns for the ldenti-
fication and selection of criteria, énd for the ldentifica=
tion and selectlion of judges of blology teachers in such a
program of evaluation, the original committee formed té
design the program assumed that there was no universally
accepted standard set of criteria which could be used for
the évaluatién of good teachimg; Further, in order to
ensure 366qﬁata evaluatlve procedures, they declded that
"the be st Judges of outstending teaching should be from

and in visits to the site of the candidate. 97

97P5u1 Klinge, "In Defense of the Recognition of

Nigit," The American Blology Teacher, XXVII (December, 196%),
TU0. - ' - o
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Adhering to this view, evaluatlon and selectlon com-
mittees of the OBTA program presently consist of: secondary
school persons, both administrative and instructional; profes-
slonal blologists, in rgsaarch, teaching, and industry; and
others having apprcpriaﬁe contact with blology teachers and

.taashing guch as professors of sclence educatlion and sﬁate
sclence supervisors, Separate selection commlttees and
individual awards exlst for each of the fifty states, the
District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico.

What do these persons look for when evaluating
candidates for this award? Examinations of materials avall-
able from the Asécciatian'revaaled that NABT apparently 1s
selection committees a set of forms which contain criteria

categories similar to those cited earlier in the chapter.

OBTA forms avallable for use include: Nomination and

Recommendation Form and A Candidate Record Form which con-

from each candidate. Coples of these forms are found in
Appendix E, Also avallable L. committee members 1s an

Evaluation of Qualifying Bxperiences Form which they can use

when quantifying data found in the previous two forms, and

a Detalled Bvaluation of Teaching Observed Form for thelir

use when rating candidates visited in the classroom,

On the Nomination and Recommendation Form, directions

to persons who nominate or who recommend candidates for the
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award state that the form should be "completed only by a
person In the education profession qualified to Judge the
teaching effectiveness of the candidata,“ga or 1f by someons
not in the education profession, "by a person uniquely quali~ -
fled to lmow of the teaching effectiveness of the candidate,"99
Further, 1t is suggested that statements by the recommending
person be specific and that particular examples to support
goeneral statements such as "has good work habits," or "ig
an excellent teagher,“lag be included in the nomination or
recommendation statements,

Areas suggested for consideration in the Nominatlon

and Recommendation Form include: TgagbiﬂgwApi;igj,.qup@r;—

Liveness, Inventlveness, and Initiative, and space is pro-

vided on the form for additional comments about what the
person who 1s nominating or recommending feels %o be ﬁhe
rprineipal strengths and weaknesses of the candidate. '
Specifie directions about what to considep for rating on
this form include:
1. Toaching ability: What techniques does this teacher
employ? Is his course comprehensive yet enjoyed by

students? Does he enjoy teaching? i
2+ Cooperativeness: How does the teacher cooperate in

38 , o , -
?'Natianal Asgociation of Blology Teachets, “OBTA
Nomination-Recommendation Form" (Washington: The Association,
1969), p. 1. (Mimeo-printed,) :
9. . |
Ibld,
10rp1a.
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the school program or other academic areas? Co=-
operative in community affairs? ,

3. Inventivenesa: What new ideas does he use, or
has produced, in teaching? What new devicesa?

Le Initlative: Has fallure stopped him? DQES he
adapt his methods to new situaticns?i

members of state selection commititees for thelr use in
screening candidates, for selecting finalists, and for
making declsions about who should recelve the award.

Alsc available to each atate's selection committee ig

a somewhat comprehensive and personal Candidate Record Form,

provided them by each candidate, which incIudes information
about:

Name, date of birth, name and address of school,
residentlial address
Publications 1in professional or scientiflc journals
The professional and scilentific journals read
regularly
Memberships in professional, scilentific, or educa=-,
tional organizations (local, state, National) :
0Offices, committee assignments, or program duties
held in the above organizations :
Involvement in other pertinent school or cgmmunity
activities i
Scholarships, awards and honors received ' »
Education record (including institutes, special 1 ;
programs, -=tc,) _ '
Colleges or universities attended, dates, degrees
received, and degree fields -
Positions held (professional, teaching, administrative)--
where held, when held, number of blology classes
taught per day
Types of teacher certification

101 ’ | o | |
Ibid,, pe 2. ' =
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Other pertinent information (pragramsé,c@ufaea initiated,
unusual teaching procedures, etec,)1V2

Thls form includes a section for information about
the academio preparation of the candidates: they are asked
to list courses taken in college, course numbers, titles of
courses, years when courses were taken, number of semester
hours earned, and grades feceived_laj Ma jor discipline
areas include the blological sclences, educatlion, mathe-
matics, chemistry, physics, and the earth sclences, The
final page of the form 1s to be used for g brief easay
by the candidate with directions stating that this should
include "a short discussion of your teaching phileosophy and

the role of bidology in general education, "104

Information found in the Candidgtas Record Form is

rated according to the items suggested on an Eva;ugtiqn,ai

Qualifying Experlences,i05 form, This form includes: |

1. Academic Preparation:
- In general education
In physical scilences
In biological sciences
7 In graduate work
2. Teaching Experience:
- In science -
In bilology
3. Related Professional Lxperiences:

’) ,
_ _loﬂﬁatieﬂal Assoclatlion of Biology Teachers, “Candi-
dates Record Form" (Washington: The Assoclation, 1969),

ppa 1i2i “ ,

103 :

Ibide, p. 3.
7 1DSNabi@nal Association of Biology Teachers, “Evalu-
ation of Qualifying Experiences Form" (Washington: The Agso-
clation, 1969), p. 1. .
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- Head of sclence department with responsi-
bility for: coordinating bilology instruc=
tlon with other science areas

Conducting science clubs, seminars,
CONgresses
Preparing curricular and/or audiovisual
materials
Consultant (trainer for other teachers
in workshops) .
Writing professional or technological
materials for publication
b+ Related Work or Travel Experiences:
Summer experiences related to blological
sciences:
In research
In business or ilndustry
Summer travel with bilological emphasis:
To study
To observe
5. Memberships and Honors:
~ Holds membership in professional
organizations h
Holds elective offices in these ,
organizaticns
Reads professional journals
regularly ‘
6, Evaluation of Teaching Philosophy as
~Per Individual Essay. i

From analysis of the Nomihation and Recommendation

Form and the Candidate Recond Form, each state committee is

directed to select the top three to five candidabtées on the
basis of the completed form, "and then, visit these three to
five candldates in their teaching situations."106

Fgf this phase of the progran, mEmbarsécf state selec~

tion committees can use another form, Detailed Evaluation of

Teaching Observed, 07 for their on-site evaluation and

_ lD&Natianal Associlation of Biology Teachers, “Organi-
zational Plan for an Outstanding Biolo ¥ Teacher Award Pro-
gram" (Washington: The Association, 19%9), Ps 260 (Mimeos.
graphed, ) |

lo?Natignal Assoclation of Biology Teachers, "Detailed
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analysis of the teaching of the candidate being visited.
This form oonsiders a number of areas, and includes:

1. Personallity
Displayed emotional balance and self-
confldence
Presented a neat appearance and dressed
appropriately
Displayed the enthusiasm and vitality requisite
to effective teaching
Voice and mannerisms contributed posltively to
the presentatlion of material
Exhibited leadership in determining the tone
of classroom activities
Created a relatlonship with the pupills that
was friendly
Displayed interest and enthusiasm toward the
subject taught
Evidenced-a genuine interest in the pupills
2. Teaching Proceduras
" Lxhibited ability to plan and to organize
Handled mateiial so as to provide for the
peculiarities of the class and individuals
Created situations that led to Increased
pupil responsibility and confldence
Understood and used audlo-visual alds wisely
Showed neither bias nor favoritlsm toward
particular pupills
" Provides for learning of basio principlas
through first-hand experience
Provided for laboratorles characterized by
thought provoking problems
Provided for time and opportunities to define
and delineate problems
Encouraged student to propose and discuss
hypotheses :
3. Adequacdy of Knowledge of Subject
hvidenced command of suitable and correct
- language for the level taught
Demonstrated skill in making assignmEnts
definite and meaningful
Exhibited breadth and depth of knowledge
Demonstrated a sense of proportlon for what was
impertant

Evaluation of Teaching Observed Form" (Washington: The Asso;
ciation, 1969), pe. l. (Mimeographed.) ;
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Exhibited ability to translate knowledge into
, meaningful activities
lys Proficiency with Skills in Science
Makes provision for independent research work
for talented students
Encourages first-hand observational work
Students allowed to design, set up, and carry
out controlled experiments
Puplls have opportunity to collect and
interpret data
Spirit of inquiring pervades
5. Class and Classroom Management
T Dispatched routine promptly and smoothly
Was quick to sense and mature in handling
control problems
Maintained order through effective
teaching
Was conscious of and provided for the
physical comfort of the pupills,

Although both the Evaluation of Qualifying Experiences

farm and the Detalled Evaluation of Teaching Observed form

are available to members of state selection committees, use
of these forms is optional. However, NABT is concerned
about the application of rating criteria and in a memo-
randumi®® to chairmen of 1969-70 state selection committees,
the national director of the program asked that if the two
forms were not used, that objective rating criteria .of their
own be established, and that such criteria be included in
the folders of the top finallsts In the state. He also
recommended discretion in the use of any ratiné scale and
asked that state directors ensure that teachers being rated
not see their individual forms.

195William L. Brisby, "Memorandum to 1970 State 0BTA
Chairmen" (Washington: The ‘Assoclation, September, 1969),

ps 2. (Mimeographed,)
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Although these forms appear to be fairly specific in
listing areas, traits, and behaviors of feachars!which might
be utilized aé'criteria for evaluation, 1t appears that there
is 8tl1ll concern about the appropriateness of such critsria
and of procedures of selection. In hils annual report to the
1969 NABT Board of Directors, the national director of the
OBTA program said that, "There is also a need for the
national director and the reglonal directors to bring forth
a more concrete philosophy upon which the awards should be
' made, as there seems to be a tremendous variance in the
reasons for the selection of the state recipients_"lag

Apparently, this caﬁcérn for criterla and thelir uae
is not new but merely an extension of a continuing one,
During the fourth year of the program, NABT decided to make
a careful review of the OBTA program. This decision w%s
based in part upon persistent “requests for certain 50100~
tion oriteria,"110 gand resulted in a survey in 1965 of
perscns invglvéﬂ in the program for the preceding four
years,. These persons were asked to comment on "the opera-

tion of the program, its defects, its values, aﬁd its lmpact

1O9William L. Brisby, "Report of the Director of the
Outstanding Blology Teacher Award Program to the Board of
Direotors" (Washington: The Association, July, 1969), p. 70.
' _lloﬁabart E. Yager, "Momorandum te OBTA Stabe Dir-
ectors" (Washington: The Association, November, 1963), p. 2.
(Mime ographed.)
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" upon biel@gigalzéaueati@n_“lll

Analysis of responses
raceived,llg revealed Geﬁcérns about various aspects of
administration, selection procedures, and the acceptance of
the program by the profession-and public.

Of particuler interest were the concerns about (1)

criteria--what they were and how they were used in the

selection process, and (2) the possibility of finding common
olements that characterize good teachers and teaching. Most
respondents felt, however, that regardless of probable vari-
ance in the criteria used in the conduct of iﬁaividual state
procedures, the program was worthwhile and that the biology

tepchers selected did represent the bestb of the profeaslon.

sxcépt for the format of the Outstanding Blology Teacher
Award program of the Nabicﬁal Association of Eiology’;
Tenchers, it ils apparent that they are not usually jﬁégad
.differently from teachers of other subjects, The OBTA pro-
gram 1s a major exception and does seem to make pfavisian
for the major concerns expreséeﬂ by those having interest In
the evaluation of teachers.

As a professional teaching organization, the National

lllEase& on personal correspondence between Dr. Robert
E, Yager, Director of the National Association of Blology
Penchers Outstanding Biology Teacher Award Progrem and the
writer, )

112, o ) " e - L
Robert E. Yager, "Compllation of Responses to
Roquest for Evaluation of oBTA™ (Iowa City: State Unlversity
of Towa, 1965). (Mimeographed.)



Assoclation of Blology Teachers quite logically assumes
responsiblility for the evaluation of teachers of biology.

As a group having primary concern for the teaching of

biology, such evaluation focuses on the evaluation of the
person as a teacher, rathaf than just on his competence as a
biologlsat.

Although the Association realizes that individual
teams likely employ their own criteria when evaluating
candidates, the materilals provided to them by the Assocla-
tions do appear similar to many of those utlilized by others
involved in teacher evaluation and likely influence the
Jjudging process.

However because the Assoclation recognizes that
teaching requires more than just competence with subject |

matter, members of evaluation teams represent various facets

of the educational community., Evaluation is a gaﬁpE;aEiva
effort and opportunity is provided for expression of the
variaué gpeclal Interests, outlooks, and blases of varlous
Individuals and groups.

If, as suggested in the Sorenson and Gross study that
"we cannot aséume that the 'good teacher! isvscmathing "real!’
out there, but rather is relative to the-values, expecta- |
tlons, and perceptions of' the person evaluating him, 113 and,

1f as they suggest, what needs to be predicted is “not the

11 S .
BSgrenson=and Gross, Teacher Appraisal, a Matching
Process, pe B s :
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way an individual behaves as a teacher, but the way his
behavior will be seen by the particular persons avaluating
him,"llLL then perhaps it is worthwhile to determine what
different ﬁtypes" of persons look for when evaluating
biology teachers.

Who are the persons serving on State OBTA Section
Committees? Hhat 18 their relationship to the fiald of
bilology teéchiﬁg? Cen the evaluative criteria they actually
employ be’ideﬂtifiad? If so, do such criteria differ in
value to different gudges? Is there a value=hierarchy of
criteria? To get EﬁEWEPE to these questions was the pufpesé

of this stuay.

Summar;

The 1iter§ture revealed that there 1s little aigument
about the necessity for the avaluati@n of taéchers. How-
ever, 1t appeered that evaluatlon ia ccnducted to satlsfly
a varlety of needs and that differences often exlst between
the purposes of those claiming the right to evaluate. Because
of these differences, a number of problems exlst which
{nteract in and affect the evaluation process.

| Some of these pr@bls%f derived from differances of
opinion about the definitions of terms used, and from dls-

agreements regarding the velidity of observatlons and

EBiC Ibid,
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interpretation of investigative .data,  Other and perhaps
more mejor concerns related to the identification and use of
sultable evaluative criteria, to the competency of ﬁhe
Judges, and to the blas effects introduced into evaluation
by judges haviﬁg different perceptions about the teacher's
role., To prnvide for these differsncas and to allow fnr
evaluation of a wider bass of competencles, the literature
suggested that evaluation be a cooperative effort, uﬁiliging
teams of persons representing various aapaetszgf educational.
and professional outlooks.

OCriteria which wéfe ldentified may be grouped into
several distinet Géteg@ries to include those which related
to:

1, Competencies with subject métter

2. Effectiveness in instructional approaches énd

techniques |

3. Actlvities directed toward professional growth

and deve lopment |

i, Personal effectiveness with others.

'Althcugh the literature is not axtansiva, 1t appears
that criteria applied to biology taachara are not very much
different from those used to evaluate teachers of cthar
subjects. However, review of the procedures and materials
used by the National Assoclation of Biology Teachers in
thelr Outstanding Blology Teacher.Award progrem revealed
0. that the Association 1s eware of diffioulbles with the
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selection of criteria and with the bilases of evaluators and
attempts to provide fcr;bath of these concerns. Evaluation
teams are composed éf scientlists in both sghogls:and C om-

munity, sclence educators, secondary school teachers, admin-

istrators and supervisors, and the evaluation process appears

to be a cooperative effort. Although 1t seems that the.
criteria utilized might not be unique to bioiagy teachers,
the Associatlon does not require that specific criteria be
applled and opportunity is provided for the interplay of the
various special interests, outlooks, and blases of those:

who judge.



CHAPTEK ITI
METHOD OF INVESTIGATION

Béview éf the literature ravéaled that there are
several basle G@ncefns which are derived from studles of
teacher evaluation, These included: (1) idantificaﬁiaﬂ of
suitable criteria for use by evaluators; (E)EGGHGEEEE about
who should do the evaluating; and (3) concerns about rater
bias, i.e., how the Dccupaticnal status or role axpectaticm
of 'a particular judge causes him to value criteria differ-
ently from another judge.

Applying these concerns to cgnsidaraﬁicns of' the
evaluatlon of biology teachers, this study attemptad ( 1) to
identlfy the criteria which various types cf Jjudges might
use when evaluating biology taachers, (2)-tn determine if
these criteria are vélued_diifarantly by those in difrerent
Judge -groups, and (3) to determine the relative importance
of the various criteria found to be significant in thé
evaluatlion of blology teachers,

The declsion to use the Outstanding Blology Teacher
Award program (0BTA) of the National Association of Biology
Teachers (NABT) as a source of data was made for a number of
compelling reasons. In addition to being the only such

program of formal evaluation of biology teachers currently
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in the United States, the structure of the program was. such
that (a) it was national in scope and data could be gathered
whlch could be treated either regionally or nationally, (b)
the p%@gram was extenslve enough to provide an adequate
sample of data, (¢) evaluators operated in mixed teams
representing diverse occupational types with no effort made
to "train out" differences between judge-groups, (d) the
praéram did not offer a ga;ui?ed set of criterla to be used
by evaluators, and (e) the Association was willing for

program data to be utilized.

ng9§h3555 Tested

Travers statad that hypotheses "are simply statements

. of some of the consequences that can be expected of a theory
i 1t i trua,“l and that for research purposes, "it is
common to formulate hi%@theses in a form known assthefnull
hypotheses."? He went on to say that "in this form, the
hypothesis ;taﬁéa that no différancé 18 expected™3 and that
because: | - |

The testing of the hypothesls from the data involves the

determination of the probability that such a difference

or greater would occur by chance, there is a certain
logic in stating all hypotheses in the null form.l

1ﬁabert M, W. Travers, An Introduction to Educational

Research (3d ed.; New York: The Macmillan Gompany, 1969),
P 12,
2., .
Ibide, pe 31l
3Ibid.

Aibid.. 0. 11L=15.
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Statistical procedures used %o test null hypotheses
"provide an estimate of the probability that a particular
difference could have occurred as a result of variations
preoduced by chance Gi?GHﬁStEEEES,“S thus, use of appropriate
statistical technlques provide g ﬁaaﬂs by which to acéept
or rs ject a null hypothesis:

Data developed by the study were analyzed to test

the following null hypotheses:

Ho 1: There is no significant difference in the
-~ ways that judges rate indlvidual criteria
which are used for both the pre-selection
and final evaluation phases -of biology
teacher evaluation,

Ho 2: There 1ls no significant difference Letween
the rating levels assigned by judges to the
criteria wused in evaluation of biology
teachers,

Ho 31 There is no significant difference in the

' ways that criteria used in the evaluation
of blology teachers are rated between members
of different judge-groups, o '

&
H

The Population Studied

With the support of the national offlce of the
Association, an&.using materlals provided by the diréctgr.
of OBTA, the namesg addresses, and accupatianal status of
individual members of the 1970 award program éeleetian
committees were obtained., Analysis of this material

revealed a total of two hundred twenty individual judges.

SIbia., p. 315,
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From the fiftg’statssj and Puerto Rico and the District of
Columbla, a total of forty-seven separate programs were
represented. - States not participating in the 1970 pr@éram
Connecticut, Minnesota, New Haﬂpshira, New York, and West
Virginia. A 11st of selectlon commlittee members is fcund in
Appendix A, |

nglatingmGritaPia,and,Dagigning
) the Questionnaire ‘

Through review of the literature and of the materials
used by OBTA selection committees, a 1istiﬁg of the various
kinds of competencies, experiences, traits, and behaviors
which might be used as criteria during the OBTA evaluative
processes were developed, | I

These 1tems were grouped into categories and included:
items which might be derived from samﬁsnts on the OBTA nomi-
nation and recommendation forms; items related to the aca-
démic background of candidates; itams related to teaching
and other experiences; items related to professional actiy=-
ities and accamplishments; ltems related to séhcal and

community relationships; and items relatad to teacher,

~ 8ubject, and student relationships,

Using these items, a praiiminary form of the question-
nalre was developed and was sént, along with an abbreviated
suﬁmary of the study plans, to a review panel for their
comments and suggestlons for revision, Panel members were

selected according to their involvement in blology education
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and for thelr famlliarity with the OBTA program of teacher
evaluation. Included in the review panel weré professors of
sclence education, secondary school biology teachers,
college biology professors, and executives of NABT. Many -
had professional axpsrienéas at sevarél levels of education, .
including both public and private schools, and possessed
both administrative and supervisory expériences; A list of
members of the review panel and a copy of the letter request-

ing thelr aid are found in Appendixes B and C.

appropriate modifications were mada to the questionnaire.
The final form of the questionnaire contained six categories
of oriteria and a total of one hundred eleven items. Space

2

was provided for respondents to 1list additional itema @f

" dmportance to them and not alréady included in the quest;an—

|
naire, A copy of the finalizad version of the questicnnaire

is found in Appendix D,

Eliciting the Response

Individual letters and questlonnaires were sent to
each of th@!twa hundred twenty OBTA selectlion committee mem-
bers, immedlately following notification to the Association
of their completion of the selection process in théir state.
Self-addressed and stamped envelopes were coded to facilitate
adequate recording of returns and to allow better control
for a follow-up mailing_ Goples of the initial and follow-
up letters to selection committee members are found in

Appendix C,
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Directions regarding the rating of items of the
qusétignnairé required that selection c@mmitteé members ratbe
each item twice, according to its importance to them when |
used for, (1) the pre-screening and (2) final evaluation
phases. In this way it waes hoped to determine if some
criteria might be generally more useful than @tharé in
making preliminary decisions about teacher competence, In
rating each itém,‘selégtian committee members were asked to
use the following rating-level scales |

l. Not important

2., Rarely important

3+ OSometimes important

L,  Usually important

5. Always important

N. Not applicable

A sixth rating, "N," was available for judges to
indicate when criteria di& not apply. |

In additicn to rating Each item, they wers aaked to
provide Information about: the number of years they had |
served as ' a member cf selacticn committees; their currant
position; whether they personally visited nominees or
finalists in their classrooms; and if not, whether informa-
tlon related to candidate competencies with subject mabter,
student relationships, and classroom organization was avall=-

- able from personal acquaintance or other sources.

Ireatment of Data

Because it was desired to ascertain the number of

responses falllng within each of the five rating-levels
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for each item, and in order to be able to compare these
responses between Judge -groups, ratings for each item were
tallied. In!arder to determine whether the differences
between Judge-groups represented glrfarences due to reasons
cthar than chance, chi aquare analyses were computed fors

l. The responses derived for each rating-level,
within each separste Judge -group;
2. The responses for sach rating-level betwesn
each separate Judgo-group; and
3+ The two responses given for each item rated both
for the pré=screening and final evaluation
phases, | |
In a chi square analysis 1t would be expected that,
by chance. alone, one fifth of the reasponses for each item
would appear in each of the five rating- lavala.: The “N"
'categcry can be excluded ag it provided only data abaut
whether a criterion did not apply. The degrae of variance
between éxpected and observed frequencies within each
rating-level provided g measure of statistical significance,
Expected and observed frequencies of responses for
each item, and between the responses of Sseparate judge-
' groups were analyzed by the f@llgw1ng formule as axpressad

by Slegel:




04 = Observed responses found in the 1 th category.

=
i
it

= The number of responses expected in the i th
category under Ho,

> Summation over all (k) eetegeriee.6

e
I

If the difference between the responses expocted and
the responses actually observed was small, the value of x°
was elee small, If the difference was great, x© was large,
According to Siegel, "5he larger x2 is, the more likely it
ls that the observed frequencies did not come from the
population on which the Null Hypothesis is based. "7 Tr
such is the case, the variance seen will likely be due %o
feetefe~ether than chance alone, For purposes of the study,
the .05 level was accepted as significant.

‘ Chapter IV also presents a number of additional
Tactors suggested by respondents which they felt deserved
eeneideret;en and which ware not elreedj ineluded in the

questionnaire,

Summar;

The method of investigatlon used in the study required

the following procedural steps:

6 . i _ L ,
Sidney Slegel, Non-Parametric Statistics for the

Behavioral Sciences (New York: McGraw-HLill Book Company,
Inc., 1956], p. L3.

T1pid.
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Information about the forms and materimls used
and the procedures followed by state selection
committees were obtained from the national dlr-
ector of the 1970 OBTA program.
Using these materials, a prelilminary questlonnalro
1isting possible evaluative criteria was developed.
a. A review of the literature to establish the

basic concerns of the profession about

of biology teacher evaluatlon was made.
The preliminary questionnalre was sent to a
review panel consisting of persons Iinvolved in
biology education and knowledgeable about the
OBTA program for evaluation and revision.
Responses recelved from the revlew panel were
analyzed and a revised form of the questionnaire
containing their specific suggestlons was
develop d.
Names and addrssses of individual members of
the 1970 Outstanding Biology Teacher Award pro-
gram selection committees were obtained from the
headquarters office of the National Assoclation
of Blology Teachers.
THe re#isad questionnalre was sent to individual
state selection commlittee members of the OBTA -

progran. following completion of their respective
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selection processes for thelr rating of individual

items of criteria,

Responses of returned questionnaires weie analyzed

to determine:

8.,

C.

The frequency and significance of the
responses derived for each rating level for
each 1tem, within each of the separate judge-
groups,

The frequency and significance of differences
noted between the responses derived for each
rating level, for each item, betwoen each

separate judge-group.

responses for each item when rated both for
the pre-screening and final phases of the

evaluation process.



CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF DATA

What inferences may be madé from data deveicpad in
this study of evaluation of blology ﬁaaéﬁars? Specifically,
who were the persons who served on the 1970 state selection
committees of the Outstanding Biology Teacher Award program?
what oriteria appeared significant to them? Did members efi
different Jjudge-groups value gpecific critéria differently?
Was there a hierarchy of significant evaluative criterla?

This chapter has been organized to provide a éascfipa
tion of dabta generated by the study and to make possible a
logical interpretation of the gseveral varliable relatipnahips

deve loped.

JudgsaQrcpﬁsfanﬁ”Hssppnggs
to the Questionnaire

Analysis of materials made available by the -Natlonal
; Association of Blology Teachers and from returned question-
naires revealed that the two hundred twenty members of the
1970 state selection committees for the Outstanding Blology
Teacher Award program could be categorized into eight

- separate judge-groups as follows:

75
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1, Secondary school teachers . . . . . . + 58

E- CGL]_EEE bi@lcglstﬂ s = s & & & & * & e 4 56
3+ College professors of science

education . . . -1

4. Industrial bialogists .« v e s o2 s 21

5. OState scilence supervisors . . . . . . . 21

6. Secondary school administrators . , , . 17

7+ Local school science supervisors . , ., . 15

8. Other: Dentlsts 4 « « « ¢« & o o o o o o 2

" Director, outdoor education . . 1

Graduate student, educator . . . 1

220

Each of these persons was sent a copy of the question=-
naire found in Appendix D and 1in additlon to rating specific
items, each was asked to indicate the number of years they
had served as members of the Outstanding Blology Teacher
Award program state selection cammittaés. Results and
percent response to this request are found in Tabla L.

| Analysis of Table I reveals! that one hundred geventy=
nine completed questionnaires were returned out of a p@asiblax
total of two hundred twenty, for an overall return of Bl.gél
percent. Returns from specific judge-groups ranged from
61.9 percent for the industrial biologist group to §u,ll per=
cent for the judge-group category listed as public school
administrators. The category entitled "Other" can be
excluded because it did not comprise a hamcganaaﬁs occupa=
tional group.

| Generally, 1t would appear that members of the various
Judge-groups were relatively experienced in evaluating
teachers for the Outstanding Biology Teacher Award, as they

averaged 2.68 years as member% of selection committees. The
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Judge-group evidencing the most number of years experience
was the State Sclence Supervisor group with 3.66 years,
whlle those having the least experience was the group of
secondary school bilology teachers with an average of 1.83
years.

Visits to Classrooms of
Candidates by Judges

In an effort to gain some insights into pfagadural;
arrangements and about how Information a out candidates was
obtained, Section VII of the questionnaire asked the fcllow-
ing questions of judge-group members:

1. Did you personally visit nominees or finalists
in their classrooms?

2, If you did not visit nominees or finalists in
thelr classrooms, was informat.on related to
thelir competencies with subject, student rela=-
tionships, and classroom organization avallable
from other sources?

3. If you did not visit as part of the selection
process, were you acquainted personally with
some of these aspects because of prior asso-
clations with some nominees?

L+ If you answered yes to 3 above, explain,

Responges revealed that slightly over half (51.L

percent) of the selection committee members visited the
classrooms of candidates for the purpose of on-site evalua-

tions of related factors. Of those who did not visit (eightys‘

four out of aighty;sev%n) sald that they had knowledge about
the candidates from personal experience or other sources.

Included as other sources of such information were:
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l. Association through professional meetings;

2+ Work with candidates on professional committees,
wrlting teams and science fairs;

3+ Participation in classes of colleague or college
professors;

. Prior visits by science supervisors or supervisors
of student teachers;

5. Acquaintance with publications made by the
candidate; and

‘6. Knowledge of work done by students of the
candidate,

AnalysisrgffData Related to
Null Hypothesis Ho 1

To determine whether specific sriﬁarig might very in
worth during different phases of the evaluation process,
Judges were asked to raté each ltem twice, once for its
value in the pre~screening procegs of evaluation, and once
for its value to them during the final phases of selectlion.
In this way, it-was hoped to learn if some criteris might be
of more value at times than others in making decisions about
teacher worth,

Null Hypothesis Ho 1 related to this concern and was
stated as follows: | |

Ho 1: There 1s no Signiflcant difference in the ways

that judges rate individual criteria which are
used for both the pre-selection and final
evaluation phases of biology teacher evaluaticn.;

Analysis of data revesaled that except for criteris

A s e
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which were not suitable for application to both phases of
the selection process, there was no significant differences
in the ratings glven to specific criteria when rated for
both the pre-screening and final evaluation phases, Thus,

Null Hypothesis Ho 1 was accepted,

Analysis of Data Related to

Null Hypp,t_f;a sls Ho 2

Theorizing that the cholce of one specific rating out
of the five possible rating choices for g specific criterion
might have occurred by chance, Null Hypothesis Ho 2 stated:

Ho 2: There is no significant difference between the
rating levels asslgned by judges to the criteria
used in the svaluation of biology teachers.

The data revealed that out of one hundred eleven

ltems, twenty-three possessed rating levels which differed
significantly frém whét would be expected by chance alone,
(See Table II, Appendix F.) However, responses from the
combined group of judges showed that not all categories of
criterla were of similar importance to them when evaluating
blology teachers. For example, none of the items found in
Category A which contained items derived from the commants
made about candidates by those who ngmina%e or recommend, or
in Category E which contained items related to the éandidata's
relationships to his schoocl and é@mmunity; were rated signif-
igantly by judges., Further, only one item each was found in
CatagaryAB (academic background), Category O (teaching and
other experiences), Category D (professional activities énd

accomplishments). .
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The category having the ma jorlty of significant items
was "F," which consisted of 1tems related to teacher, subject,
student; and classroom relatlonships, Twenty-one out of the
bhirty-five ltems listed in Category F were aignificaﬁt ab
the ,05 level or greater. Of these, all but two of the
. twenty-one were ranked high as "usually" or "always
important.," The two not ranked high were ranked in the
middle as "sometimes important."

The 1ist (page 82) swmmarizes the twenty-three items
found to be significant as indicated in Table II.

Gan@rally,'the twenty-one items found to be ratad.
significantly high in the list (page 82) can be clmssified

into three major areas of concern:

l, Items related to the taacnars' iﬁtrinsic
Egrscnal traitss .

Intargat and enthusiasm for blology (.DDl)?

Evidances of resauréafulness (,01)
Adequacy of self-concept (.0L) | |
Evidences of ingenuity (.01) f
Emotional poise and self-confidence (.05)
Evidences of creativity (.05) |

Apparent interest in self- -improvement (,05)

2. ltems ralated to teacher -student interrela—
tianshiis.

Abllity to encourage self-motivation in
/ students (,001)

Avility to. Inspire self-confidence in
Etudants (s01)



Item

Interest and enthusiasm for biology
Abllity to encourage self-motiva-
tion in students . . . . . . . .
Concerns for student understandings
of esgentlal concepts . .
Abllity to inspire self- ccnfidence
in students . . . . . . v s e
Concerns for student understan&iﬂgs
of essential sclence processes ,
Evidences of resourcefulness , . .
Adequacy of self-concept « + « o &
Concerns for personal involvement
of students in learning activ-
ities » - » - & - - - L - - L ] L]
Evidences of ingenuity v e e s s
Emotional poise and self-
confldence . . . « 4« ¢ ¢ o & &« &
Evidences of creativity . . . . .
Apparent interest of self-
impI‘DVEmEﬂ’b * 0 = . LI
Skill in use of g variety Qf
materials and methods . . . . .
Habits of dress, vcica, manner-
lsms, speech ., & v ¢ & & ¢« 4 & &
Activities and gccgmplishments
GfStUﬂgntSQiii:ei-ii
Involvement in personal
sclentific research . . .« + . &
Provislons for differing student
interests and sbllities . & 5 »
Laboratory experience charac-
terized by thought-provoking
‘pl"DblemS s % ¥ ® & a & ® % w
Efforts to encoursge student
development of hypotheses
and theories . « 7 e ® ®» ® & & @
Favorable perceptions by
’ students end parents , . « . . .
. Facilitates worthwhile
student interaction . . . . . .
Ability to develop a classroom
climate conducive to learning .
Perceptions of incividual
student needs . . . . 4 4 4 . .

*Items were ranked only as

82

Chi Signif-
sguare  icance
20,7203 .001
18.5379_ 001 -
17,7566 .01
1.7575 .01
7142 .01
sk
1,3568 .01
13,6206 .01
12.7?59i .05
12,3556 .05
11.905L. .05
11.7590 .05%
11.6778 .05
11.L719 .05
11,3441 05"
11.0983 .05
11,0433 .05
10.8200 .05
10.7748 .05
10. 3870 .05
9.7873 .05
9.4948 .05

“sometimes important."
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Concerns for personal involvement of students
in learning activities (.01)

Favorable perceptions by students and
parents %.OE)r

Facilitates worthwhile student interaction (.05)
Perceptions of individual student needs (.05)

Provisions for differing student interests
and needs (.05)

Efforts to encourage student development of
hypotheses and theories (,05)

3o lbtems releted to concerns for skills and
proficlencies as a science teacher:

Concerns for student understandings of
essential concepts (.01)

Goncerns for student understandings of
essential science processes (.01)

Skill in use of a varlety of materials and
methods (.05)

Activities and accomplishments of
students (,05)

-Laboratory experiences characterized by
thought provoking problems (,.05)

Abllity to develop a classroom climate
conduclve to learning (.05)

Factors found to be not significant included thoge
~ences or degrees, grades recelved, location or size of
school, years of teaching experience, teaching or mang-
gerlal efficlency, participation in school, community or
prafgssianal organizations, publications made, honors or
awards received, and the appearance of classroom andz

laboratory,
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However, because gwenty-three 1tems were found for
which rating Jevels differed aignificently, Null Hypothesis
Ho 2 was rejected.

Analysis of Dgta_Rglatad to
,ﬁpl;LHvﬁgthasisWﬂg 3

Null Hypothesis Ho 3 stated thati

Ho 3: There 1ls Mo significant difference in the
ways that criteria used in the evaluatlon
of blology teachers are rated between
members of different judgaégrcups;'

Table III, also in Appendix F, presents data from
each of the seven judge-groups and indicates the number and
percent of responses for each of the five possible rating
Jevels of items found to be rated significantly different

by the combined group of judges. The statistlics reported

indlcate the pumber and percent of each judge-group respond= -

ing for éach'ratingﬁléval option, Tor purpasés of analysis
|

and discussion, percents are often combined %o {ndicnte the
highest and lowest rating relationshipse

As indiceted, Null Hypobthesis Ho 3 reflected GanearﬁA
for evidences of bias on the part of Judges who bel@néed to
different égcupatioﬁal groups. Analysis of the data in
Table 1II revealed that of the twenty-three {tems found to -
nave significant rating-levels, eight were found to have
been rabted significantly aifferent when used in the pre-
gecreening process by different judge=-groups. Thus, Null

Hypothesis Ho 3 was re jected.
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An analysis of esach of the elght items found to have
been rated signiflcantly follous:

1. Apparent Interest in Self-Improvement (.01).

Although the majority of each of the seven judge-groups
rated this item high as usually or always important, only
three fourths of the Public School Science Supervisors'
groupa considered it so. This contrasted with over ?7‘parﬁ
cent of the Secondary School Teacher group and all of the
Industrial Biologlasts. Over 16 percent of the Public School
Science Suﬁafviscré group responding to this item and over

6 percent of the College Blologlst group considered 1t
rarely Important. Seventeen out of fifty-eight Secondary
School Teachers thought the item to be not apﬁlisabl@-

2, Interest and Enthusiasm for Biology (s05). Over

8 percent' of the Pyblie School Science Supervisors resﬁ@nd—
ing felt this i1tem to be rarely important and 6 peréeﬂ% of
the College Blologlsts rated it-rarely or not important.
Alth@ugh more than half of all groups rated it as either
usually or always important, all of the Public School Admine
isﬁratcrsj all of the Industrial Bilologists, and all of the
Professors of Science Education respondiiig considered 1t
usually or always important to them., Nine out of twenty-one
Industrial Blologists felt that 1t did not apply. |

3. Concerns for Student Underabandings of Essential

Concepts (.05). Although all the Public School Administra-

tors and -over 95 percent of the Professors of Scilence Educa-

tion responding tc{this ltem rated 1t usually or always
' ' e '



important, only about 72 percent of the Stabte Sclence
Supervisora and 58 percent of the Public School Scilence
Supervisors rated it high. In fact, over 16 percent of the
Public School Science Supervisors and approximately 8 per-
cent of the College Biologlsts responding to this ltem
considered 1t rarely important. Seventeen out of fifty-
eight Secondary School Teachers and eight out of twenty-ono
Industrial Blologists considered it no® applicable.

Iy Ggggernsgiqr”Stgﬁeﬁt Understandings of Esaential

Sc;anga,Prqcagsas,(.DS). Although the majority of all

groups considered this item to be usually or always impor=
tant, differences existed between some groupse In this
{instance, all of the Professors of Sclence Education rated

1t high, while only 58.l percent of the Public School Sclence
Supervisors rated 1t thus. Almost 17 percenﬁ of the latter
group considered this item to be rarely important, Seven=
teen out of fifty-eight Secondary School Teachers and elight
out of twenty-one Industrial Blologlsts indicated the item

did not apply.

5. Ability to Inspire Self-Confidence in Students
(.05)., Responses to this item were fairly dlverse and |
ranged from 100 percent of responses either usually-to-
always important for the State Scilence Superviscr'graup, to
only 50 percent of the Public School Administrators rating
it high, Several respondents rabed the item elther rarely
important or ﬁut important to them in the evaluation

process, Nineteen out of fifty-elght Secondary School
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Teachers and nine out of twenty-one Industrial Blologists
éansidafed it to be not applicable for them,

6., Activities and Accomplishments of Students (.05),

Analysis of data for this ltem revealed that although all of
the Public School Administrators and Industrial Biologilsts
rated 1%t either usually or always lmportant, this feeling
was not shared by several of the other groups. In fact,
only about l}7 percent of the Secondary School Teachers and

a 1i£ﬁle less than 60 percent of the Public School Science
Supervisors andlccllega Biologlsts rated it high.

Of slgniflcance were the responses which rated this

Secondary School Teachers with 12.5 percent, Public 3chool
Science Supervisors with 16.7 percent, College Blologists

with 10.7.garcant, and Professors of Science Educatianfwith'
|

8.3 percent, _
7. Emctipnalﬁfq;sevgng_SelféQanijagga {(.05), Anal=

ysis of the data for this grcup revealed that of those
responding to the item as an item of impértance to them, all
judges In the Industrial Biologist group rated it either
usually or always important., This contrasted with Public
Bchool Science Supervisors and State Science Supervisors
-whose responses in these categories amounted to about 65
percent each. Alsc,;17.77percent of the Public School
Sclence Supervisars'and 10.9 percent of the .College Eigl—én

oglsts thought this trailt to be rarely important to them,
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Nine out of twenty-one Industrial Biologists and twenty-one
out of fifty-eight Secondary School Teachers felt that the
item did not apply.

8. Adequacy of Self-Concept (.05). Contrasts

between the ratings assigned by varlous jJjudge=groups were
partieularl# noticeable for this i1tem. Even though the
majority of all groups rated this item high as usually or
always important, 25 percent of the Public School Science
Supervisors considered adequacy of the teachers' self con-
cept to be rarely important, along with more than 12 percent
of the Public School Administrators. Only approximately 50
peraaﬁt.@f the College Biologists rated the item high, with
only %wentyscne out of fifty-six of thelr group considering
the item applicable. |

Table IV in Appendix F shows how individual Jjudge-

groups ranked each of the eight items from high to low.
2 f; 2
Criteris Sugpested by Respondents

not Already Included in the

Questionnaire r

- Although most respondents seemed satisfied with the
nature and scope of iééms already included in the question-
naire, a few made use of the blank spaces provided and
suggested several additional factors which were of impor-
tance to them. As these were quite varied and weré stated
in ways that made statistical analysis difficult, they are

included here without reference to their significance.
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In responding to Section II of the questionnalre, which
contained factors derived from the nomination and recommenda-
tion forms of the Outstanding Biology Teacher Award program,
several persons felt 1t would help to have some additional
Information about the following aspects of the candldate:

1, Dedication to teaching.

2, Dedication to meeting individual student needs

3, Imagination and ability to innovate

k. General personality and energy

5. Abllity to inspire students toward furthér

education

6, Abllity to study and try new directions

7. Use of holidays and vacation time,

Also, because it is often the principal or other o .
school administrator who usually is asked to nominate or : |
recommend candidates, one judge felt the need to atata}that ;7 |
"in many cases where recommendations are made by school
administrators, I find upon invgstigatiggrthat the adminls~ i @
trator has a rather poor concept of the tsé;hgr's ability," ;

In regard to Section III of the questignﬁai:s; which
contained factors related to}jhe academic béckgrcunﬂ and
preparation of candidates, itAwas suggested by several A
judges that the follocwing also be caﬁsiaare& when evaluating
teachers for the award: —~

1. Grades in student teaching _ = i;;

2. Types of sclence methods courses
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3, The balance between science and ﬁanascience
courades
L, Total grade point average for college work
5, Evidences of work of an investigative
regsearch nature
6. Evidences of work with living organisms
Because this category also included a number of ltems
about the grades received 1n various college courses, soeveral
judges stated that they felt these should be excluded for
consideration. One judge stated thab "the taking of many
courses is laudable and good but [he felt that] the ability
té use the knowledge to present 1t to the students, and to
bring out thelr cocoperation and enthusiasm is batter.“
Gammenta regarding Sectlon IV, which cantained
fact§r§ related to teaching and othar experiences of the
caﬁdidétes, included the suggestion that some consideratl@n
be given to the amount of work experience I1n blology-related
fields and to the emount of actual field work experience.

In Section V, which contained factors related to the

professional actlvities and accomplishments, 1t was suggested -

that consideration be given to how well the teacher can
motivate and stimulate student interest in biology, to evi=
dences of success of former students in science following
graduation from high school, and the types af sﬁmmér school
teaching experiegcaa of the candildate.

Under Section VI, which contained factors rolated to

school and community relatlons, several who responded



suggested that concern be glven to the teacher's self concept

91

as an educator, rather than just as a person, and one

oxpressed this by saying that teachers should not evidence

any "hang-ups about his identify as a teacher,"

Section VII considered factors related to teacher-

| subject-student and clagsroom relationships, and several

judges suggested the followlng addltional factors be

%ncludadz
.

Te

Knowledge of the day's actlvities (when being
visited)

Employment of innovative approaches

Efforts to improve student self concept

Efforts to teach sciantifia'cbjectivity and

- honesty

Efforts to teach methodology of experimentel

i
]

~design S i

Enthusiasm exhibited toward blology, students,
and the school
Evidences of generosity and willingness to

8e1rVe.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

As one of the most intensively researched areas in
the field of education, the search for finding suitable
methods and criteria for evaluating teacher competence and
teacher effectiveness has resulted in a large number Df
recent studles,

Although a variety of approaches to study the topilc
have been devised, it is generally found that results of
such studies are dilsappointing and that little agreement
geems to exlst between investigators aver-gpeairics such
as the crlterla which might be used, about who should do
the evalvating, and about the subjective effects introduced
into the process due to the personal blases of the judges
involved.

That teachers are evaluated, snd this quite often, is
an undisputed fact, and many studies, reports, and materials
have besen prepared by both local and national agencies. How-
ever, most of these relate to the evaluation of teachers
ganerally and a representative review of the literature
revealed that apparently no comprehensive studies have been
candﬁcted on how a teacher might be evaluated as a blology
teachser, . |

Q 7 92
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Even though no comprehensive studies were found, a
national professional organization, the National Association
of Blology Teachers, for about a decade has been engaged in
a vell érganizad and fargal program of biology teacher evalu-
_ation. In this program, a teacher from each state, including
Puerto Rico and the Distriet of Columbla, 1is Selecﬁed as an
Outstanding Biology Teacher each year. ©Belection procedures
require that a state selection committee be formed to evalu-~
ate indlividual canéidates Tfor the award. The compositlon of
each state selection committee 1s varied, but usually con-
glsts of persons representing secondary school téachars,
biologists, and professors of science education.

In an effort to gain some understandings of how
blology teachers are evaluated, this study asked that each
of the two hundred btwenty judges of the 1970 Qutstandfng
Biology Teacher Award program rate the various criterila they
utilized when evaluating candidates for the award. Ratings
were analyzed to determine significance, and the stﬁdy
attempted to find answers to the following questions:

1, Who afe the se judges of blology teachers: What
variety of aecupaﬁiggal and/or educational posi-
tions do they represent. |

2. What criterla do they employ in the evaluation
pPGGEES?-fATE'SQmE criteria of more velue to

gome Jjudges than others?
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3, Does the occupational status of a judge;relata
to the way he evslustes a biology teacher? If
sa; in what waya?

Thié study of the evaluation of biology teachers was
directed toward finding answers to the above questions and
was limited to data resulting from the 1970 Qutstanding
Biology Teacher Award program af the National Assoclation of
Biology Teachers. The following steps were followed in the
investigation:

1., Revliew of the literature to establish the needs
of the profession for teacher evaluatlion, to
1solate the problems inherent in a program of
teacher evaluatiﬁn; to determine the various
eriteria which might be applied, to galn some
iﬂeas about who might be appropriate judges of
blology teachers, and to discover if the accupaa
tional status of various judges influences thelr
"evaluations of bilology teachers.

2. Review of the materials, forms, and procedurss
utilized by the National Asscciétian of Blology

!xIeacths and other groups to identify and develop
~a list of criteria which might Eé employed in the
evaluation of a blology teacher.

3. Rating of these criteria b# the various membe s

~ of the 1970 Outstanding Biology Teacher Award

program evaluation teams and subsequent “analysis
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to determine their significance and relative
worth,

Le Making comparisons of the responses of judges
belonging to differing occupational groups to
establish if significant differences exist
between the ratings assigned to specifio
criteria by members of different gfsups,

The significant findings of the study, together with

appropriate recommendations are presented in this chapter,

Summary of Literature
Review

A representative review of related literature indi-
cated that the need for evaluation of teachers is an
accepted aspect of the educational profession and that vari-
ous individuals and g;oupa claim the right to be invs;vsd
in the evaluation prcssss. Insludss are sush psrssssiss
school administrators and- supervisors, and groups such as
the National Education Assoclation, local and state teachers!
sssssissisns, and prsi%ssisnsl teaching srgsnisstisns such
as the National Association of Biology Teachers.

Essential problems in the process of evaluation of
teachers included concerns about: the lsss-of standards
which are sultable for measurement;. the diffisultiss'sf
Sseparating assessment of the t-sshing act from assessment of -
the teacher; the lssk of agreement between sbssrvsrs about

the terms used to describe competence or sffsstivsnsss; and
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the apparent disagreement of researchers regarding the
interpretation of findings.

One of the vital concerns of investigat@rs of teacher
competence related to the identificatlon of sultable criteris
which might be utilized in a teacher evaluation process. A
number of studies have resulted in development of lists of
guch oriteria and these generally can be placed into a num-
ber of distinct categoriles inoluding: competency in subject
matter;'affactivaﬁesg in instructional approaches and tech-
niques; personal actlvlities leading to professional growth
~and developmentj and those criteria which are concerned with
a teacher's intrinsic personal traits,

Although it 18 not unusual for a single supervisory
or administrative person such as a principal or supervisor
to be the person responsible for evaluating a teacher,: the
1itératufe suggests that evaluation should be a coopa;ative ;
effort and thatzteachars should have the opportunlty to be;
evaluated by a team of persons who reflect a variety of
gpecial interests and value systems. In this way 1t -is
hoped that a broader base of competencies can be evaluated!
and that a more comprehensive avéluatiﬁn will result. !

The “literature further suggested that because of the
unique and personal biases which exist within each Individual
judge of teachers, it i1s not possible ta!be objective,
impartiai, or "fair® in any evaluation process. Because of

this éubjsﬂtivity, one should not assume a single set of



97 -
educatlional objectives but instead should expect as many
different evaluation outcomes as there are different views
represented. ?

Except for the materials and procedures of the
National Association of Blology Teachers' Outstanding Bilol-
ogy Teacher Award program, it appeared that teachers of
blology are evaluated much the same as teachers of any
éﬁhar subject. Regarding the Assoclation program, it was
found that the categories of criteria utillzed wore simlilar
to those developed by othér organizations and!graups- How-
ever, the evaluatlon program of the National Association of
Biology Teachers does involve persons having verious occupa-
tional concerns, both within and outside the public school

4

tors interact when making judgments of teacher worth,.

Summary of the Study ?
Desipgn . '
This study involved the two hundred twenty members of

the forty-seven state selection committees active in the
1970 progrem of the Dutstanding;Bialégy Teacher Award prggraﬁ
and the data ﬁrcvidad by the one hundred geventy-nlne who
réturnad completed questionnaires. _

Ffaéfthe related literature andAmatEfials provided

by the Assoclation, a questionnaire contalning one hundred

eleven items which might be used as criteria when evaluating
biology teachers was developed and sent to cammitteé " members

'
1

(4] . . : |
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to be rated according to their value to them when used in

both the pre-screening and final phases of evaluation,.

From data derived from the one hundred seventy-nine
écmplated questlionnaires which were returned, appropriate
occupational groupa of judgéa'wara established.

Chi square analyses were computed to establish the
significance of differences noted between the fatinga glven
each ltem wheﬁ 1t was rated for both the pre-screening and
final phases of evaluation.

Chi square analyses were somputaé'tc establish the
slgnificance of differences seen between the responses for
each rating-level for each item, |

Chi square analyses were cémputeﬂ to establish the
significance of the differences noted between the ratings
assigned each item by different Judge-groups,

L
Conclusions

Thécughaut the course of thils investigatian, the
intent was to discover something about the evaluation of
biology teack.rs and not to evaluate the various aspects of
the Outstanding Blology Teacher Award program. As indicated
in Chapter IIX, the program was used because it offered an
excellent opportunlty to collect data about blology Eaaahar
evaluation on an unusually oomprehensive soale. Further

1t seemed to adequately provide for the concerns expressed

|
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in the literature for fariety in the points of view of
judgea and for deriving the criteria which they might employ
when evaluating blology teachers. The lnvestigator does not
wish hia conclusions to be interpreted as judgments of the
program, although he is impressed with 1t as a model for
teacher evaluation by a professional group.

The study attempted: (1) to establish the criteria
that members of the OQutstanding Blology Teacher Award pro-
gram committees used when evaluating bilology teachers; (2)
to identify the various types of their occupations; (3) to
establish whether or not specific criteria were valued
significantly different between rating levels; and (L) to
determine 1f occupational status of Judges significantly
related to the way they rated specific criteria.

To faollitate clarity, the conclusions of the s?udy
ara organized under each Df the three null hypotheses éstabu

Null Hypothesis Ho 1:

lished for the study:

There 1s no significant difference in the ways
that judges rate indlividusl criteria which are
used for both the pre-selection eand final evalu-
ation phases of biclogy teacher evaluation,
Analysis of the chl square levels derived for the

combined ratings of all judges revealed that no signifieaﬁt

differences existed between the ratings given to ltems when

used for pre=selesction and the ratings given to the same
items when used for the final evaluation of candidates for

the OQutstandlng Blology Teacher Award., Beoause the oriteria



100
were not rated significantly different, it appeared that
judgea made no important distinction between criteria which
they used to pre-screen candidates and those they used to

eliminate finalists. Thus, Null Hypothesis Ho 1 was accepted,

There is no siénifieant difference between rating
levels assigned by judges to the criteria used in
evaluation of blology teachers.

Analysls of the chi square levels derived rér.thg
ratings glven to each of the one hundred eleven items
revealed there were twenty-three items (Table III) which
possessed rat;ﬂg levels that differed from what might have
occurred by chance at the ,05 level of significance or
better., Of these, twenty-one were rated significantly high
and two were ranked significantly in the middle range.

0f the twenty-one items which judges rated hig%,
seven related to factors aéscaiated with the teachers!
intrinelc personal characteristics, eight related to faatgrs
of teacher-student interaction, and six related té skills
and proficiencles as a science teacher. Factors which were
rated lowest related to the teacher's academic background
and preparation, his teaching experiences and fsépcnsibil—l
ities, and to his professional amctivities and accompllish-
ments, Apparently, these latter factors were not as
imp@rtgnt to these Judges. Because some aignifican£rcri—

toria were found, Null Hypothesis Ho 2 was re jected,
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Null Hypothesis Ho 3:

There is no significant difference in the ways
that ecriterias used in the evaluation of blology
teachers are rated between members of different
Judge-groups.
Analysis of chi square derivations for ratings given
to each of the one hundred eleven items of the questionnaire
revealed that eight items were rated significantly different

by different judge-groups (Table IV), -Thus, it was possible

to éay that the occupational status of a judge 1s reflected

in the way he evaluates a biology teacher, and that the
criteria he used were applied according to his expectations
of the teacher's role, Therefore, Null Hypothesis Ho 3

could also be re jected,

Recommendations

=

The following recommendations are offered for |
consideration? l
1. Because it was found in this study that the
evaluation of blology teachers for the_@utétand—
ing Blology Teacher Award was subjectlive, and
that various types of judges utiligad some
evaluative criteria differently according to

differences in their occupational status, it is

follow the Outgfanding Bialcgy Teacher Award
| program model and employ a team of evaluators
which represents a variety of outlooks and Job

expectations,
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The teacher of biology having concern for a satis-
factory evaluation in his teaching situation should
famillarize himself with those critgria likely
held to be of value to those who evaluate him,
Because it was found that not all criterig uti=-
lized in this study were significant to thé
evaluation process, it is racpmmendéd that in the
interest of efficiency, programs of evaluation of
biology teachers de-emphasize criteria which
relate to participation 1n school and community

activitles and affairs, the bteacher's academic

“background, his teaching experiences and responsi=

bllitles, and his professional activities and
accomplishments, and stress those which relate
to tsachersaubjgat-student relationships aai

: . . l
listed in Table III,

Those responsible for pre-service and in-service
programs of education for the toacher of biology
should explore the possibility of including

sxperiéncas which will encourage development of

adequacy of teacher self-concept and resourceful-

ness, emotional polse and self-confldence, inter-

est In personal and professional growth, abilitles
to encourage self-motivation and self-confidence

in students, understandings of student needs,

skill 1n use of a varlety of methods and materials,
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and ebllities which will aid him in developing
a classroom climate conducive to learning essen-

tial sclence concepts and processes.
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Mrs. Gail Alwin :

Bladensburg Senior
High School

Bladensburg, Maryland

Dr, George Anastos
Unlversity of Maryland
College Park, Maryland

Dr. Doyle Anderegg
University of Idaho
Moscow, Idaho

Roger Andersen, D.D,S.
Lead, South Dakota

Mrs. 5555 Anﬁhany
Memorial Senior High

School
Houston, Texas

Mr. Donald Arkell-

Clark County Health
Department

Las Vegas, Nevada
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Kansas State Department Df
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Longwood College
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Oxford High School
Oxford, Alabama
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Bellevue, Washington
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Cheyenne, Wyoming
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Salem, Oregon
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Western Illinois University
Macomb, lllinoils
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Washington, D, C,
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University of Wyoming
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Mr. R. G. Montgomery
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Education ‘
Tallahassee, Florida i
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Maxine H. Moore
Spartanburg High School
Spartenburg, South Carolina

Miles C. Muraoka
Aiea High School
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Mrs. Karen Mironaks
Roosevelt High School
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Richmond, Kentucky
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National Institute of Health
Washington, D, G, =
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Alea, Hawaill
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Dartmouth Collegu
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Tyner High School
Tyner, Tennessee
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Rainer State School
Buckley, Washington
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Rogera High School
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Andrew Jackson High School
Portland, Oregon
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School

Newark, Delaware
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Parkside High School
Jackson, Michigan
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Edward Vance Parks
Tangier High School
Tangier, Virginia
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Indlana State University
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Jacksonville High School
Jacksonville, Alagbama
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Virginia State Dept. of
Education

Richmond, Virginia

Dr. Kenneth V. Pilke
Arizona State Unilversity
Tempe, Arizona

Mr, E111s Poullette
Hillsboro High School
Hillsboro, Oregon

Dr. Robert Powell
Converse College
Spartanburg, South Carolina

Dr, Sherman Preece
University of Montana
Missoula, Montana

Dr. Paul Prior
University of Nebraska
Omaha, Nebraska

Mrs. Flor P. Quinones

San Juan Department of
Education

Hato Rey, Puerto Rico

Miss Louise Raynor
University of Vermont
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Mr. Carl Reimer
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Colorado State College
Greeley, Colorado

Mr, Paul Richard
Colorado State College
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Dr. Lavon Richardson

Oklahoma College for Liberal
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Education
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Boone, Iowa
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North Dakota State
University
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Dr. Vincent Saurino
Florida Atlantic University
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Education
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Wilmington, Delaware
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Columbia, Mlssouril
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Letter to Review Panel

Dear

As you perhaps know, I am in the process of finishing a pro-
gram of studies at the University of North Carolina and am
planning to study some of the aspects of the OBTA program for
the dissertation. I have enclosed coples of the proposal
summary and the two questionnaires that will be used.

Ag you read the summary, you will see that the study involves
basicallyt 1identification of the criterias used in the selec-
tion process; an attempt to determine their relative impor-
tance; development of a "profile" of teachers selected as
outstanding; and identification of factors which might be
common in the schools and communities of teachers selected.
It has been accepted by my committee and 1t was briefly
discussed at the Board of Directors meeting last July. I am
asking a number of them for help.

I would very much appreciate your taking time out of an
already busy schedule to look over the questiomnaires and to
suggest some ways they might be improved. I .would particular-
ly welcome your comments about the phrasing of specific items
and questlons and your suggestlons about what might be asked.

As I plan to send the questionnaires to recipients of the
award and to members of selection committees soon after the
program is completed in each state, I would appreciate return
of the materials with your suggestions as soon as possible,
An addressed and stamped envelope is enclosed.,

If there 1s more you would like to know about the study,
please write and I will be glad to oblige. I sincerely
appreciate your interest and help. Perheps I .can finish
the study this summer.

Sincerely,

Donn L. Dieter

Assistant Executlve Secretary

[The National Association of
Biology Teachers, Inc.]

DID:dd
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. Ietter to Selectlon Committee Members

Dear

As a member of a 1970,state selectlon committee, you are
perhaps aware that this 1s the ninth year NABT has sponsored
the Outstanding Biology Teacher Award Program. The Associa-
tion 1s pleased with the selectlons made each year and it
Teels that much of this is due to the patient and thoughtful
consideration of candidates by commlttee members. It 1s 1n
regard to your work on this commlttee that I am writing to
you.

Although 1t is felt that each state recipient of the award

‘has conslistently represented the very best of the biology

teaching community, not much seems to be known about the
things that committee members considered important in evalu-
ating nominees. In other words, even though these are very
good teachers, many of the important criteria operating in
the selectlon prccess are unknown.

In an effort to learn more about this aspect of teacher evalu-

ation, I am currently conducting a dissertational study at
the University of North Garelina, and am asking you to

respond to the items contained in the enclosed questionnaire.

I know that this will likely be an added burden to an alraady
busy schedule, but feel that in order to make an adaquate
study, your vlews need to be represented,

I sincerely appreciate your work on the committee this year
and want to thank you in advance for completing the question-
naire. You are not being asked to give your name and indi-
vidual responses will be held confidential, No comparisons
wlll be made that will reflect unfavorably on any aspect of
the OBTA program.

An addressed and stamped anvalope is enclosed for your use
in returning the questionnaire. So that I can complete the
study during the summer, I would appreciate a prompt reply.

Sincerely,

Donn L. Dieter L
Agsistant Executive Secretary ,
[The National Association of

Eiclagy Teachers, Inc.] ' _ .

DID:ss



Follow-Up Ietter to Selection Committee Members

NOTE:

This second letter and questionnaire is being sent in the

event that you did not receive the initial set sent earlier
in the summer. lif the first was recelved, please dilsregard
thié‘latter and return the original completed questionnailre

as soon a8 possible,
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QUESTLONNAIRE

T0: MEMBERS OF THE 1969-70 STATE SEILECTION COMMITTEES FOR
THE NABT OUTSTANDING BIOLOGY TEACHER AWARD

The categories and items listed in this questlionnaire repre-
sent various kinds of competencies, experiences, traits and
behaviors that members of state selection committees might
have considered important in evaluating nominees for the
Outstanding Biology Teacher Award. ‘

As some of these items were perhaps more useful or Important

then others in helping to make decisions about nominees, you .

are asked to rate each item according to your perception of
1ts worth. And as some items might have been of more value
during one phase of the progess than another, you are asked
to rate each according to its importance or usefulness for
both the pre-screening and the final evaluation phases of
selection, opace is provided for inclusion and rating of
items not listed which you feel contributedto your declslons,

In rating, use the following scale:

1 Not important L Usually important

2 Rarely important 5  Always important
i

3 Sometimes important N ©Not applicable

Directlions:

Indicate by circling one of the six cholces, the degree to:
which you feel an item was important in helping you to
select a teacher to receive the Outstaending Blology Teacher
Award. Please note that you are asked to rate each ltem
twice; first, for its value in the pre-screening process,
and second, for 1ts value in evaluating finalists for the
award. 1f an item did not apply for a particular phase of
the selection process, circle N.

Your reply will be kept confidential and no comparisons will
be made of the responses between individual states. You are
not asked to sign the questionnaire. Please return as soon

as completed in the enclosed stamped and addressed envelope

to: : '

: Donn L. Dieter

NABT National Office
_ . Washington, D. C. 20005
Your cooperation ls sincerely appreclated.
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' Status or position of persaon
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Committee Member Informations:

Counting this year, how many years have you served as a
member- of an OBTA State Seleoction Committee? _. Years,

If you were Director of the program in your state this
year check here  , ‘ ’ ,

Please check the category which best describes your

current position: A : :
_ Secondary School Teacher 7 . Industrial Bioclogist
. Public School Administrator College Bilologilst

. Public School Science ' vPrgreséﬁr of
- Supervisor Science Education

State Science Supervisor Other (Specify):

IVED FROM NOMINATION Importance in:
NDATION FORMS: Pre Evaluating
- Screening | finalists |

FACTORS DER

AND RECOMME

making nomination or recome . o |
mendatlion comments, 12345 Nl 1l2 3!4 5N .|

Comments about teaching

ability, l23h5N 123,58

v

Comments about teaching : 7 -
techniques, 123145 0N] 1

Mo

3L5N

Comments about comprehensive

Comments about interest in 7
teaching, 1234 5N]| 1

Mo

3L 5N

|
|
ness of course, » lL23Lh5N) 12 345N i;
|
|

Comments about Interest of v
students in classes, 1234 5N|12 345N

Comments about the teacher!'sg ' : |
cooperativeness in the tatalﬁ_ ’
-8chool program, _ 123L5N(123 L 5N

Comments about the teacher's
cooperativeness in communi ty
affairs, ‘

123L5N]1 2!3 L 5N




IiI.

Other:

o
15,

III.

3
e

5

(Continued):

initiative,

Comments abcuﬁ
Comments about inventiveness.
Comments about adaptability.
Comments about principal
gtrengths.
Comments about principal
weaknessos, )

* (Specify)

FACTORS RELATED TQ AC'DEMIC
BACKGROUND:

Reputatien of schools, colleges

‘or universities attended,

Recency of academic
experlences,

Evidences of continuing

~aeducablon,.

Pafticipatinn in institutes,

seminars, speclal programs,

Undergraduate degree in

bliological secilences.

Undergraduata degree in 7

'sducaticn.

Undergraduate degree in
liberal arts,

Graduate degree Iin bi@lcgé
lcal sclences,

Graduate degree in education,
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Importance in:

Pre EValuating
Screening | finalists
123485N{123L 5N

12348N[123L5N
12348N{123L5N
123458123450
1234581234 5K
1234581230, 8N
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123488 123/ 5N
12348N|123L5N
12345N{123L 5N
12348581234 5N
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123485812304 5N
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III. (Gontinueé)% 1 : Importance ins:

4 ) Pre Evaluating
Screening | finalists

10, Type of teaching certificates, 123 L4 5N|[12 3L 5N

11. Number of hours for courses ; g : ot
in biological sciences. l23L4L85N(1234 85N =

l2, Variety of courses in 7 1 7

biological sciences. l2345N|1223L45N

13. Grade point average in
bilologlcal sciences.

L 5N

1. Number of hours for courses : . ' 1
in Chemistry. 12348581234 58N '

15. Variety of chemistry courses. L23L4LSN}1L Exs L 5N

=
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=
L
=
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16+ Grade point average in
chemistry courses. 12

L 5N
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17 Number of hours for courses 7 ‘
in Physics. 12345812

LYY

hsw o
18. Varlety of physics courses. 12 3L5N|123L5N o o

19, Grade point average in - , .
physics courses, 12345812 3;& 5N P

20, Number of hours for courses o ,
in Mathematlcs. 1L23L5N}123L4L 5N

i
R

22. Grade point average in | : , f it
mathematics courses, 1234L5N}12345N " | S

[xh]

21, _Variaty of mathematics courses, 1 2 3L 5N)1

. 23+ Number of hours for courses 1n
earth sciences. 1l e

\M .

LEN}J123)4 5N

2li. Variety of earth science - j )
courses., lL2345N1123L5N : L

25. Grade polnt average in earth ... : !

- sclence courses. 123458123488 | 8

26+  Number of hours for courses ' f : . s
in Education, l2345N122345N
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29,

Other:

30.
31.

32

33.
3l

B

Iv.

- Number of other

(Continued):

Varlety of professional

-education courses.

Grade point average in profes-
sional education courses.

Apparent Interest in self-
improvemenst,

(Specify)

"FACTORS RELATED TO TEACHING

AND OTHER EXPERIENCES:

Number of years teaching
eXperience,
Number of years teaching
sclence,

Number of years
blology.

teaching

Types or levels

of blology
classes taught, .

taught daily.

Number of blology classes
taught dailly.

Administrative or supervisory
raspgnsibilities,

Importa

Pre

Screening
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nce ins:

Evaluating
{ finalists

sclence classes

12345N

(o
D

2

o] ¥ MY

o o

34 8N
3L 5N
345N
34 85N
345N
345N
3L 5N
345w

345N
345N

3L5N

L - T =

23L 5N

[AV]

Mo

AT LV T s v I AV

[}V

(44}

234 5N

318

345N

345N

34 5N
34 SN
345N
345N

345N

3L35N
345N

345N

3 L 5N
345N

3L 5N




Iv.

8.

9.

10.

11,

12,

13.

1.

(Continued):
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Importance in:
Evaluating

Pre
Screening

finalists

S51ze of sachool where teaching,

Locantlion of school where tsach-
ing .

Variety of schools where teacher
has taught.

Involvement in personal sclen-
tiflc research,

Work experliences in science
research,

Work experiences In business or
industry.

Hobby or avocatlonal Ilntereastsa,

Contributory travel experi-
ences,

Other: (Specify):

16,
17,
18,
19.
20.

\L

FACTORS REIATED TO PROFESSIDNAE
ACTIVITIES AND ACCONMPLISHMENTS:

Number of memberships in prcfesa
slonal organizations.

Memberships in honorary profes-
sional science organizations,

Memberships in honorary prcfésa
sional education organizations,

Partiocipation in professional
0. ganizations,

123L5N

1

3]

345N
1234 5N
1L23L45N
123L5N

123L5N
123 45N

345N
345N
345N
3
3

[
LV AN B AN

L 5N
L 5N

™
VI

1l23L45N
1234 5N

12345N

123L45N

1

H M B e

pd

2

MNP

[N AV

345N
345N

3L5N

3L 5K

3L 5N

345N
345N

3L 5N

34 5N
3y 5N
345N
34 5N
345N

345N

345N




V.

6.

Te

9.

10.

a1,

12,

13,

1.

Other:

154
16,
17,

lgi" o

19,

20..,

(Continued):

Screening
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Importance int
Evaluating
finalists

Pre

Number and kinds of offices,
dutles and assignments held in
professlonal organizations.

Participation in other school,
state, and community organiza-
tions, 1

Types of professional Jjournals
read, 1

Number of professional journals
read, '

Publications made in profes-
silonal and other journals. 1

Number of scholarships, honors,
grants, and awards recelved, 1

Sponsorship or consultant to
seminars, instltutes, work-

shopa for teachers, L
Particlpation in development of
courses, curriculum materials,
texts., 1
Spongorship of clubs, institutes,
seminars, fairs, for students, 1
Activities and accomplishments

of students, 1

(Specify):

ol = = H | ol =
o N v ] W] P D

™

P

(4]

)

o

2

(A

o

lL2345N

345N
34 8N
34 9N
345N

3L 5N

345N

3hbsw

345N
345N
3L 5w

345N
345N

345N

345N

345N

123k 8N

3hsw
3hsy
3L5N

ERE-A

3L 5N




VI,

9.

Other:

10,
11,
12.
13.
e

VII.

1,

FACTORS RELATED TO SCHOOL AND
GDMMUNITY RELATIONS:

Cooperativeness with colleagues,

Participation in school
actlvities.

Participation in civie
affairs,

Participation 1n political
affairs,

Participation in soclal
affalirs. o

Participatlion in religlous

affeirs,

Concerns for sch@@l¥cammunity
relasionships,

Initiative in assuming school
responsibilities,

Efficiency in handling school
records, reports and accounts,

(Spesif?)é

1.2

Importance In:

Pre
Screening

‘Evaluating
| finslists

123L45N
1230450
12345
12304 5N
12304 5N
1234 5N
1230 5N
123450
123450
> 34 5N
3L5N
3 5N

234 5N
23L5N

S SRS
NN

(SR

FACTORS RELATED TO TEACHER, SUBJECT,

STUDLNT CLAS&HDON RLLATIDNEHIPS.

Pid you personally visit nominees
or finalists in thelr classrooms?

12345N

34 5N

| o
40]

12345N

1234 5N

123L5N

1230 5N

1234 5N

[
[\

3L5N

123L5N
|

M

34 5N
345N

[k

23L5N
234 5N

A N S

No

234 5N
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2., If you did not visit nominees or
finalists in thelr classrooms, .
was information related to their
competenclies with subject, stu-
dent relationships, and classroom
organization available from other
sources? _ Yos , ~ No

3, If you did not visit as part of
the selectlon process, were you .
acquainted personally with some '
of these mspects because of prior
pgsociations with some nomlnees?  _ Yes _No

i, If you answered Yes to 3}, above, g
explain: S ——

Importance Iint |
_ Pre Evaluating .
Screening ”,Wiiﬁalisﬁa,i

Ty mpmm 1 o e e ! e 8 e
W . ML 1 n N

5, Interest and enthuslasm for 7 o ) | . ?
biology. 123458123458 |

6, Concerns for student underw
standings of essential =~ = , o
concepta. : 12345N12345N

ey
e

7. GConcerns for student quarﬁ
standings of essential R ,
sclence processes. 123458 12345N

——— e e

standings of the structure of’ | o
the science of blology. 1234 5N 12345N

n

9, Efforts to encourage student
development of hypatheses and

theories. | 1234581 234 5N

e

P, OV Wiy AU PU Ap—

I
]

{

i

i

8, Concerns for student under- | o !
!

|

i

|

|

|

|

P
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VII. (Continued); , Importance in:
,, Pre Evaluating

Screening | finalists

10. Concerns for student under-
standings of human implications
- of modern blological develop-
‘ments. 1

M

3L5N]123L 5N

11, Concerns for personal involve-
ment of students in learning ,
activities. 123L5N123L45N

12, Understandings of the learning
process, 1

3L SN|[123L 8N

AM]

13; Confidence in knowledge of 7 :
subject matter, 123L5N123L5N

1. Ability to organize and present |
materials, 1234 5N]12345N

15. Ability to develop a classroom
climate conduclve to learning. 1

Mo

3b5Nj123L5N

16, Skill in use of a variety of
materials and methods., 12345N123L45N

17. Leadership in determining .
: tone of classroom activities, 12 34 5N |1

ih]

3/ 5

18. Provisions for experience~ )
centered learning. ; S l2345N|(123L5N

19, Dsboratory experiences
“characterized by thought , :
provoking problems, 1234 5N(1

o

345N

20. Appearance of classroom

23450

and laboratory. 1234581
21, Evidences of creativity. 123L5N[{123L5N
22, Bvidences of resourcefulness, 12 3 L4 BN 1'2-3 I. BN
23, Evidences of ingenulty. lL23465N}112 3 I 5 N
2l Perceptions of individual . . ‘
student needs., 1234 5N|123L 5N

25, Pr@visi@ns for differing student
interests and abilitles. 1

o

3L SN {123L 3N
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VII. (Continued): Impart%nca in:
Pre Evaluating
Screening | finalists _

26, Abllity to encourage self- )
motivation in students. 1

4N

3h5N|123L5N

27+ Abllity to inspire self- | |
confidence in students, 1234h5N]123L 5N

28, Facilitates worthwhile )
student interaction, 1234 5N1

My

3L 5N

29. Emotional poise and self- _ 7
confldence, , 1234 85N[{123L5N

30« Hablts of dress, voice,
mannerisms, speech, 123L585N
34 5N

345N

234 5N o
2304 5N X
235N
3b5N[123LsN g
345N 3LEN |
35. Favorable perceptions by o . !

students and parents, l23h5N11e2 345N
Other: (Specify)s . | - i%t

| 23h5w|123ysn
23hsN123hsN ¢
234 5N 345N
23L450N 345N

I

3l. Adequacy of self concept,
32. Concerns for personal growth.

33. <Sense of humor,

™ AN [kh] P g
M

M

3le Tolerance for ambiguity.

36,
37,
38.
39,

e
NN
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APPENDIX E
OUTSTANDING BIOLOGY TEACHER AWARD PROGRAM FORMS



Date

National Association of Biology Teachers

OUTSTANDING HIGH SCHOOL BIOLOGY TEACHER AWARD

State Director: ;
National Chalrman:
William L. Brisby
Moorpark College
Moorpark, California

This form should be completed only by a person in the educa-
tlon profession qualified to judge the teaching effective-
ness of the candidate or, if not in the, education profession,
by a person uniquely qualified to know of the teaching effec=-
tiveness of the candidate. Two such recommendations must be
mailed to the State Director by JANUARY 1

Statements by the recommending person must be specific.
Give specific examples to support general statements like,
"has good work habits," or “is an excellent teacher," eto,
Unless you glve specific examples, you penalize the
candidate. ' !

Name of candidate ___ e |

School in which candidate teaches ____

Address of school _

l. Teaching Ability: What techniques does this teacher
employ? Is his course comprehensive yet enjoyed by students?
Does he enjoy teaching? ' o :

2, Co-operativeness: How does the teacher co=operate in the
school program or other academic areas? Co-operative in
communlity affairs? , C

7

et o, s v s e e e




148

3. Inventlveness: What new ideas does he use, or has
produced, 1in teaching? What new devices?

L. Initiative: Be specific., Has fallure stopped him?
Does he adapt his methods to new situations? »

5, Principal Strength of Candidate:

6. Principal Weakness of Candidate:

7+ Qther Important Information:

Name of recommending person

Address __ Official position _




City _ ____ Zone number

Date

Natlional Associatlion of Blology Teachers
OUTSTANDING HIGH SCHOOL BIOLOGY TEACHER AWARD

State Director: :

' National Chalrmans
William L. Brisby
Moorpark College
Moorpark, California

CANDIDATE'S RECORD FORM
The candidate should complete this form with complete

Information for the items requested. Use additional sheets
1f necessary. Return to State Director by JANUARY 1

Name _ o —_____Date of birth _

School In which you teach

Address of school __

School telephone number __ . Home tslephone number

Residential address

Publications in professional or scientific journals.

What professlonal journals and scientific journals do you
read regularly?

List the professional, scientific, or educatlional organiza-
tiona (local, state, and nati@nals in which you are a
member, : : :

149
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What offices, committee assignments, or program duties have
you held in the mbove organlzatlions? ‘

In what other pertinent school or community activities have
you been engaged? .

What scholarships, awards, honors have you received?

Education record (Include Institute, special program, etc.,
attendance)
College or University Attendance dabes Years Degree Fileld

Positions held (professional, teaching, administrative) in
chronological order, ’
Neme of organlization Number of biology
or school - Position Years clasges per day
' 1

|
|
l .

; g
What types of teacher certification do you have? .

What other pertinent information (programs, courses initiated,
unusual teaching procedures, etc,) can you list to assist the
spelectlon commlittee?. , ’



151

Academic preparation (Show courses studied in college in the
fields below, including Instltutes, course number, title of
course, year taken, number of aemester hours earned, and
grades recelved,)

Course No. Course Title Year Semesteir Hours

BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES

Courss No., GCourse Title Yéér Bemester Hours

 EDUCATION
MATHEMATICS
CHEMISTRY
PHYSICS

EARTH SCIENCES

Wrlte a brief essay about your blalagy teaching. This
should include a short dlscussion of your teaching phllosophy
and the role of biology in general education., You might
degcribe any of your actlvities not covered in the above
items,
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The following persons have been asked to submit & recommenda-
tion on my behalf:

Name | Title ' Address
1. o ' : '
2
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TABLE III

FAGTORS FOUND TO DIFFER SIGNIFICANTLY
BETWEEN VARIOUS JUDGE-GROUPS i

. , ’ _ Rating level
JudgésGrcup T fé — g'w —z

Apparent interest in

aelf,imgfpyamagt; '
Secondary school a 0 0 1 15 25
‘teachers | b 0.0 0.0 2,4 36.6 61 0
Publio sghééii 0 0 1 6
administrators 0.0 0.0 6.3 37.5 56;3
Public school scianca 0 2 1 1 8
supervisors ) 0.0 16,7 8.3 8.3 66,7
State science 0 o . 2 U 12
supervisors 0.0 0.0 ”11.1 22.2 66 7
Industrial B O 0 0 L9
bimlcgiats 0.0 0,0 0.0 30.8 69;2
78911555 ) ] 3 0 737 _ iE 31

. binDgiStS - . ) 6: j. ‘QDG 6711 ) EL#; 5 63 3
Professors of : 0 0 1 % i 19
scienge aducation 0.0 0.0 L.2 16,7 79.‘

: Ematicnalgpgise and

gelf-confidence _ _
Secondary school 0 0 L 15 . 18

" teachers 0.0 0, G 1D 8 uQ 5 MB 6
“Public school o 0 2 .8 &5

~administrators - 0.0 D‘Q, 13a3 753.37 33.3
Public Sﬂhaﬂl saiance 0 -2 2 1 7
supervisors - o 0.0 16.7 16.7 8,3 58,3
State science 0 0 6 6 5
suparviscrs 0.0 0.0 5 35.3 29.4

E. . - .
"Number of responses,
bPéraent of responses,

NOTE: 1 = Not important; 2 = Rarely important 3 @ﬂuématimés
‘ 1mpartant o= Usually important; 5 = Always important, -




TABLE III (continued)
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L Eégingrieval
Judge-Group - 5
" Industrial a 0 o 0 5 7
blalggists b 0.0 0.0 0.0 hl}T 58.3
ﬁGGliBge ) . - 1 N 21 iS
blologists ‘2, T 9 L5.7 32.6

Prgfass@rs Gf

acience educaticn

-

36.4

12
545

Concerns for student under-
standings of esséntial
conce ts

Secondary school
teachers

] -
l o

12
39-3

L
| ©
|

e

25
61,0

" Public school
administratcra

L ]
O

[ ]
1<

-
o

10
62, 5

Public sch@cl sciance

supervisors

315

2
0 16.7

—[;l

%

gupervisors

Stata séiensé,wrw

oolomw|looloo

l o
M
.

] oo

2.2

50,0

" Tndustrial

biglcgists

~rjoojoocjoojoo
=
n_m

L]
—]
| 5 o |
f oo ~wvf i | oo o0&
- ™ r r
L] <

0,01

121
923

Ccllege

lengiEtS

13

L]
Y

274 1_

26
- 58.3

Prcfassars Gf ‘

| - -
| (¥

s
73.9

Interest and enthusiasm

fDr lelDFV

Secondary school

teachers .

"aclence education 7

[ -
| ‘O‘
EeX=

V$?$JFUWﬂ
|

1 2
e

29 o3

28

6833 :

“ﬁPublic Echacl
administratcrs

lo

o

3l

68 8

Public school science
supervisars

0.0 7

' Stata Sciencei

supervisors

lco|oojoojoo

L]
| ©

[+ ]
-’
ool o] oo

[
xd
e =
wni|on|oo|
‘:.] ‘ =

o

=1
| PO | WD
I ) -]
o

T
hl.2



TABLE III (continued)

Judge=Group —— ———

Industrial a
biélagists b

0

0

Callega 2
biologista _ b1

0

0

Prof'egaors of
science education

Activities and accomplish-
monts of students

13 6
32.5 15.0
11 g
68.8 31.3

Secondary school
tcachera

Im%m
H
o~

‘I
Ke)
=t
-
W,
:-F"‘
O
.
o

oC O

Public sehagl
admiﬁistratcrs

| -
o

oojlocojloo oo
. le .

e

oo

L

O

rrPublic school science 2 7”3 E
supervisors .0 16.7 25.0 25.0 33.3
State sclence 1 5 6 6
supervisors .0 5.6 27.8 33.3‘ 33.3

" Industrial o o o 8 '8
biologists 0,0 0.0 "0,0 38.5 6L5
College 2 3 1 % 12
biologists he3 6.4 29.8 34.0 25.5

" Professors of 0 2 3 7 12
science educatlon 0.0 8.3 12,5 29.2 50.0

Ablllty to insplre self-
confidence in students

Secondary school 1 0 L 1l 20
teachers - 2 ) 10,7 51, 2

Public school .0 0o 2 L 10
adminiatratara 0 )al '

Public schgel science 0 2 1 1 ,
supervisors . 0.0 18.2 9.1 9,1 63.6




TABIE III (continued)

7 , Rating level
Judge -Group ——— —————
) 2 3 4k 5
State scilence a 0 0 5 13
~supervisors b 0.0 0.0 .0 27.8 72.2 ;
Industrial 0 0 2 9 :
blologists 0.0 0.0 «3 16.7 175.0 :

College
bilologlsts

laNe
i

f‘m‘ |
L

[ W,

E._.I‘

Prcfassafsigf 7"71; 0
sclence education 0

L
o |wo | o~ oo

- -
| =3
| W
| ‘-F_U‘«i“
| =
=
WL
[ ]
-]

Adequacy of self-concept

Secondary school 0]
teachers 0

Public school
asdministrators

Publie school science
supervisors

State solence
supervisors

Industrial 0
biologists 0.0

College
bilologlsts

Professors of
science educgtlon

Concerns for student under=-
standings of essential
sclence processes

Secondary school : 0 1 2 1l a2l | o
teachers _ 0.0 2.4 L4«9 3hel 58,5 o
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TABIE III (continued)

, - . Rating level
Judge~Group 7 47~—gf~—>i e

Fuhlle school a
administrators ' b

oQ |
o |

NeXe
wo| o |
(as]

2 [

Publle =school sclence e >
. 7 ) 2§ «0 lé '7?7 L]lcf 7

supervisors

| -
(o]

1 .

State sclence 1 6 11

2

6

D i .
supervisors ) .0 0.0 5.6 33.3 61,1
Industrial 1 0 0 0 12
blologlats T7 0.0 0.0 0.0 92.3
'Cgllegéi 2 2 6 11 25
biologists be3 4.3 13.0 723{9ﬁ"?4‘3
Professors of 0 0 0 6 17
sclence education 0,0 0,0 0,0 26,1 73.9
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