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‘ ABSTRACT - r
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This paper.deséribes the. development and:first é&ministrations of a survey 7
of attitudes toward a large number of policies apd procedures in the évaihatién df |
classroom teaching. The instrumeﬂt; developed cooperatively by administrators,
teachers, and consultants, askgd how important‘gach policy or procedure was iggan‘

ideal evaluation systemaand then how well it was being handled locally. Two Milwaukee
~ 3 :
area school districts were surveyed. Results showed some discrepancies between real

W
s

and ideal systems and some group differences. 'Teachers definitely wanted to be )

involved aﬁ all stiges. ‘All stages/yefg/;een as béing important. Mephodological

problems are discussed and some revisions suggested.

Sk Kk g,* *

,

The evaluation of instruction has been a thorny issue since ancient times.

e [N

Even Aristotle, in about 347 B.C., at Plato's Academy, was passed over when Plato

o

died and the head positién went to someone else. "Aristotle, while departing for
. . 4

greener -pastures, must have had some serious doubts about the fairness of the

evaluation jéb dorre on him! ,) 3 . - -

 Of course we all ggE?nginze that there are still many problems in the

evaluation of teaching today. This is' not only hecause the evaluatdr's task is *

.

a complicated and delicate one, but also because there are so many different

-

* Barry thin passed away on July 5, 197~. As with many other projects, he %/
® got this one moving and then handed it over to some interested friends to
finish while he turned his attention to new prcblems. . ‘
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opinious about what "guod‘teaching' really s>,

€ “‘
» {

‘%noth>' s2iiour uroblem that evaluarlis »1 teass.ing may'soon be -required to
‘e . S O

,/

deal with is new state legislation on the.evaluatrion of educators. Californiafs
. - it 3

A - . - . N .
1 .

! .
s . Y

ol by < . \ . .
Stull Act is the firgc.such legislation we have heard of! It requires .each school -

district it California to adopt or. develop itsTown system of evaluating certificated

) - N -

’
. ’ ~

persbnnel. It 4s presented along with eight major presentations plus some thoughtful‘

c e
.

discussions in-a conference report edited,by N. L. Gage'(l973).
There have been’ developed some workshop mater1als ‘on the evaluation of teach-

ing during the lhast three years. One of these, also from California (no coinciderice),

-

was developed at the Center for the étudy of Evaluation at U.C.L.A. (Fink, et; al.,.

l97§). It has recéntly been adopted for use in national workshops by the National

S

SymposiuTJfor Professors of Educational Research. It covers: Tedcher observations

and ratings, Teacher skill testing, and Measurement of student growth as three general
» -

options in the evaluation or appraisal of teachers. . a
. i

. & &
L N ’
N

But this kind of workshop‘was probably forced by the Stull Act. Would it not

/
be more advisable to f1nd out whaf educdtors €h1nk is valu\ble before deciding upon

‘one or more of the three options described above?

¢ R -

In. the present‘stugy wedftried to get a better 1dea of how school people per-
9

” N

.ceive the evaluation process. We wanted ‘to present a large number of specific poli-

gies and procedures and get judgements about’ how important or valuable they yould be

Jin an ideal system of evaluation. Then if the 1mportant pollcies were not being

& (

-

»

Q

EKC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

practiced in a district or building, the people who were responsblle could initiate
H . .
those policies. Likewise, they pould discontinue any poliuies or procedures seen as
. k| -

! ,1/

_ unimportant or trivial. . . »

/K . . -
: - .

We were also interested in any policies or procedures for which there were

'disagreements between groups as to their importance. It seemed likely thdt admin-

1
- M ..

istrators and teachers would see some items differently. Tpe .same, for elementary

-

< .

versus secondary educators since their teaching tasks are rather different. Finally,
- N co ’

teachers who had tenure might nave diftereq* needs and values from those of non-tenured

?,

YN

teachers .. .
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being handled locally. oo oy 7 o r

_on the intial administrations. Uninportant items could be found empirically,’

then be removed_gdr_subsequent revisions. Seven’ operational phases ot steps

. one feedback step. ylhese seven are'libted below with an eXplanation for each’ omé.

- ® y '

-

A Perligps we lbuked with the most hope tor those policiesxand proeedures whicha
were\;:dgedéto be impoxtant across all groups ot achool peple

might be the elements of a newer and better system—of evaluati

»

Xh These, we thought,

5 . ’

w I \ . Y
od . . : =

Procedures: ™ - ’ N L !

’

\‘\

public school districts in Milwaukee and Ozaukee counties pargidp\ted.' This |pro-

jeet was initiated by the late,Barfy Fagin. * He and four 'scheol teachers met monthly

. :‘ - .
. .t
¢ , H 5

during the 1972-73 schodl year and the other co-authoxs joinei the Rroject at.xariqus‘

* ' ¢
times after that. -~ .o . g :

Py a .

- ° -

During the Fall and Winter of l973 74 the project was formalized°and its

efforts were focused upon conitructing and piloting the survey The survey was

a

Ve o

developed in a coopérative and 1nteractive’£ashion.' There were fide prelimina

.

< : . . 4
forms of the .survey that were developed, printed, studied, criti%ned defended

and revised by the participants before ‘the pyrésent verslon was printed., Tﬁ% en ire

. \
A . . <L ‘
survey "insttument is -attachéd. ‘. S S

¢
.

" This surVey is uniqueﬁin'three'neSpeEts. First, it

r -

’ I A
know of that’ assessea attitudes toward specific evaluation
n!‘W :
Second, it is very comprehensiVe in‘scope‘ we asked the resp ﬁdent to react tpk
.', '3 . / K ::" N
all the detailed issues that.seemed to’ have some , erit. Thi d it allows for ¥

W -

comparisons between how Important a policy or procedure is and how well it is

‘ . , , '

- - Lt . .

N L -~ B -

o Its.gt%at cqmpreheneiyeness wds seen as 4 necessary inconvehienge, at
1 . A ) . - ’: v R ﬂ\a. .

e

t ] -
3 . . . ’ R

A ’ . R e, .,

the evaluatipn,of classroom teaching were’designated’in the éurvey. They wei
. . c e e w 'é’ v

arranged in a temporal order with three planning steps three actipn steps, éw,
" P ! e o ﬁ' E
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Somewhat brLLItL explanatlions vere given to Lthe reSgo:ienlE in the seven corresponding

< <A
. . ~

sections of the .suivey iLsel{\\»lhc aunbe? ol specilfd® items for each of the-seven

\ sections is indicated in parentheses.

.L . .A. Selectingiand ﬁefining.Educational bbjectives, This section ‘dealt
with\issues such'as who should be responsihle for specifving ohjectives orlgoals 7,..
toward which tﬁachers.éhould aim and how should those objéctives be-determined;&&*a\‘;.‘; .
.For example,.one objective might be, "Each teacher will provide for.individuai : 1
differences." (14 items)’ ! ‘ b | ’ °

-

B. Determininé Variables to hé Employed in Evaluation. While Section A '

dealt with broad ohjectives or goals, Qection‘g dealt with the manifestations or
N o . . .

measurable overt behaviors'which are associated with thoge goals. An example

Y

under the broad obJective about providlng for individual dirferences JAn A might

¢

" be, "Bach teacher should make available instructional materials which provide

- e H
A}

alternatf%e reading difficulty levels."? Both process and product evaluation were
o N Lt ’
considered. (13 items) - . A i

.
:

Wt G Determining;the Technigue to be used. in Gathering Evaluative Information.

‘;: .

* The main issue here was whether the evaluation' of teaching should be based upon
b \ 3
\ observational techniques or upon more objective techniques where some kind of survey

or teét instrument would be used://Lla Ttems)

- , ! v ‘ A
=~ D. Guidelines for Observational Assessment. Assuming that ‘some kind £
3 ! " .A ‘. ' . . / )
. 'ohservational procedures would be used, who should determine the procedures,

]

would do the observations, and what form should the observations take? (25 items)

E. Guidelines for Instrumental Assessment. Agsuming thac some kind of

. . . - .
* * - ! ‘ . T

instruments (achievement .tests,. attitude surveys, etc.) were’to be used, who should
regponsible to select or develop those 1ns?Tuments and what form-should they
o YR z .
(12 items;d ‘> * . ' + . , ’ .
¢ é ‘< v T

p ’F. Deciding abgut Standards of Excellence in Teaéhing§ Who should be

responsible for setting up'standards‘of excellence and how would'thege standards

. B’ .
. B * . . 4

he applied*inhthe whole evaluation system. (11 jtems)’ s T , Car T

LE .- f. I . L




. G.* How Should Evaluation'Information be Shared? This sectionhhealt with
‘feedback sessions. It was assumed that the flow ‘of informationﬁmight go both

. ‘ ~N
ways between teacher and evaluator and not just the usual one-way flow froﬁ&the

. . '

evaluator to the~teacher3 (8 items)

‘a

4
\ .

~Thg respondents were azied first to rate-each item on the baéis of its
Importance on a 5-point scale ¥rom 1 ("Least Important") to 5 ("Most Important") ~
If they thought that the item "Should not evep be considered " they were asked to .
signal this by marhing an X instead of a\number. Secend, for ;he same item,, they

were aBked to indicate how Effectively the policy or’proéedure had been handled .

¢
zin theif own school's egaluation system. Again a 5-point scale was used from 1

("Ineffective") to 5 (Sﬁffective"), If the policy or procedure was not, being

pract1ced~in‘their‘system,\they were’ asked to signal this fact by.marking an X

- .
’ a1 . .
v .

' .
agafn instead of a number, . .
. \

’ . ‘J .

& !
A problem was anticipated by some of our participaﬂ’gn It seemed very

’

&

likely that teachers would give high Importance ratings to some evaluation
prackices if they were to be used purely for the improvement of instruction Put
definitely not if those practices might subsequenily be|used against the teachers;
Moreover, it would not be fair‘to advance an evaluation system for administrativea o
deeisions like promotion - non’promo?iop; retention or.dismissal merit pay, work
assignments, etc.‘when the evaluation system had been planned.by teaghers who

"R

a

=\
thou§ht it was going to be used for improving instruction. In order to overcome

this problem we ‘had each respondent take the entire seven sections (96 items) two

- / WJ, s -
' times. Ihe first timeL;hey were to assume that their ratings would be used to

. Shape an evaluation system purely for the improvement of insxruction. The second

‘;time.theycwereato,assume.that the eventual system would be used foﬁ the:Kinds of
] . . . s ) . . " . J :

4 ’

- j administiative personnel decisiens mentioned above. o S f 3!.
)final section of the survey, labeled "Pake IT¥, presented" eight ways in
%

, which evaluations of teaching could be used, for example: to improve instruction
) &

2 or to reward superior'teaching performances fihancially. L

-

-

¢
P

L d
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. o . There. was « curqf of 200 1tems., OF these, }Qéaﬁ%d 1o do with evaluation
e bl - ' b - ' ¢ . ) 4
policies and proceciure- 10 cigh? f ty o+ b puiposes of evaluation of-;eaching;

s
H

°

»
-

> B -

o

I'd P ,"

2

. ) \ ’
The 192 figure represents 96 1temlms tahen under too assumptions.
L N . .

rated with retercnce to buth_Impoxtaéte Jnd Ettectiveness,

-

: - §eparate ratings.

vy

’

trators,'égpervisors, and specialfscs responded.

The respondents were, ftom two suburban Mllwahkee'school d1str1cts’

-

{

-

.“‘

N

Y l!;, district, to ,which we will give ‘the pseudonym, Bl.x;chwood,

each respondent made 400

-' n' :.
> :. v
e . & 20 i

In one
\ ; ’
A

all teachers, admlnisj

v
>

"In the second d1strict,'?q wh{ch
>

" we will give the pseudonym Pine Vountaln, only the teachers %ind .adhinistrators of-

é

the elementary scHools responded

. ¢
i

.

[

" The. to{al N's were 134 and 74 respectively

'.

»

Since the response sheets were not optically scanable, we had all demographic

.

AR\

‘Since each item was

@

Y

)

Ve

’

and_ item response data keypunched\

~. 5 !

«

>

A computer program called CObFREQ (part of STAT-

JOB) was used wh1gh reported the percentages of the‘group of respondents who gave

each item ratings of l,
2y !
means for each‘ltem\

;\
AN
AN

~

’ N Sy .

3
‘v

%
RS

3 .
.

either Importance orv?ffectl}g_gss or both.

4

'Accordingly, the mean ratings.are based -

-

[

o \.

2 3, 4y 5t and X (keypunched asy a blank).

It also gave-the

& ,

e .. RO ol ' , . .
lt éﬁ%uld be rememﬁ%red that on any item some respondents marked an,X for

aﬁnly on the responses of those people who madewhumerical responses,§31nce X's were

Y

b

recorded as a categoricably different response,

As 'a tesult,

L1

-3

there is nd stable

am

.

@

group of people whOse reSponses are $Efleqted in the 1item mean scores and-it is not
= i

¢

‘4

-

.

%

proper to use theée.means in any stagistital’test_of the ditferences between'items

<"

'S

-

s

or of ‘the diffeﬁenc%s between teSpondent

. ' ..‘ ~ .

calculated as a; single, crude, index ot Im
m. » :0 [ /

presented in categorical form w1thv1athet

- -~

v

_were provided 'to the two,districts but re

>

groups. Nevertheless, mean ratings were
b 3 °

.

<

portance or ot hrtectiveness.'

~

TPey are

large class lntetvals( Percentage data

Ruited'too,mucn.space,for this report.

-

i
s 0_'_i' '
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. 1 .- Results: ' A . N o a3 S ‘ ‘ lg
R s , I ] . .
. E ! . . ' LR %y . - !
L "7 1. Differences betwebn ratings of||impor tance und{g:rhe\two assumptions. -
‘ R 2 A . '
- While we had expected rafycr fi&?pent dﬁf]ertva " betgeanﬂrdtlngs under the two ’
- - oL s AY
. . \\ : " , R - o v (‘\1'
o assumptions‘about how the eventual system |} wvaliaticw would bg.uéed; there were -
B ) SRS , . .. : 4 _a,'s . 4
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a noticable mean difference. Both of these were' given highe; Importaﬂce ratings

Sy . -

under assumption #1 than assumption #2. Both items proposed including-Parents in
L v ' s é " .

. ‘ - 11 . . N .
the process of evaluation. There is some sense fo these results, but the mean dif-.

’ - N - - !

" ferences were not yery large and eﬁere were a large number “of ‘expected differences
:" e, X, )
that did not Show up We conéluded that any differences due to assumption #l
- Y

versus #2 were few enough and small enough to fgnore and- the results described

a .

»
. PR

below are based on reeponses under assumption #1 only (for improvement of in-’

. . " .

. - - M v e

struction). . e

) . ‘ .5 .
. Al -

r 2, Isolationéof crucial_items and ofgrejgcted items. ‘The item mean‘ratings

.

for the Pine Mountain re\ﬁondents dre given‘in Table 1, The numbers in the ‘cells

— ‘ ¢ ¢

refen to specific item§'with1n the seven sectlons, A - G and Part 11, which dealt

o L4

with purposes of evaluatlng teaching. It is rather easy to spot itéms which were s

‘. -

judged to be important or Unimportaét in each Section. Note that section G really

had no items that were Unimportant or even of Modérate Importance. Note also fhat
every section-except Part II had at least four items with mean ratings of High

* N . . ~ ' .
Importance, (ie. over 4.0). Since items with a small number of respondents produced

™.
P LN ~

means that are somewhat suspect, those items are indicated with one or two asterisks.

L4

All But one of t\e\e (#Dl7) had mean values below 3.0 which suggests that the mean
V/T values are not too misleading.

v

Ty
3. Isolation of items that ar::EQ;Zg:well handled versus;poorly handled
/ i ‘S -

Iy N ¢ —y

lbcallz. The item mean ratings on Effectiveness are given for the Pine Mountain .
¢ f o N . ‘ .\
district in Table 2., At.first glance one is struck by the fact that no item received

an Efﬁgctiveness rating of 4,01 or higher. Eyen with a progressive district there is

. ' ’

room for. improvement An examiﬁation of the three Pine Mountain schobls" individual

> °

. —.\ 4‘
means showed a sprinkling of values abové the 4.01 level for one s'chool or another,

A .

however, ‘so the higher ratings are within reach. t

P

" almost no,dffferences observed, Out ‘of 96 1tems, only two items, A6 and 84, shbWQd'

-

-

;.
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The second very noticable fact is that there are a've large number of items = .
. ‘ 3 7 24

that are réported as not.being used (hote the one or two asterisks). We also can .
£

see that there are some 1cems that had mean Eftectiveness-ratings of 3 Ol or higher

.
»

~

» p .
. s

Jbut were also marked ‘with an X by many respondents (B8, C13 Ell’~and Flo) .,
? Y - v [}
Again, an inspection of the responses of the three.individual ‘schools accounts for
e s

the inconsistency. Usually two of the schools don't use the policy and the other .

£
- e s e en En e e en en e ww e W 5
d . !y

oné usesdit,rathea\fffectively; thus, we have many X's and a mean of over 3.0l
N k \ . A , - N
" ’

¢ o . . o * / ¢ - ";f‘ . z \
. *+ "(INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE) SR : <

4{ Isolation of items- that ,are not being;practihed locallyo Tdble 3 presents

o

these data for the _survey, one section at a time, including the very*fﬁpdgéant Part II

S »

items. If the item is ,on the right most people reported that it was NOT being practiced.

o &5 -
It is not teo surprising to see sO many items being frequently reported as not being
- 3 % . § .

practiced since we tried to include innovative policies and\procedqres'in the survey - .

especially in Section D, on the details of obs%rvational assesshment techniques.

It is surprising and .a bit disconcerting to see- s0 many items in the middle ARt

L]

ranges, from‘Ql/ to 80% X's. ‘At first glance it wquld appear that the staff'really
.o , .
doesn't know what policies are in effect and what ones are not in ‘effect. However,

~
3

there are several alte;natiye explanations. Pethaps the item is being\practioed in
- L P} ' . .. ’ . o

one .building but not in others. Perhaps the item is being practiced on some respondents

§

(e.g. recently hired teachers) but not on others. Finally, it is possible that the
%’ . .
 item was poorly written and was easily misunderstood by the respondehts. This was a
- . »

particularly fruitful part of the analysis for the administrators since it spggested

“ . .

that they might need to make it more, clEat to their Leachers exactly Whaa policies-

' ‘and practices are in forte. ' b ' i . Y T
3 . ‘ - .
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._.>5." r ' ;f Importance and ratings of

,r..-:

“ﬁfe‘ctiven‘ess. On.ly‘_the first sectiom,?: ,bele(:clng and 'i)e-'ni‘ng Educatlonal ObJec-
{. . "\1\\.. "“* k yo Y

‘Jr

tﬂx:res, 'is pfesented here while aIEh‘t\ sectEﬁWeré#é&ftgd“in tnis fashion
- ] -~ - >

~ ‘

e : '*“{ - .-.., i

'“._ to the di.stricts. Jf’igure 1 shcwszthe 14 items of Section A W1t7h regard/to both

A, . _v/-‘

: » [} I
EN . . o

t’neir mean .values of Judged Import;Ance (horizontal axis) and Effe(:tiveness (vertical

One dashed line, repres&ntswtfxe median” value on one axis and the other dashed
e other. }j SRR

CId the Upper ‘1eft quadrant thus formed— "-there.

'. edr X

) -

we ‘have’ somewhat arbitrarily identif}ed‘ as being well handled lor:ally,’»' 1 "
. r‘. h Y - - s, e :

very” Important. ‘In, t:he lower r'ight quadrant thus formed, there are. two other itéms,

, 5 ) ] N 'y ) ) - “\ o _‘,. .
13 and 14, which we have 'identif_ied as heing. quite Important but not%\Well- o -

/ . .
3 'y . P

handled localiy. °- . T ' e -

a: ’\ R ' . _. . . .- D . . .
There are other way% of pointing\qut\such di‘screpancies but, they are.more

a .\\\ -~

¢ . . ™o .

c0mplicated For example,.»f‘inding he itemssthat depart the most from a least
. 3 e . .. ‘\_i'_-?_{

<7
L 2 A )
0

(INSERT \GURE-] ABOUT HERE)
ii o ’ L. ’ .o

- e e w e w wm m oge w e wm = -

/7' . -
‘e 3 ‘ . N . -

S 6w Recommendations of wh% should-be involved in the' seven phases of
. . e o 8. -
evaluating instruction. Teachers ‘and Adminlstrators were given high endorsements

.
.

*

it all, se.ven phases. On the other hand Students Communit:y members, Parents, and

?
Schoo'l' Board members Were glven }such lom ratings we oould conclude that they were

.

reJected‘ as potential participan"‘ts i, all phases. The teachers seemed td be more
K' by

interested in self evaluatiQn th n having theicr colleagues observe anl evaluate

N [ . — - S e g e e a
~ s .

e
*_;fthem. Einally, Educational EXp £s wer,e constistjently given medium r. ‘ngs,‘as,.;é;-/
H ‘ . . - L - Y A
tential participants in \th,e evaluation ‘proceys. ) \ . ‘

7._ Ratings of~puloses df eval’\:ation. The fost lmpo'rtant purpose of .
- - R 1Y p‘ ¥ - ! . *
.evaluating teaching was to help teaohex;s improve their teaching effectivenass.

: . [ .

‘ 'I’his can be seen in Table l HdWeVer, it is also apparent that the other uses .

.‘.‘

e -~
E lC of evaluating teachir& *are rrot_ &&,‘torivxalgog aversive as- we had anticipated

PAruntext provided by eric .- . P
R R y - ;, PR .f“ R . - .
C PN .
< . . ¢ - D z L - .

.




n

R, A R R AT e
o o SURS N LT TP P A NAmn e T N
NG, — e
N L s e
- Ao A CF SRS
\JWHU..‘.,I..L $ n"tu,
e
f\nwow‘..rr‘.c,. g
y - o ? ‘. .
R LdY
ShPTNd N -t T i
_ﬁwa.ﬂww’w%nv.&uhwﬁ.ﬂ 5
lof, ./l).arln. . e .
*tn
[ : T
A R \
i B WM . A
o > N . “ .
Wl- m- A - .
= O | . :
0 5
<2 I N .. . 2
BE L anev G
= B :
= ! v st
...... BE .
<c . . -
. = ..
. ol 0 I -t f
. m =’ . S .
.. N < v e
. e m..m\.. z2 ;.
: i Sz - Lot g s
a b w Pl T L. e e
" ' -Hx._ Wu.. )
d ° * . i D - .
“~ . s 9
4 € - v . O Q o -~ ! R
- %n m. - " R ' -
) . ARV} . N *
. g 2 .
[ . ~ .
: - N e * ) S ‘. /'”.A’/«..I LY} - T
- . ] DN e +
. . \ R 2 - ) LA )
| . FE O
S AN S i ~L
N (99 . vt m . b
ISR - nd m 3] ’ . .
oo B m o
: .f S R = I .
W -
) - a ‘. b '
m e ¢ .Aa - + ~» A
"\ R B . . . .
) mm = . * w
' H@a | - S « 7 oa
& - 72 i L. 7 o
. [+4 . N ' - - . L C -
< T ﬁ RS~
B 0 S
M Lo ST, N
N P Vs .




v“’.‘ A
C

-

AT
Yo

e

Vit eraee

Qe 3¢

3

e

e et
e
e
N L el
S DAL TI ]

ANt ey

AE S Ty

Atlar-,

Rt

s
]

e

et
i
TN

PR

ateeave T
i

“
2o N

Kw,w.r;z.' ;

b Y

-

Y
ST
¥
pPh e e
B
Y-Sy
5
ch—

e
e S

yer 334

ST ¢

o, 7

pporer o7
R dac it
ey

bt 2N
tre L arat
et

—

SR

o
e
JyIVIONIY

-
o
T
E
Pl

Lo

gt
e~

ke v
fawriap T
T PRt
4 o Ltaipe
T,

o
N

ot
- Al
sy
'n oY
eV
=1

QL

PRI
Lt

PO

¥ e S

Tenured teachér” :

and FZ!. Thféé ‘

c

H 4\7' A
ol ~ ¥

) e Pt K P » 4\ . *
in }:he ana’],?sv‘is fof.,‘Bzhech}wlb d at,a..f’l?nere were too‘ te administrators who resporided

' '.4. ; IS ) KN \ o : "---..
to th’e sm}yey to compar;e/ o {

y y 2ttt em, .38 a2 § up,,ﬁith all the teacher respondents. How-
I AN Cok

|2 4/," -, r“

ever se,ver,él othér in'ti "resting’fgrOup dlﬁferences did (mcu‘r.‘ All o
/

renCesjﬁ\t ee
AN

.q'
o
a2

/ 3, s: 4 v v‘ ~ . 3
do with who shogld be f}ﬁlvegl .as participants in the various phases of evaluation:
Y N A ‘. : :

R R
Fo? exa{nple s the

277 e, N S '
> e(:o/ndary edueators were more wﬂling than he Elementary educators

e

s, :? /,:?"(
ipvolve Board/ Me
o

h

/

Ry .'.-k“ f.«
ffﬂ-a N '

/ , *
'a'p, ‘Elementary etﬁmato‘rs to inlv
v Vi

¥

og.ve . Comggtmity ,memb‘ers and- Educa-
7. Vs 5 7] v, .';,’" o J ." t;\-’ h .u"\ 3‘:- K SN <L
", ,,,;[t{. thg/ ;:Qmpar'fsons be‘tween 'Ienured amL 'I‘em;reﬁ t%chers, the
St el s S5 g i 3+ *

/’ ;u 2
‘. ‘ ’, \’i n
-“..‘.f’»ﬁ‘ -

ﬁée less wi’l ‘1

"l
, .

gave gote at‘i'néé;‘i:o} : A6.. 07\. Dy, Fe,,
‘ o {si'.(&:}’;:‘f' i .'

of\. s eatér ‘lmp orﬁan ce

oy

Vv

-\,\

o ,,-:;.j.y; :
};a’_ses‘
AL T LA

E,( X3

w ,‘ < .-, rQ'/

a0 “( .-f\

| e ,ci
i out\ined- above.\ First, a smalgﬁﬁp\,ilot study shouid have bee,n conducteq
— DN \ . \ L ‘.\ .

't,

'were diﬁfei'eftces in Importance mtings under the two aséumpjtf
V-a \%ﬁ RSO

ew differ\\ences and'

o N

\p\e\glé\

.\,_\.t‘\

¥ o Koi\ direcbibns w,as develop
. . D

. $ e ~ ,. ~

¥ R ;‘\ N - ~ ', ge . 4(—."' '\-'\"

= ~ % \‘- 4y - S

[ surve'y whiz;h Beemed ta he:;p\the resﬁonden 8 ge_tj.ntei'este
N ~ .

. - \~§; \\.'v ; e

.- .

\»,

\ -, . \
y better x&hanww\'as the case at‘ Pine Mount An;

- -.-..,,,

'l’h'ira the res\goﬁdent s-taek
o \

‘\ lu

o N
. \ .\'-'\’»}\ " Tt
s

pr:obably contf buced to measurenient error because of some
rf.J‘:l'V 2’.\‘\ N \,}/ L v\4
confus ,gn,‘pand irritat:ion.

> N

It might be better to, eliminate the "X"

t/"

\.

3 £ these ’ﬁad to ‘e."
A . 4 " .

R
, . T

0




Loy
B SN
c nsu{u g and. 4hould be shortened. A revised form- will'be ready in late April %
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o B ) e
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+ _ being asked to rate our pre'sent evaluatlon system in terms of

RESPONSE INSTRUCTIONS

" ITEM CONTENT . 7 , . R
Part I consists of a number of items each of which describes
either a procedure or a policy whrgh can be employed:in the _

.development or operatlon of an evaluatlon system. .

ey,

.\);'

X ‘ Examples
e , R L7\
a. A Pclicy Employed.in ‘Development .
"...(Item};  Involve teacheérs in the selecting and
defining.of the educational objectives uporg
which teacher evdluations are to be based. '~
N

" a _Procedure of gOperation
(Item) Have each observatlonal v1s1t long enough
to allow the observer to get a clear plcture of what
the teacher is doing. ’

. - . M ., ’
. RATING TASK - - ' ’ ' RS
. You w1ll be "asked to rate each item 1n two different ways. ~Flrst
you are.to rate the item 1n térms of how’ 1mportant‘you believe it
is to include the policy or procedure described in the.item in

any new. evaluatlon system we might develop.. Secondly, you are

how effectlvely it handles ‘the pollcy or procedure descrlbed
iny the 1tem. ST - ) '

- ,

SPECIFIC RATING DIRECTIONS : ,

1, Read each item" carefully. L PRI
2.. Deciderin your own mind how 1mportant the?procedure or

‘ policy described in the item is. .- ~f i .

Look at the Importance, scale on the’ top, of the response
sheet to find the rating (number) whldhrbest ‘describes’

your feellngs about the 1tem S

to the
"1éft of the item.. Use "X" if rtem should not be gonsideréd.
. Now think about how. effectlvely our present syst m deals
with.‘the” policy or procedureu v

. Look at the EffectlveneSs seale on the top of the respohse
she@t and»flnd the rating- (number) whlch best represents,
your feelings. - .

 Place that number in. the c1rcle which appears to the\;
rlght of the ‘item you are ratlng._ Mark an "X" in the |
circle if the policy or procedure is" not -practice&y ...

. Go to. each success1ve ikem untll you have completed the-"'

. K b o
questmonnalre. t . :

en you have flnlshedy_check your response-sheet to
ake sure you have raté&d every item twice.: See. 1f you'
~ have, placed a number‘ln both the square and the c1rcle
“for all the items.- o 2 17 . . : _.'f‘
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CAUTION *

-

g

Before you start. respondlng we would like to po: nt Out three e SR
f-thlngs to you. ~First, your Iﬁpbrtance ratlngs will be used et
. to determine what pollc1es and pro edures are the most cruclal %?
to include in any new evaluatidn system. Second your feellpgs-
about Effectlveness will identify those procedures and

policies .with which our present system has trouble. _This

will tell .us what types of ‘changes . are needed in: any
,modlflcatlons for lmprovement of our pres€ht system.

v
o

Thlrd ,a technical note: If you place a lot of items in just
.;dne oY two categories (for example, rate most items 4 - or 5]
‘you will, in effect, be diluting your.own vote on maklng
these d§c1s1ons. One way to avoid’ this and-to make - sure
your résponses will have a maximum 1nfluence on these change
declslons is to try to plage at. least four 1tems from the .
entlre questlonnalre in each of the five ratipg categorles,
both for Importarnce and for'Effectlveness. B

¥

When respondlng to all parts of the questlonnalre assume thdt
Cyou will have’ approx1mately your present amount of 1nfluence
upon such Q§ctors in the classroOm as class size, student
arrangements, mdterials, other resources, etc. that 1nfluence

student and teacher behav1ors.

L ol
e
LY N
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- ° . Section 1 : . ’ s
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) . - S oY
\ . A .t ' .
) To_ the Respondent: N S
. >
. .The. responses you make. in this 8e tion cou
K : . ’ B
an evaluation System which would
i the use ‘of individual teachexs in, improving instruction. . . Do ‘
» N > . * . ; :’ ‘F X . . .\ [ , }i
. - . c . . . ST . q o . )
P Wlth»thls.assumptlon in m1nd StaﬁF with item A; and give your -
: ‘ratings ‘of Importance and’ Effectlveness.gg' ~a. " . . ) K
’.J i L. .w&"n - . . -‘, ) - -
’ S B ‘ /7 R i
: A second section will ask you to respond ass;mlng that the 5 -
L ’ o !/ N - . Ea
N s * ' “u
~ o evaluatlon system would be. ﬁsed "to prov1de ihformation to
- . L LT s ) - e 7
/v 7 admlnistrators. Thls 1nformatlon could . 'be used by them for -
R fye - oF . . Ty
1Y “' — - e
maklng such liec1S1ons as® Promotlon; Retentlon-Dlsmlssal, e }
I . . . . y N _ : ‘
. . g v
Tenure—Non Tenure, Merit Cons;deratlons and, Job Ass1gnments. - .

¥ . . . .
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Remember, when responding to this settion assume that you will ~0

e 2 o7 B ! g )
-~ have approx1mately your present amount of 1n§1uence upon Such Vo
L . . ~“ “ ‘} . ; i R ~ ? .
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A. Selectlngnand Defln&nq Educatlonal Objectlves

>

.The term educational ob'ectlves includes both instructional and
professional objectlvegg ‘Instructional objectives can be defined
as deslrable changes in students® knowledge and behavigr.
»Pfofesslonal objectlves include such things.as teachers'
self 1mprovement, assisting other teachérs in increasing their N
effectiveness or ‘carrying, ot establlshed gdministrative pollsles.'

’ .
Educatlonal objectives could bé employed as the basis -for s’
deciding what will be observed ‘or measured in’ order'to ,
evaluate teaching. With this in mind, indicate on the response
sheet how 1mportant it is to and how effectlvely has ouro : A
present system been.able tos . i
. Py :
1. Develop a written list of sgeC1f1ca11y defined .
objectlves toward'whlch every téacher is expected
to work. )
DPevelop ad&r”ional obJectlves which are more speclflc
" to grade- level’ and subject or departmen al areasw
Include representatlves/?ﬁ,the following groups in

establlshlng objectives s

3. teachers ;i . A o
4. admrnlstrators '/ '

© 5. students ' c
"6. parénts - . ~
7. community members ‘ g 5
8. school board members . “.r,
. 9. educational experts ) .
" 316." Provide the teacher with a,written 11st of geperal
: ~objectives for .all/tedchers .and spec1f1c;bb3ect1ves
for teachers at a/glven grade level or.din a partlcular
subject aréa. s” ! ’ :
Give different welghts to different objectlves (i.e.
*dssign priority to them) on the basis of a rating
inventory (likd the one. you. are taking) given to-
all teachers. '
_Allow teachers to add to the general 1ist of
obgectlves any they personally feel "are 1mp0rtant.
. Provide ‘an in-service session for clarlfylng the »
* general list of objectives, .
Provide a regular-and . systematic way to rev1ew

and revise the 1lst,of objectives imEmmriz
EAN]

-




. L ~.'..{ S L X . .
\u:” B. Dergtmininq‘Variables T

There are basi cally only tw
ablllty tb achleve a glven e
etermined elther_by a proce
evaluatlon. Process evaluat
oe's in order to provxde go
algatlon focuses on those
i'cally should be affected

e e T

of bith forms of evaludtion.
how llportamt it is and howae kectlvely has our’ present

s o

. “‘} - ,

T

teachers® ability:

'{le teaehero ’

482 . admlnlstrators
§,' studeqts

%% parents

f@f community members
6&1 school boaid memb

. . . . LI
e Emploved in Evaluwation

means of assessing aAteacher's
ucatlonal objective.
"evaluation or va Droduct .
focuses on what a teacher
instruction while product .
ident behaviors which'’

a result of good insg;ubtion.

It can be

ixrable to employ a combination

ith +his ‘in mind, indicate

Incgude representatives from the following groups .
et in selectlng the vdr ables to be used in assessing

7«* educatloqal exper+s

Prbv1de an in-service|
varuables selected Wi
(Objectlve by objecti
Allaﬁ-andlv1dual teact
selected .any- addltlon
, also: be appropriate i
Provlde some systemat
the. list of variables
Evaluate teach_ng by
‘lteachér actions).
Evaluate teaching by

meeting at &which each of ‘the
11 be clarlfled and Justlfled

lS«to add to the varlables
al ones which they feel would
nnasoesslng their abilitly.

LC way of reviewing andﬁrev1S1n§
used in evaluation.

the use of process variables

the use of product'vallables

(comseguent student atiens).

Let each teacher deci

de whether. hls/her teaching. .

is to be. evaluatéd by |Process or Product Variables '
or both and try the choice for at least one year.,

Y . M EE S
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: * " '} C. Determining the Techniqu? fg be anloyed in Gathering

S . ii . Evaluativé Information & - . , R
s - . . ; = KO T4 R ’

' g g WM mee—— ; . ”

o ) Basicakly there are.only twoc means avsilable for gathering

i
. H

* - _ data on.the variables which are sel cted. They are the

e “, observatlonal and insérumental techriques. ,
T U * |
" C Qbservatmbnal techniques are measuvements ' obtained “from an
- d-\ . Observer (ratlng who has watched, cr listened to a teacher
' o .at work’ (for process Varlables, cr students' performance i
) \ (for product veglebtes) . ‘ ’ . S
~s o . . ; .
. / X The ingtrumental tech%lque Lnvclves measurements gbtained
- " " from student tests (achievemerit, attitudé etc.), surveys,
" < \ questlonnaﬂmes, or some c*bép sort &f instrument which
| ‘ . samples dlxecfly é'teacner s behavézfs (process) or the
. students® behav10xs {(prodyct).
. ‘ o ’ .@ o . o
, Wlth these dej;nltlons in n pd indicate hey 1mportant it ’
. - is and héw effectlveLy bhas our present system been able to- :
- .‘.i . i . .
: L1-72 Include represertaflve* of *he following groups
) ln dec;dlng whether cbservations and/or instruments
: ’ houlﬁ bé used, in measurlng a glven varlables ’
, - R I _tédchers - . <
2.‘«adMLn¢strators o : e )
: N 3o stldEnss ST ‘
s : TN 4.., rents . . T
ST e B communlty members -
-6+ school beard-members Lt o : -
. educatlonal -experts - . ‘
8. Provide.an - Ln«sexvmce session foyr examining -and
. undexstandang‘natenlals and pvocedures to begused
R R “in measuring. : . ~ )
‘. : 9.. Allow teachers ro 'gd.beyond the limits.of the .
3 partlcular techntque chosen and add measures they
. ~ ‘believe to be. important ard wish %o use. .
) 10/ Provmd@af¢n9-and a, system for reviewing and .
2 o . re¥isihg the deCleon qboux~m&th@ds “for data .
e ; gatherlng. T . : - e T
- : o 11. Evaluate teaching' by means of obsérvatlonal AN
. T o . technLques. ) N - . \\' ’
o " 12: ‘Evaluate, teachlnq by means:of 1nstrumenﬁa1 v .-
‘ . +echn1§uegw , , - . '
13.» Let each teacHer d“CLde Whether hls/her teachlng
.ls~to°be'evaluahed by obse*vatlonal or xnstrumental
) . . .*~techn1ques»cr both and +ty the ch01ce ‘for at least.
L : - _ one yearx S < e e . - Co
. ‘m) . . ; . ,-k L " . - ° . . . .._"‘ .
. ] . N : | , . " ‘ ’ s ‘
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D. Guideliine for Observatronal Assessment
Assume the observatipnal technique hasgbeen .chosen to measure
some variable. mHow important is it-and how effectively has
* . Lo
sour. present system been able tod -

\ .
+ 1-7. Include’ regresentatlves from the fOllOWng groups ‘in

© determining who will observe the teachers® or
students' behaviors g osen.as variables, outline .
the procedures to be followed by the observer, and -
develop or select the materials to be employéd:
l. teachers .
2. administrators S
3. students "y

- 4. parents
5. community membexrs

" ¥6. school board members

: 7. educational experts

<

8-17: “Include members of the following groups as observers~
8 £Lentral office admlnlstratlve staff
9. prlnc1pals )
10 'pﬂers
11. self ~
12. studepts\\
13.© parents N

\

14. community meﬁbgrs

. ]
15. school board members '

?

16. .educataional experts | : .

"17. othérs (pléase specify/on respopse sheet)
‘Provide fof sufficient numMber of formal observations
per term to obtain a preC1se measure on each variable.
Provide for a suFfrc1ent amount’ of ‘time on each
formal ebservatrcn to allow. the observer to get
a clearpplcture of what the teacher or student 1s
doing. ~ .
Provide for wampllnd (formally observang) the same
behavior during dlfferent times 'of the day. =~ < .’
Allgw each teacher ‘to schedule the day and time
of the majority of ths" formaI observations.
Provide” A training p*ogram for the observers.
‘Provide the observer with enouqh background .
information_about i'h.eh:.tl,dents {skill, level, etc.)
or. teacher*(objectlveg~ lesson plans, etec.) to be
observed ‘fcr him or. her to understand what is

- going on. "
Brovide- an ln—service 3eSa10n for trying out and.
getting used o new modes oF: observatlon (e.ge.
.video tapes,’etc.). - .o e, .
Provide a regular time. and process f%& reV1ew1nq}
and revising the observational programs (including,
who observes, materials uséd procedures fo&lowed

reports grven\?

i
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our present system been able tc: -~ . .

E. Guidelinés for Instrumencal Assessment

Assuming’ some ;nstrdments \achsevemenf tests, attitude ' ) .
tests, suryeys‘etc) are being employed to measure.one or

mqQre variables, how important is it and how effectively has
v 1 . L 4

, R , .
1-7." Include representatives from the following groups .
- 1n,se1ect1ng 'and//or develcping the instruments
. to be used in measuring varlables- ’
‘ 1. teathers
5 2. admlnlstraﬁgrs o - e 1
3. students’ - ‘
4. parents
~ . 5. . comunity membexrs e . S
" 6. school board members
7. educational experts
g. Make an effort to be sure that the tests to be used
’ are valid and reliable -
9. Provide teachers with wvleten examples of the 1tems
< contained in the lnstruments to be used-in assessment.
10. Allow individual “teachers to add’ any items or subjects
" which théy .think are impdrtant to pbtalnxng an 4
‘—~accurate measurement. ’ P *
4l. Schedule an in-service session at Wthh the tests,
... surveys, etc. would be explalned demonstrated, R
’ " and defended. . ' N
. 1%. Provide a regular time and. system for rev1ew1ng
and\revrg&ng the instruments .and their items.

&

“

o

- s
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E; Deciding About Standgrds_of Excellenge in Teaching_ T

- . P

J ’ .. In any evaluafion,of teacblng system it is_possible to .
-+. establish mlnlmum&scandards wbrch must be met and some . )
graduatlons above the mini imum standsrd so that all teachers .,
- can be adequately ard fal 1y assessed B . . A

- Y

With this in mind indicate how, -important it is and how ‘
effectively our present system has been able to: t 7 .

1-7. Include representatlves of *he following groups 'in
1 ’ determining what are minimum. standards and what
v ‘graduations shculd be determined above the mindimum
. standards: . L : : 0
. 1. *+eachers ' . : - .
' . L 2. administrators L .

3. -students : T T . A
4. pavents . . : p Tt '
5. community members ¢ T o \ ’

. 6. , $chool boarxd members- u N, L

7.~ educational experts “

8. ' Provide a written statement about standards to teachers. -
i " 9. Provide an in-service session for explalnlng and
JustJFylng all the standards. . ’ .
10. Previde for adq;ntrng thé" standaxds for teachers with s
— unusual class size, work loads, poorer or 10w °
achievers, gtc.

Y

- + X
11. Provide for a regular system for evaluatlng and = .
. T ) rev191ng Sstandards. ‘ .
v '
: . \ ' v v
- ' v ' . .
a . N \ . . ’
bt . «‘ Y
1 . -
" i - .
’ . . i g '
rd ‘.\ . La . it N
N 1 3 N
. ol - EN
. R = { ’
l‘ e . 3
' - ' : , '
, ' # - -
N ! e ! > . - -
- L. - -
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“

ThlS sectlon refers to procedures whlch could be followed in

How‘éhould Evaluation-Information Be Shared

<

** ¢ order to prov1de information to the teachers regardlng the N

¥4
i)

: T Wlth this in mlnd téll how important is 1t and how effectlvely

“~

results of hls/her evaluat;on.

- . s +

~has’ the present system been able to:

8.

~

»

S Prov1de for frequent evaluatlon ‘sessi'ons durlng the -
~ ryear. o \.* ‘. e
2. Schedule feedback sesslons as soon as poSslble after
each of fhese- evaluatlon sesslons (whll thlngs are
still fresh/;n people s mlnds)., ) - T~
) 3. Have a written report to accompany the feedback
! ~ osegsion (so, that forgetting of verbal cemmunldatlonL
a is not a problem) ‘ o
i C- 4. Allow or even encourage the 1nd1v1dﬁal teaéher to’

__prgvide add;tlonal evaluative” lnformatlon he or shé
has" acqulred 1ndependently to corrobor&hN ‘or, refute
- . the wrltten\report. L,
. . Focus.'part of the session. upon poss1ble changes the
‘ = " teacher colild, make (alterat&on of style or apprqach, ‘
, - " ‘use of differ t materlals, etec.) in order’ to N
‘m. v .  improve or va fhstruction. ., Y . . T oec 0 0 TE
. 6. Prov1de the needed resource materlals and 1deas 1 : A
. " to help a teacher who wishes to try- somé innovative f
’ . . approach to improve shis or her ab}l;ty."} S ST Ty
Provide a relaxed: atmosphere~that encourag&s S e
teachers to engage -ip self'evalﬂatlon and to take. . ¥ .0
. anp active part in, determlnlng thle dlrectlon of the oy
¢ feedback ‘'session.’ " S > e LY
‘8. Prov1de a system by which the feedb%gk procedures; C e
. .. ¢ chn.be changed when necessary.¢x R

<

Le

~~

~ . R B
. - o

‘ Q e . . . < : : . - } o
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L . “ PART I
- - _ .. -7 Section'2

» Te the Respondent;~

[ . v

* e - R

v s [ .
The responses you makeLin tHis section could be used to form an :
- evaluation system Whlch will provide information.,to administrators.
. '~ 'This information.could be-ysed by them for mdking. such - . - -
coo deciSLOns as Promotlon, Retentlon-Dlsmlssal, Tenure-Nontenure, ~\<::;u E

- Merlt conSLderatlons and Job A551gnments. : I~

O

)

’ . H ~ \\\_ \-‘_l\_' - {
LI ] . SN .. .
. I - o~ - 1

|

1

~ When respondlng to this.section assume that you w111 have i’r . v
. approxunately wbur present amount of -influence upon such NN
factors in the classroom ‘as class size, student arrangements,

S materlals, other resources, etec. that influence student '\\f
. .and teacher behavi?rs. L . L . )~ -\°’
. " .o ' T . .

‘ LI °

‘ We are asking.you to rate the same items-as before —- ohly

: ' W1th the difference.in how your ~ratings may. be. used. &

- ‘ go back to item :SE and answer each item with.these new uses »
> in mlnd'_' : . ' . >

-
B -
IRy « .

. . o . , w oo ) . .
v \ - * &
.After you- have finished.-Part I, ‘go on to Part II on the ) ’
e folloWLng page. It lS short and very lmportant. ’

o - -
. »"-’.fr . . ;
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" oo N - ® . .7 . PART II , - : ,.-;--:..__:.-',.,;;-1-"';"iz’m,/,_‘ e 2

A

s . % Y vl 9
. ‘ . : ) - _/‘ . > : l/i
- To‘the Respendent: e S SN fﬁﬁ‘
cee . . K : Lo i i
) -~ The ltems 1n thls final part are not reallyﬂpollc1e§Léﬁg}%} L
. * procedures - “of an evaluation system,‘ They are. lnst@é 'thg' AL i i
g ways to use evaluation informatior. ~Tell how.impo ta ﬂfg}‘;'_«qﬂﬁ A
. each item is and how effectively cur.present system hasfﬁf ?".:%1- ST
.ﬂ ’ used evaluatlon of teaching lnformatlon"%0° Vo "w ' fo %:‘: L”ﬁﬁgﬁ't
¢ . ' o e v
' 1l. BHelp teachers improve the%r ‘teaching effedg'veness. RS A
2. Reward SQPerlor petrformance ananc1ally.L_H- . - At
' 3. Determine tenire.. . o ) -.31;'Tfﬁ 7
4. Make decisiorns regardlng,staﬁ%saSS1gnments‘ RN ' jf ) '
; <5 'Make decisions regarding retq&tlon and d}smxs ’ -
. « " 8+ .Pnotect. the teacher in legal matﬁé*s, oo ’“g:- o
N 7. Protect the:school district, rnm&egal matteﬁs P A/
IR : "8+ " Validate the 1nstruments and;sybtems used s -
T
N ;
i
N
s 3, s
g

Lo et
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