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GOEFFICIENT ALPHAS FOR OBSERVATION ATTITUDE QUESTI(?){NNAIRE

COEFFICIENT ALPHA = 0,7634

[

) (TABIE 6
ITm1 - s,ﬁimim cormezaToN
| ouEER | _ MmN DEVIATION | WITH T
2,76 | 1.2%\ 06‘l+8 )
3.20 - 1.01 0.6952
) . _3,95 0.2% '. . ’ 0:1785;
: | . 3.1 1.04 0.6329
B ‘ 3.29 . 1.& 0‘:‘1@60
6 2.60 \\ 0.6 o7l
7 : 2.89 0.66 0.4985 .
8 | 2.71 Q), 1.03 | 0.6273
F O S o | ouen
10 2.85 - 0.59 0.5913
", 318 i.06 0.706k
2 " 3.65. 0.75. o.16§6
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- | mgr;ctm ALPHAS OBSERVATION mowmmn AND J
' UNDERSTANDINGS QUESTIQNNAIRE
%’ TABLE 7. . ® ’
];T}Z;I' 3 smx\mm | -comrrErATION
o voem | umw DEVIATION WITH TTRM -
o -~ 1 '\ 3.17. 0.6-"}‘»- 0.1426 N
~ 2 3,08 0.1 ‘ 0.2599
3 2.1 0.82 0.1109
W 2.9 X 0.3758
5 3.01° 0.69 0. 4085
6 | a6 1.03 - 0.14684 "
i \ 2.54 SN 0.79 0.318k4
) -8 2.37 . 1.00. T0.L4k463
] 9 3,51 0.88 . 0.2413
10 3,17 0.59 - 0.2210
T 2,66 .0k - 0.5234
X Y ?
12 . 2423 0.78 _ 0.297h4
13 . 379 . 0‘._58 0.308L4 .
14 2.21 0.72 0.3522 o
15 2.3 g " 0.90 0.4197
A " . ’ ] /; . !
COEFFICIENT ALPHA = 0.4311 &
A X | \ /
N ; .
“ W 9% p
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~ . COEFFICIENT ALPHAS FOR OBSERVATIOM RECORD FORM . «
)

TR | sramparD " CORRELATION
NUMBER MEAN h DEVIATION WITH Imq. ,

1 2.53 1.18 09280

L2 C2.b3 1,25 . 0.7621-

3 2.17 ) 1.18 0.8714

A 2.k 1.20 | 9.90?7
5 2,27 1:23 o."9587' ‘
6 2.67 1.18 .. 0.8387

7 2.00 1.36 0.9129

'8 2.33 o 1.12 0.8467
9 .83 1.18 | 0.8%68
10 2.37 Yoz " 0.9610

" ‘2'.50; 41.2’5“ ":/ 0;9310’

12 \ P 2.23 . 117 | 0.8685
v 13 -+ 2430 1.18 . 0.9h36

b 2.37 113 0.8643 -

15 2.17° “1'.15 o'.95§9 ‘
6 2.27 T 1 0.8967

; )
3




: x . o
. 9>
R “ |
e \1? 1 \ 2023_ ‘. 1033 . 0-9055 )
18 ' 2.37 1.16 - oaéuhﬂ !
- D . . 1
19. 2.50 1:19 Y 0.8452
20 2.40, 1.19 0.8092
21 2.27 1,14 - 0.8737 (
22 2.37 fg 0.9185 " \- |
23 23 4 122 0.8857
. . v :
2h _ 2.60 .25 £ 0.9390-
25 - 2.0 1.13 | 009311,‘
26 ' 2.60 1,16 - 0;9.219(%" s
27 2.13 1.33 0.8537
- 28 2,10 1,299 | 0.9084% .
. s , }\ . L
. Ty,
COEFFICIENT ALPHA = 0.9909 3
: Q . g . T
: )
{t )
* > ~ - \
100 .

3
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ANALYSIS OF VARTANGE FOR INSTRUMENTS
_ T TAELE 9 .
. OBSERVATION | )  OBSERVATION OBSERVATIONAL _
GROUPS ATTTTUDE R RECORD =~ .
QUESTIONNATRE QUESTTONATRE FORM
N M sn\ N oM™y 8D [N M 8D
AT |16 .6 3.27] 20 94'3:;4 3.99110 79.8 23.8
B | b 38.8 b.53| 18 50.8  h.ok|10 €6.3 39.3
c 17 39.0 3.8/ 18 4.2 ho6f107 51.9 215
[ J X . N K
—
’ 'S
- Q’ ‘ -
. J‘\ i
/
lUl 4 L]




: ANALESIS OF VARIARGE TON INSTRWMENTS . .
4 B : .
) : PABLE 10 , .
s | T
OBSERVATIONAL ATTTIUDE QUESTTONNATRE S E
3Source ' : Sum_Sg'.‘ Deg. E‘;*ee Meangs Sge F P Less Than
© Within Cells| 666.3 | bl 1551 - 9
Bet. CGroups 29.4 2 W ° , ,9’?1 r .38
OBSERVATTON QUESTIONNATRE
Within Cells| 860.2 53 . 6.2 | - .
Bet. -Groups 74,0 2 37,0 | 2.281 112
OBSERVATIONAL RECORD FORM
Within Cells | 23140.6 27 857.0 - v
Bot. Groups | 389%.4 2 1946 .77 | 2.271 123
. \ s
t *
] i
. . ' ‘.
. 3
: |
° 102~ = :
¢ : ‘a
¥ Q i
. |
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APPEMDIX D - .
CLASSROCM OBSERVATION OPINIONNAIRE
T:DIE F'R OBSERVATTOH GPLNIONNAIRE
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~N ‘ CLASSROGW OBSERVATION’OPINIGNNAIRE . , -

Pleage record your opinion about each of the items of the opionnaire

'~by checking yes or no before eac item. Do not alter or chﬂﬂke the

»

‘items by udding or deleting words phrases or passages. Spqce hag been

L
provided dé%%ﬁe end for you to:wfi e any'suggeatioﬁé or comments.
. | | R el |
© Bolow i the bosrd policy en ASSESSHENT OF TEACHER COMPETENCY.
Fleace note its reference, to observation. ° ’. ,
-BOARDPbEICYLOQQ_ o . . , /
‘ASSESSING '.nmcmm ca&pmnmc! o o |

The Superintondent of the Broward COunt? Public School
qustom shall be responmible for devoloplng, organiziﬁg, updating

’ and implementing a system-wide program for assegsing -the competency

of the instructional staff. . | .
POLICY ADOPTED: 3/13/69 . FOLICY AMENDED: 9/5/7%

RuLES - L
RESPONSIBILITY OF PRINCIPAL .. ‘

Flofida Statyte 231.29 (2) (C)y MThe principal or.the poreon ¢
diroetly responsible for the supervision of the individual chell
Jmake the' assecocmont of the individual to the superintendent and ‘\ -

the school board for the'purpcae of reviewing continuing contract."

\J

-
b




Thia Btatute shall be amplified by the requirements thut each
admihiatrator shall deginate the individual (s).who shall bg
directly reaponsible to him for aaeisting with the required written

)
v and other observations and assessments.

4

7

A ] 2

S : \Invbiew of the policy” ctatement above and!%bur personal
experience - or lack of came - with clagsroom obgervation, please
\ - . .
answer each of the six questions yes or no. L
L ’
e o 16628 yes 33.8 no " 1. Ae a classroom teacher was
LT . your class oboerved three
) N | . times or gore during eny one -
y o A ‘ . year?
FB. [63.28 yeo 36.8% no a.KVVAesuﬁing that there was
) \ , . observations of your work

at come time, do you feoel that
> . the pqﬁgbn who obgserved you
had enough time,Munderstonding °

: . . . » - and knowledgo of élgsaroom

L

activitiep to effectiveoly
g}vo you needed'hélp towards - —

. improvement .in perfotmance?~
. a ' N




5
‘

-

N

3¢

Have you gvér'feit or do you , '
feel it would bo holpewl -
to have a person on the |
ochool!d staff to-maké fro-
qnenﬁ planncd obacﬁ%atioﬁs~

of your work'hﬁd give yyﬁ

feedback on a one-to-one basis?

'/‘ . ] . ., -

Y

Chahgiﬁé roles of the briﬁcipal—
ship ceems to be q?awing

principals a@py from direct }
classroom oﬁeerva%ion ‘

end particiﬁgtion. In view

‘of this fact would you support

the hiring of o professiopally

trained curriculum analyst,

* gyﬁcialiat or clinicnl -

supervicorwhose major
}

responcibility is ecurriculum

Qand work with teacheors qnd

children through pbservation,

»

analyaié end fegdback?

e all i ao

[ )



.{*‘9 .
”
%
M
/\
N
L3
r4

b

5. < Would you support the-
devélo‘pméhf of 2 plan - at
each indiﬁdpai sdpbol -\
which aﬂ.l;aws each..teachér
two périéda ;of. one hour |

"Ton - .Bil'tie .-ci-zieerOm obéo}'\;

vation and gpinimum one

1

7

. 20.6%

no,

.. 6. Would you support the writing

" and implcmenting of a ,
'oehool board policy-which .

B specifically sots forth the
purposges aof‘ clnooroom
obseﬁation &g boing for

improvement of inotruction?

(%)

| s
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ot Uhen the teacher p%avs the mejor role in determinlng what

’ h;s-performance criteria - goals

)

d objectlvee - are to be R
e . Lo v performancevcan be more meaningfully rev1ewed or evaluated becauee

s

v3' - ' hie reeulte ‘are compared to the goale ‘and’ objectivee which he has

. set for himeelf. .o o e .
PURPOSE OF COBO M

.‘“t

e y - Qhe purpose of CUBO is Belf actualization of each inetructlonal

s

el staff member with help and aeeietance of the prlnclpal.. CéBO has A .

W e . ‘.:s; /J - . . A

Ce.. . . the poten%laltty to provide self-control of, othere by the principal - v@‘
vwli_ V. " . in 1ntegrat1ng the goals and objectives qf the 1netructlonal team

with tho goals and objoctivee of the total!school aid echool dietrict..

& GENERAL DESCRIP.EION OF COBO

- - . . ) COBO«me al proceeevpy which the principdl and tenchere of d’ﬁﬁ
echool jointly'identlfy the school'e common goale end objectives.

They then deflne each indiyidual'e major areas of responsibility
A
. in terms of the reeulte expected of him. These meacures are used
[y 1

] 'x\\ ' as guides for operatlng thL school and aseesslng the contribution
of each inetructional staff member. '
In uelng COBO the emphaeie ;a on fostering an atmoephere in -

which the individual can: . . L y

. 1) .Bolieve in himself and his ability to control hlB own deetiny

as a teacher,

_— . : 2) fmproVe his competence through 5e1f~ana1yele and stlf-

[l

. .direction and,

' 3) Internalize tho entire process without external pressure. =

. - . .
[ ‘ /




- mpmfmmmons IV DEVELOFMENT OF MODEL
‘ One 09 the controvereial arens of personnel ndminietfbtion L
and supervision has been thut of teachor contracts and ienuro.
. Schooi systeme gradudrny chariged the trend of issuzng contracts
| "on a one year bagis - wlthout the teacher's asourance-of fair con-

oideration for reappolﬁtment - to granting indefinite tenure to in--

-

bompotent teachérs who perform below sntisfactory 1evolaa

. , o , v T . . : ¢
" - Dicmissals of-teachers heve occurred for/personal, political

/and‘othei inaofensible reasons. They have occurred without”adoqumteE

. opportunity for. the teacher to modify’uno@und practices or to
)

! present his. side of ‘the case. According to Edwnrd C. Baﬂfiold,
"the poiitical head shall gee that all principally affected
: interests arp, repro%ented, that residunl 1ntores¢o are not ontlrely

- diaregarded and that no intereat suffers unduly in the outcomo" 2

\

oflthe”difficulty created, it is frequently easier to avoid rather
3 . ’ "} . ’ . . N
than meet such problems head-on. S

e
L}

Tho“firsy sttempt to conceptualize o systom £or obScrvation

grew out of a éffuation exactly like the one described in pamrgrephs
, one through thres above. The unsatisfactory svaluation of two

teechers reculted in a eonfrontation which could nof be recolved at:

ones confronting the adminlptrator. These problems affoct pooplo in a

o

Proglems of evaluation and dismissal are among tho most difflcuat

“crucial manner and bave great omotional outcomes end overtone~ * Becouse

the local zchodl. The problems were appropriately turned over to the . -




. of all concerned the two teachers should be transfel'red.‘: This ¥ .

‘revg.ew gave eévidence that the prinéipal had not pfoVégied é.dequate '
the

- was done _at‘mid-yeag,f ’ L S

get into the classroom to observap

inetructionaa. persohnel department to ﬁe resolved. ‘An administrative

supervisory assisténig nor anAopportuni{:y‘,féf'fhe teacher to modi

ui:sa'.tisfactoré piact:i,‘ce_;s. ) The pmnclf}al had failed to cxercice his
re‘sponsibility'. No ézlassroom pbser,vafions had beén: iog%ed; Mo -

records had been kqpt to "show what - if any - actioné had been taken ~ i o
v B

prior to the unsatisfactory evaluationa. Becaus'e of the nature

of problems descrihed it was determined ‘that] in the best :i.ntorerst

1

Thic incident led the Percopnel Director to advise the
principal to develop and maintain a higher level of ekill for

classroom obsormtion. He furthor adviced that-the principal

These clrcumetances causced the principal to recognize a
critical persconal need. ° ]

In tﬁe begin;ling his effprts ‘to'perceivé a plan of action i:gr
obgervation was crude. It consicted of three thipgs: 1) Phyeicﬂ
presence of the obcerver' and, 3)\ Recordlng of ramb!l.:i.ng and
froquently incoherent data which wag typed with comments and placed
in' thé teacher's box. N i

This béginning - as crude as it wos -"did, achievo throg
important objectives. They were: 1) The principal became accuétomeg

-
A




W

P ‘to being'in the classroom as on observer and felt himself ta

be an important ;Brt of what went on there; 2) He began to gaip

X5
i.required ét be an active

knowledge and updaretanding of what wag .
and effective observer; and, 3) He began to sack woye in which to

improve hic methods, technique and approaches to tho. ta&k;

o~

. Ag time passed the principal continuod frequent Qbeervatlons,
aeveloped instrumenté’and coding Bystcml for perconal use, dla
~exten51ve reading on tho sub ject and Became involned in a course '
on ClinicalﬂSuperv1elon. ' A _ ) . . '
- Tﬁe personal improvement efforts p;pduced an‘imgrévéd but
still disjdinted system. The evolving Bystem wag impleﬁented ona
Aplannodlpchedule on the basis of two obgﬁrﬁations per dny with
ycompiete rotation among all téachgps before a gocond obsoryation
of any teacher. | |
It was aleo at this time thnt fgédtack entered into procedures.
o A ‘ It became the major component of tho ayetem.‘ This became tho time
B that both parties to thd act looked forward to a frank ond factual
discuesion of teaching. This type of give-and-take in conference
cesoions epened chonnels of communicution which had been sealed "
tightly. The syatem bad cerved to bring about staff unity through
two-way communication. The willingnese‘to ‘bo obaerved or the
oxpectatibn that observations would be made and would Lo followod
. by feedback became a positive forco in the 1nstructional environment.

. 8ti11 the system did not secem to be completa. It lacked comething

which gould not be conceptunlized or defined. -

o
o




>

;( | . ~In browsing through profeesional llterature the princlpal% .

= came to an article which held his attentiont The erticle was

., - T L d

about‘managemcnt by objectivos. The article aroused interest
i. ' . ;n thg subjoct.. Two mamangement by- objectives workshops and a

. ' peries of articlaa latéi the ,missing parts to the modol became
' ‘ 4
‘ vi@ible. A comblnation of claseroom obdervation with management

. by objectives became classroom obaervation by objectives (COEO).
. COBO (Appendix B) has been ubed in the author's school. It
has also’ been uaed by the schools that wors randomly gelected to
- participato in thic practicum. =

. _ :, - COBO's value has been demonstratg? in several ;2&5. It was

-

chown recontly vhen a tenured teache;?gyperformango was judged as

a recommendation to return the teacher t%Qaﬁnual contract atatua

wag in the prinecipal's favor. )
j’ ' The administrative reviecw commi%%eo conalaering the reqgesct

k,acknowledged that procedures had been properly,followod end thnt
had ever been prescnted to the committee.
Teachers exproosed caticfoction in uce of the model and

- chowod concorn when the observation schedulo wac not maintained

‘at tho same level of oﬁccllghce.

| - @z&

_ tho file preconted wac the most detailed and comploto of any that
"\ . . -

weatisfactory. The overwhelming weight of tho:ovidence for s

s -

for any remcon. Without the cystem the achoolxwould‘not fundtion -
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- o ' , BYALUATEQN OF MODEL

-

PROCEDURES USED FOR | - c .
The sixty tenchers were div:.ded into three groups of 25 .
i ' teachera each for the purpose of evalunting the COBO model. The’
| @oupg were identificd as experimental m'oup A, experimental
. group B and control group c.

’N*‘

Teacliers in group A%ore subjected to the ccmplete 'COBO "
model (Appondix B pages 54 - 74) vhich included’ £qur - once per o -
month - elagsroom ofasezgvationa by the building prf;;.f}Cipal ‘md a
monthly workshop held bg theo author. L e . '

~ Teachers in group B wero exposed to atop A7 aegtions one
and* two of COBO '(Appendix B page 61) only. Howevor, if a teachor '
requoatvad foodbaeKkmit was given ac informall:;f as pgéaibie without

" a written record. L
Teachem in group C werc not exposed to COBQ at eny time.
' -‘ Thic group was only administered the sor:le@ of 1m3trumc>nts.

{ Item malyr:.es werg run on the three major instruments ucedo
Recponces from all teachers were usgd in the itcm anulyses. The
itemo wore deored occording to scaled prov'idad for each item by

" tho author. Thoce scaléa are discusced and the item analyses are
precented in appendix C. Total ccores were kd(}rii}‘o& _for ez;ch instra~"
mz;nt' for uce in tho cubsoquent data emalyses. High'derived
.ocores indicate that teachers scored high on tl}q dimension

measurcd by each instrument. Thug, for exomple, a high score on
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v ’ »*

the observationnl ratlng forQ would in&icate the rater gave the

ratee“a favorable evaluation. . \\ //, s

Ae'an index of rellahility coefficient al hee were calculated

for each instrument (See table 6 page 90). ~This indox can

'ttall practicel purposes bv«dnterpreted in the samé way as the

Kuder—Richardson coefficient eof equivalence. It provides an
Ve

indication of- the internml coneietency of the items on a test..

. Bigh alpha coefficients indicate the items are measuring the

¢
some underlying factor or Adimension. Low elpha coefficiepts in~-
dicate that et ledst some item 1nternorre1ntione are low and may

be an indication that the teet iteme may be measuring ‘more than

one factor.

i}

Anﬂlyeie of voriance procedures were used to teet the null,
hypothesis of no &ifferences arpong group means on the threo

instruments. A Manova Program developed by Elliott Cramer L

| wae ueed to conduct the analysee (Table 9 pago 9&).

4

’

OBSERVATION ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE

Thic measure (Appendix C pages 75 - 78) wac developed and used
to aeeaee teachere attitudes toward clasaroom obeervgyion go that
tho author and building principals could get an iﬁdicetion of

teachors! diepoeitionelto behave favorably or unfavo ably

toward what eupervieory behavior and which observat onal heliefd

or stimli.

Thus, given a supervisory program of planned servativn and
annlysic based on COBO, how should one decide what}end how to

-




G

' bbservatign. ‘ /

2; “The. author . fqlt thnt ideaﬂ, beliefp and philosophical

N e -'
) - . o ‘. . - . * '.
obgerve? That is, which teaching behavior of the vast spectrum

N B ., . o .
of teaching shall one attend to, which ignore and what' form should T e

observaxioh~take? The AtfitﬁdO,Quéstionnaira was constrﬁctea e
- . ~ 4 . N “ - A LR
to supply some possible ancwers to the previous quostions' and , e
” . r ¢ ’ ‘ ’ )

cupply data for comparison of teacher grohps My B ond C. )

% v 3

HESULTS OF APPLICATION S ', . p

o/ ol

The alpha coefficieht foﬁ the ﬂéiiéom Glasé?OOm Oﬁsorvafioﬁ ) , ﬁ,?‘
Attitudes Questionnaire waG .76, (Tdblo 6 page 90). Thiq\;s a. - |
catisfactory reliobility fof,FuCh a short test. ‘

“Pable 9 page 9k provides o sumpary of ,tho descriptiva data o " {
for the“meaayre. It can be Beenftéat group A tended to ocore in -
iine with the author's oxpectationa. Group C which wag not exposed
to COBO, howoéer, scored highor (Hean %9.0 and- 8D 3.87) thnn @
group B (Mean 38. 8—and 8D.. 4.53) on the quoatlonnaire. - - *

Anolysis of variance rcsuljp for group means (Table 10 page
95) was .387 which did not reach tho conventional Bignifioanco lovel
of .05. Thic means that in a technical stutistical gonce the null ‘ . %
hypotheais of no oigngfxcant difforence emong group meanc must bo |

accepted for%thb-resulto on this inctrument. .9

.

&

OBSERVATION m\m mmxwuen QUE TTONNAIRE - S

ql

. This queationna%rc wos developod to provide data about

understandingo hold%by teachors rolativo to auporvision ond

{




" RESULI'S OF APPLICATION

£y ; . o

.
L] . -

vieus aBout many aﬂpects of sqperﬁiﬂion and obgervation wero R ‘ﬂ<

-,

vague, much too general gr not clearly unéerstood by moat poraonb

,expoced to them. An oxnmplo of thic ip threo commnn woaknoacoa

found ‘in dofinitlon@ of totching and suporvision. Tho woaknoesea

1) Canfueion of roles and- rolo oxp@ct&tmonage ooon by tth .

in&ivi&ual dttemthJg to dofi : tho concopto; 2)\ Dofinltiona too. (,;/*

vague;orvtoo gcnorqli«ad a

g@néompﬂominég énd,33) Injection of indivzdual Biaac tp tho

'dituati@n baced upcn iaea@ hold by the prinoipal. . To prewent biao’ -

8 E

from.cntoring the picturo tho “individual ruct clearly concoptunlizo, '

[

porcaivo and undegstand hia.rolo in th@ tcaching or enpervicory
procoac. - 7
The nuﬂmtionnaire vas deocignod to giv@ attention to concexrno

of the 1amtvparagraph and collect data for comparative analysic.

3

ogtionnairo

-

A coefficient this low doco not,

Thosdphn cocfficient:for tho. 15 item observation
wap 43 (Seepfhblé 7 poge 90).
pr@cludé ﬁsiﬁg'thgﬂinotrﬁment for making]gégup teotp of statiaticgl
ciggificmncolqb;wnmjdono in thio document. oIt doeo chow that a

Eerocna' rosponces to oinglo itemq On thi@ iﬁatrumentkworo not

h%ghly predictiv of their total gcores on the 1qatru@ont.

Table 9 pago 9k prcvidce a.cummary of ‘the doscriptivo data for the

O

oS

Px

“‘“\ﬁ

= w‘}ga




quest:.onnalre. : It can b’}een_that group A scored in 11ne with o h ,-

. éxpectatlons held by the author. Group ¢ (Mean ll-1.2 end D 4.06)

: ‘scored h1gher than group B (Mean 40.8 and SD k. 04) wh:.ch was exposea NI

to parts of. the COBO model ('.l‘able 9 PaSe 94) L t" '

Analys:Ls ‘of var:Lance resuits for group me (Table 10 pag
noans

Y 4
. was. .-112. ~ This f:md:mg does not reach the conventional .05 level

i

' of s:.gnif:.cance. ‘ The null hypothes:.s of no s1gn:.f:|.cant dlfferences

- ona shoyld note that the .112 does approach the levsl of s:.gm.f:mcance. : ) ‘: 4

i

among grjp méans must 'be accepted for this :mstrument. I-IoWever,

C e . . . o B

OBEERVATTONAL RECORD FORM o |

»

The sk‘:tlled observer knows that the principal must be fam111ar o 'f ' ]

<

| Lvith and -able’ to use o‘bservationalh.nstruments in hig WOrk. He

' 1?fshmﬂd have a general knowledge about ‘the meny commerc:.ally prepared L

tools ~ including electron:tc mon:.tormg dev:Lces ~ and should be able

to create and n.nvent his own 1nstruments for appl:l.cation to spec:Lal

1]

problems or situat1ons in his role as instructmnal sunerv:.sorJ

The observat:.onal instrument allows the observer to describ

&

the rea11ty of his school and teach:mg in terms that one kn.ows

by expermnce to be potent:tally s1gn‘1f1cant ind:.cators of teachmg '

effectiveness. The type of data at hand for analys:Ls is determ::.ned

Y

' largely by the observat1onal :mstrumnt used._

'I‘he O’bservatlonal Record Form was oné :mstrument dev:.sed by

-

_the author to collect data for th:.s pract:tcum ef:tort. It seemed
S~
to be the s1mp1est and most eff:Lc:l.ent way to collect obsemrat:tonal

data for Beveral categories for group comparat:.ve analys1s.

2
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. ;o : ® R _
RANDQM ‘SAMPLE FOR OBSET RS OF BLIND : . .

@
B 3

Random se1ectlon of teachers to bewobserved by observers
of the b11nd 1nc1uded three of the six teachers - one from each .
treatment group - in each of the ten schools._ A fllp of & coin i
de01ded whlch of the two teachers 1n each group would be observed.
Teachers that ‘were to oe observed were ass1gned numbers by
schools placed 1n‘plphabet1cal.order with the f1rst teacher asslgned
the number 00 and the last one of the final school was asslgned -
theonumber 29. The author entered theltable%of random_numbers
blindly with thevfinger placed on'03408, The verticalhcolumn)OB
'; was used and*08 was the number of places counted down‘rebeatedly
’ unt11 all prenumbered observees “had been asslgned to an obserVer.
Ten teachers of the staff of the author served as observers |
R of the b11nd. The observers were randomly asslgnedtto observe threej
" of the 30 teachers who had been randonly selected - 10 each frém )
groups A, B and C. Each teacher was instructed in use of the ll
"‘Observat1on Record Form. It was used in one observat1on at tH/‘Fa\\
observer 's school before completlng the three for the practlcum.
'RESULTS OF APPLICATION @ Y )
The alpha coefficient for the Observation Record Form was +99.
This high an aipha coeffdcient is’unusual. It indicates that how
a‘person was réted on any one of the 28 items,was quite predictive

of how he was rated on the rest. It indicates that one overriding

-factor or dimension pretty well accounted for the way a‘person was




- rated. Whether thls factor was rater b:Las or an underly:ng

: Tcharacterlst:.c of ratees Would requ:.re valldat:n.on stud:n.es beyond
('?/ o & »- s . . L .
the scope of th:n.e effort. _ ' .\

wh

: ’.l'able 9 page 9’+ prov:Ldes a summamr of the descr:.ptn.ve data

i‘or the record form. It: can be seen that group A (Mean-79. 8 and SD :

g

»

23.8) scored s:l.gn:n.ficantly in the dlrect:n.on of the author's expec- -
' tat:l.ons._ On th:|.s measure group B (Mean 66. 3 and SD 39.3) scored

mmch better than sroup o (Mean 5129 erid sn A58,

It must be noted that fewer cases were ava::.la‘ble for the

obéervat:n.onal analys:.s.- Hence, other things be:l.ng equal larger

d:.fference would be requ:l.red for the res'ults to be statisti call:f

o

fs:l.gn:n.f:l.cant. ‘l'he descmpt:l.ve data on th:Ls meaaure were pronouncedly -

" in the direction of the author 8 empectat:l.ons. It is not unl:l.kely

‘ that had the size of the sample been :mcreased the\ stat:n.st‘ical

test would have been s:l.gn:l.f:.cant. ‘Had +he d:l.stance between the

group means remained about the same,ﬂas the sample size mcreased, 4

the above"statement would be but a trda.sxn. ' T
Anaa;ys:.s of variance results for group means (Table 10 page 95)
~12%. This is above the convent:i.onal'.05 1eve1.of s:n.gm.f:n.cance.

: '_ Thus, the null hypothes:l.s of no s:l.gn:l.f:.cant d:l.fferences’ among group | .

| medns must be accepted though the fmd:.ng does approach the 1eve1

of slgnlflcance. .




classroom observatlon an adgunct to teacher evaluatlon.

2%

| stnsxoms'FRoM EVALUATION  «
- Scrlven's (19% ) Product Evaluatlon Proflle (PEP) was used °

- to draw concluslons from the evaluatlon of the effort. These

statements and concluslons follow.’ e , o -

: improvement of instruction‘if they,are not adequately prepared or

?

NEEDS (JUSTIFIGATION) ,
st ‘1?,;1»
Teaoyer evéluatlon is mandated by state statute 231.29. The
{3‘
local digtrict has ampllfled statute 231.29 (2) (c) to meke

ay

Local suggested guidel;nes for reappointment of ;nstructional
pe;‘sonnel sets forth the ma.jor purpose of teache)I evaluation
as the 1mprovement of 1nstruction. L . ~:

SuperV1sory personnel (prlnclpals) cannot 1nte1113ently d1reet

are not‘knowledgeablevabout‘mhat‘teachens are doing in the

classroOm. This suggests that the only way. tO«actually know what -

teachers are 601ng is to "take a 1ong 1ook" (observe) them in the

classroom. , '
N . <
Teacher evaluation as practiced locally does npt result in
. * . A T .
the district's initial goal statement of improvement of instruction. e

The neaded information for principals and teachers to make

instructional improvement decisions is not produced by this pro-

© cedure. The major reason why this is true is because most

a "

principals do not observe instrugtional‘staff at'work,.. ;
If the district is serious about teacher evaluation for

instructional improvement classroom observations must be mandated

0

1V : o




L
¢ e .
0

through amp11f1cat1on of statute 231.29 (2) (G? and policy 4009

A final aspect of the need for planned d;strlctwide

»

k\~observat1on is the moral obllgatzon 1nvolved. Those charged with

*

- , “the responsib1lity to evaluate the per?ermancelof others are morally .

obligated to establish a basis for ratings made on evaluative
. documents. The district's ampIification'of statute'234;29 suggeéts
\thls obligation but stops short of a mandate for obaervat1ons.

 MARKET (stsmxmmon) D

~ 3

The market for classroom observation is extremely large as

teachers make up one’ of ‘the largest work forces locally. The plan
. 1 N ‘
to disseminate the product would follow closely the-plan or syetem

already establ1shed for teacher evaluation. However, two complete

classroom observations would replace the single teacher evaluation

o

for annual contract staff during tne first .semester. Tenured staff
w oo would also get two complete observations during the first half year.
.The second half of the year one complete required observation 2N

and a single teacher evaluation would be done for each teacher. Thus,
: ‘ : ) NS
three observational reports would estoblish the major basis upon

S

which instructional improvement would be auégested and evaluations N

\]

documented. S ,

’ : . . 4 o

PERFORMANCB TRUE FIELD TRTAL

.
b

The product has Just undergone a true f1e1d trlal. Many more
replications are desiratle. The actual field trial repreeented‘
by thie'document chows. that attitudes are ektreme;y difficult to |
/ chenge or predict and are not significantly diffenent among teachera.

.

oA
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_The field trial was successful in that & plauned program was
developed‘and implémenfed; Criﬁeria‘was,developéd and successfulkf’
“used by observers of the blind as & measure to raté acts related

| 45 _ to teaching. Criteria dévelope&’was an Observation Record Form. = o

’ B PERFORMANCE-TRUE CONSUMERS

ap

Per?ormance as related to teachers showed that they are °

baslcally in &greement on the followlng. 1) The need for élanned

-~

s . i 'programs in classroom observatlon, 2) The lack of planned programs '
[ '
» . for observation; 3) Bellefa, ideas'and attitudes about classroom
observation; and,bh) Very short tlme intervals get aside for o /7

?abservafioné5when they are .made.

1,}' The,Claésraom Record Form provi&ed the most persuasive‘daté“
aboﬁ% teache;él performance du;ing obsérvation; The daté indicated
é‘gt teachers whose performance was rated poor was con51stency rated’

S ;i | that way and vice versa. This instrmment indlcated that how a i ‘ Vi

vperson was rated on any one of the 28 items was qulte predlctlve
of how he was rated on the‘other 27 items. .
PRINCIPALS |

Performance on measures for the praotlcum indicated that
principals generally agreed with teachers on the following: 1) Lack

.of pl&ﬁned programs of obserﬁatié;; 2) Relative short time interval

’ . for those observations which were made: 3) Attitudes, beliefs, |

“ and philosophical views about observation; and, 4) Iow pricrity

placed upon classroom observation as shéwn through ranking of




item T (See table 2 page 51 ) of Principal's Responsibility Reml

‘:Order Form. _
The overall status review ﬁointéé'up ; poor performance ;

effort by pfincipaié with'thiq vitael supervisory function. This

may bé~éttributéd to ‘two factors: 1) Poor preparﬁtion of principals

for 1nstruct1onal superv1sd§& funct10n8° and, 2) Fhllure of" central

,adﬁinlstratlve staff and’ princ1pala to place approprlate prlorlty

) upon preparati;;'for the task and commltment to 1nstrgct1?£g1

. s

vsupervislon. ) | ' _ -
| CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE STAYF | '

On the instruments administe£ed to this group there was no
considerable differences in performance. However, this group
' shares: - with pfincipals - tﬁe,burdén for poor performance [-
in 1nstruct10nal superv181on as no dlrect nandate to carry out
a planned program of classroom observation hns been urged.
PUPILS
:“’ Performance of the)most 1mportant consumer was not a vanlable
dlrectly observed or evaluateq/ﬁurlng this 1nvebtlgat10n. To
determine if the performance of puplls was measurably improved in\\
a posltlve way would require valldatlon studies beyond the BCOpe

-

of this effort.

PERFOMANCE-CRITICAL CCMPARISONS : A - ] ~

Claceroom oboervation, analysis and feedback or instructional

g




-

supsrvislon is for the'speclflc purpose. of -improving the quality

of teachlng and 1earn1ng. There is no compstitlon formulated

- or dsslgned for that sxact purposs. Systems used in lieu of.

observat;ons are teacher evsluations and/br assessments which

“utilize observation as a source of data.

'It'is evident that the peoplec who are to be helped by svaluatioss
hnve the’ least confldence in them. There is litéis‘supriss that |
principals and teachers 1ook upon evaluntion with dlstasto.-

_ Most eveluation forms are'ehecklists made up of divieions
which include psrsonal chnracteristiés; out-of-claceroom relations
and clageroom teaching. Thus, teachor’evéluatisn'insfrﬁments

L+ are éssignsd'to got informstion about teachors fiyst and their
pexrformance seconﬁ. By the time evaluations are done the dets of
teschlng are near the end of school. Claseroom observation keys B
on the acts whlch take place in the learning environment during
an inotructional period and stressss immediacy of feedback for
improvement. It is designsﬁ to help teachers better understand what

* 4o boing dono, how it ic being donc, why it io boing done and how
thsy may bo able to vary and/or improve their performence and |
studonts! losrning.

Teacher evaluations are geared to administrative functions
whilé clagcroom observations are for‘snhancs?snt of teaching -
leérning. There is no critical cospstition which performs the

function of improving instruction and ingtructional supervision
. &)

as well ac claseroom observation. //ﬁ/ﬁgq§:>

‘ , \ 3l

2]




28

‘ v .
. .
B . ) O . N
. - . w
P ~ . . ! CT s
- . ey o ' -
T oy -
R v
e .
‘/‘ .

' PERI‘OR‘/M 'rm - LONG" T ,
— S

1

Duratlon of project too short to glve 1ong term performance

'~v._1nformation.k

' . .

- PERFORMANCE - SIDE EFEEGTS ‘

The varled oido effeets of clamaroom obgervation, analygis

and feedback are.as listed below. The,proeesarhalpu teachers

%

n
(i

—

and eupervxsora (prlnClp&lB)

.1)

2).

3)

)
. 5)

6)

&

2

8

9)

Iﬂarn the complex ckills of'aﬁalytlc perceptlon of the

3

inatructional prqcesa; _ ' <

Develop skill in rat10na1 analysis of the 1nstruct10nal
-

procecs baaed on expliclt observatlonal evidences

'Dovelop skill and undoratanding of currlculum

impl mentutlon and oxperimentation;

Dstab ich and maintain communication,.

Bnhance the teacher's personal imuge through succesaful
functioning in terms defined by thé‘teucher;

Develép a positive relationship between explicit
intentions and strategiecs and control over behavior;
Deleop emotional toleranco for failures, suprisceo

and behavioral adaptions to cope with unoxpected
cmrcumstancca' ;

Develop abllity to agree und/or dicagree without belng
dicogreesbles | ‘ '
Develop abiiity to reco%?ize'énd;articﬁlate ppevieualy

undofined probloms;




ol

&

10) Develop self-evaluation ekille and techniques; and,

11)  Develop perceptupl reality ebout teaching and teacher

Judgemente. . Lo . .

. ' g
2 [ ‘ 7z . &(

DERFORMANCE - PROCESS | : ’i‘}

OF CLASSRON OBSERVITION R .f

Clnsarcom obeervation is a proceas which 1ncludea. )( Pre-
obsorvation Conforenco, 2) Glassroom Observation- 3) Andlyawe
of Obeorvational Dataj and, 4) The Feodback Qonforence.

~ Elimination of eny stop weekens the effort to improve the quality

of 1nstruét16n.z k

" The process deserdbed allows teachor and pminci;mﬂfvto '
queation tho teachcr'eedocieion-making proccdures in a.continuous -
cydlo of oventa dosimed to dovolop skills” *in analytic percoption‘
‘of tha inatructienal procecss . - - '

'The problem-of précocs performance as relatod to clasgroom:
observation is that those responcible for 1nitiating such programs
almoct never get started. Observational programs are rarely
implemented becéuse of a lack of ekill and understandi;g of the
complex involvemento in claaéroom inatruction. Thore aleo existe
& lack. of commitment to corry out ouch programa. A moral question
is at icoue relative to the lack of observabioﬁal programa. It io
mora%%g impmopor to ascees or evaluato the competence of anyone without

firsthend knowledge of th¢ individuel's porformanco. Claesroom»
obsorvation is deoigned to oat%afy this moral—othical concideration.

"‘«’r 4,

vﬁ’
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_ OF THIS EFFORT

'»'i

Process and performance of came are staﬁed under proceduree :

4(See pages 6—75

A}

'momm - CAUSATION | S

Tho decign of procedures (See pages 16~17) selected and uaed
was for the purpose of determinmng the effectléenesa of the
experimental variable. The evaluatlon of COBO produced no szgni~'
ficant differences among groups on all but one of tho measureo.v%”'

The meaouros which produced Bmgn:flcant resulto 1n the

) dlroctlon of the author's predlction wag the Obaervation Record

Form used by oboervera of tho blind to ratc tcachera' clasaroom

. performanco. The form establmshod four areas ‘which brlng thorough

ond conplctc teach1ng closor to reality. Tho arcon ared

~ ) Clacoroom Organizatzon .and Routinesg = A planned woy of -

domng things ic noceolary to help devolop noede§° .

* structure and diocmp}zne as otudente seck to reach

..

‘highor levels of maturity. ; , ' - -

2) Precentoation of the Lesgon - Procedures used to accom-

plich stated goalo io tie heart.of the teaching proceca.

Thuo, evidonce of effective leaderchip muct .be

gought in thic area. ‘ )
X ’ L °

3)  Teacher - Pupil Relationships - A coae for cloosroom

» t}

climate and environment hardly necdo to be made. One
mugt be aware of relationshipofbotWGen teaching guccess
ond creabion of a challenging cnd motivating atmosphere

»

within a claosroom,

8

~ o

’




" 4)  Pupil Participation andaEffectivenesBxof\ffftructioh'- L
-If one considera pupils' participation in planning and

L \\ instruction as :i.mportaxrt then evidence of this must

" be sought. 4 -
momnmz ~ STATISTICAL smm'xcm - " )

Inferentinl data provided results which did not reach the

4 “eénventional .Oﬁ level of statistical aignificance. Differences

'r'if,}

Y

2

.-m&mamamon e

'did approach the gignificance level on the Observation Questionnaire”
and Ob;ervational Record Form (See rosuits for the throe inetruments
paos 75 - 95). S
PERFORMANGE EDUGATIONRL SIGNIEICANCB |

A

v ' ’ - °
Thoro was educational significance for the author in paanning, . RN

producing and reporting the claaeroom observation practicum. . "y
Thio Maxi II - effort gavo tho author the opportunity to

| moet a noed for understanding and implementation of a high 1ev01
programe. %Et helped the author meet and fulfill a personal goal
which wao to#aignificantlg'improve on tho lovel of porformance

| oxhibitod in previous Mini, Midi, end Maxi offorts. A careful
review.of stated offorts ap contrasted with this one ghows Co

significaﬁt improvement in the view of tho aujhor - evalustor. :

The program developed, procedures uaéd, sampling techniques
applicd, measurec and/or instrumontm deveoloped for use and

'oxperimental variable were all exprcasions of a higher perceptual

end cognativo functioning of the author. Thus, educational .

on
i
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slgnificaﬁco hns been showxi in rebpect to tha o tho;"s q.m;)roved L "
arformﬁco. """" e \ v ¢ e T e ’ K
mnm: consmmn % . v R P IS m '
. ‘m B",l?t'le cpnsume,ra' ph:.fl.oaoph:.cal viows, beii;:\:‘.’s’an&/or aftnzgudésb",'q ’
v)bie pot 's:.;;nifg.cantly, d:.fforen‘h r;,oz* we:z'@ ’hﬁose trait&s mgaaumblzf‘ e Q". - *
chnnged 1?}; instruments usod or ’bhmcxperimegtal ﬁaf*i@é]jgi H ‘) A
doos not &i‘ecossaily me&m the proéuc.t iﬂéq 0:E:ra;.:i.ux'g:f at tl{i&s: qhockba ﬂ' ,
po:l.h‘-t. It vory ylell mhy be that *tilé;‘ authcw' sbde;:l.gngd mgtruments ’”'“.,T - 7
dld ,gc;; got to thel, core of comgrn.cﬁ Q ﬁ m@ . ; ?i;,ﬁ’i,ai b’  ..1 e
. :’Viewing “data’ I;ro’ndea by meab{ﬂ*esa u‘ﬁod ﬁdzg“fio(‘;icomes cloar } M ., d
that thore ekzisted a lrge panorama' For ;éuc;tlgngl s& ﬂicanég | |
hut ;Eittlo ‘of “vaiua actuﬁll:;'ajﬂgve;l.oped ;’o; tzzmhcfc \,and pupal" ‘ 7'" Tt
gonwmena@n th:.s .c@togorg.‘ " “'J’zf‘%m . :%j;"' o . , ’
" '.Uhe coa% fo;‘ clhg:;;}?;mﬂi yataon © }T ;;oached in : m
several waya. . U’nde; an:y“’ %ala;z 4 1o nacesmr@:?;;alook at’ cost -
bonefita as, they rela’ab to thé competing’ prédpéiﬁ» alcoa .'
Tho bagic cact factors of a plmmed program for claseroom‘
oboorvation would include costo for tmining ponsonnel and timeo . '
Thoro are two bacic approachea to tra:ming po.c-cormel (principulm).l | §
Thosé two are: 1) Local aystom cponeored workshops (Insemce) , 3
and, 2) Sending system representativos to establishcd :.nstitutions 'e 1:
for trainin% o ' - ,  1
1. ; In the firat plan the aaystcm hires one or more outlido expert . v ‘3
~ consultanta to work with princﬂ.pale in '12 work@h@p @esraionso
, : Q’
ﬁ 34 o Y
. R . A . ;




. avorage §#5,00C per indlv*&ual»?ﬁr tho two ‘Cummerc.

LI o

These cessions Q;ula cost.thb systom apéioximatoly $600 ﬁéio
workehop fér ho principalge. Thus,'the Cbat’fbr the year would
be 87200. To accommodate 211 elemontary principala woula requiro
a threo year program hﬁ la coot factor of 821 600,

el ’ oy

Time under this plan would coot the system nothing aoc the
,participanta woul Hﬁ;%aught fo uco availablo time Foro wimely.»
This would be don:S;;\zaaching,principala'to climinato tho 35
'most prevalent time waaters in:" 1) 'Plann%gg; 2) Organizing ’
)) Staffing, 4)  Dirccting; - 5) Cnnfrolling; 6) éommﬂnic&t-;.'
ing, and, 7) Decision-Moking. ' : 2

p In the socond plan the oystem would ocurvey ita Poraoﬁn@l )'

and docido upcn five individuals to bo sent to a school puch* am

| Hmrvardﬁfor Clinical Supervicory Education° o e Co ﬂ\ .

«.+ Thege five individumls would bo cent ta/tha colocted v
school with stipoqa and oxpences pazd during tw? aummor sossi@n@

at an approximite cost of 825,000 to the system.' Thia would

« - Thege five individualo would then roﬁufn to the district
ﬁb.ﬂpnk with a group of 18 = 20 ﬁ@incipala in 12 workﬂhop pocoions.
au§¥%§ tho yoar in dovclcpéént of clocoroom @boof§ation ckillo, -

aundarstanding and inctrumento. ~ ’

Coot for timo would be as prgpoced in the firat plon.
Tho outlay of approximatoly £$25,000 ovor a porioa of three
ycara‘wculd ylold the oyotom o more cophistlcatod and profeooi@nal.

claosroom obcorvation program.




L TEACHE{R EVALUATION "o
The. teacher evdluatlon system as currently 1mp1emented costs

the system nothlng except 11m1ted admlnlstratlve tlme. However,

» N

. 1t is not in d1rect competltlon w1th classroom observatlon because

, 1t is used more: to bu11d an admlnlstrator data bank than for the
. . ’ ' . - - .

Almprdvement of, teach1ng~and 1earn1ng.

There exlsts very wide dlssatlsfactlon with teacher evalua-

tions because they are thought to be negatlve or1ented and

- ‘~-f meaningdess 1n.term§~of helplng 1nd1v1duals to 1mprove. T

[y

o7 CONCIUSIONS - |
SRR "It is chcluded thgt a dlstrlct wide observation program
' : _would cost the system more 1n1t1ally than would the present

teacher evaluation,program. Thls cost’ factor would be offset.
. _’in time by better performance of teachers with more competent

1nstruct10na1 superv1sory a551stance.

EXTENDED SUPPGRP

No data avallable.

o . IEVEL OF ACCEPTABLE PERFORMANCE

=
N
™~
"~

77
/7
/7

5
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- Soréren'.s 'PE?‘,pr'oduoed a 2.08 rating as applied by, the . "
suthor which indicates performsrce of the product at the letel of

| acceptability. R

| | RECOMMENDATTONS:

As a result of th% findings citedfthrough out. this document

a. statement of ‘recommendations follow.

DISCUSSION PERGEDIN3 o

o~

Brlghton and Rose (1975) listed the paramount purposes for us1ng

wrltten evaluatlon and/or assessments as follows'

1) To assess the overall school program to determine
‘how well it is progressing ‘toward avowed goals; 2) :
To provide a basis for improving instructiony 3)

To motivate teachers to;;ender their highest

> level of professional gérvice; ~4) To help | ’ﬁg;
. teachers succeed in their 'chosen profession; 5) . "
To provide a basis for making ‘administrative - -

decisions; 6) To.provide'a basis for developing
- effective personnel practlces' 7) To implement a
‘merit pay plan; and, 8) To keep records and
reports for adminlstrative offices and Boards ef
Education.3

»

The categories stated by Brighton are an accurate compilation

‘.‘ . ////;f the purposes for teacher evaluatio and/or assessment as
' suggested in the 11terature and dlstrl t suggested guldellnes for
A'reappo1ntment-of instructional personn 1. One might note that the
purposes are hostlyladministrative»in natore b? a ratio of seven
to one. This suggests that‘tﬁough‘statements profess the major
purpose to be instructional improteﬁéﬂt in reality programs in
teacher evaluation are geared to administrative functions.
' Brighton frequeﬁtly used "To proridentﬁe basis for'" in his

 statement of purposes for evaluatien. This suggests that Brighton




4

Jaﬂ as well as adm1n1strators natlonally concern themselves w1th o \ﬂ

collectlon.and accumulatlon of data. Thls must change'so that

——

greater ooncern is g1ven to act;ons taken after data.has been'

-

‘collected. It is not. enough to prov1de ‘the bas1s for 1mprov1ng N

~ instruction. Actlons must be taken to assure that teachlng and.

R
- - - -

a

learning are enhanced.

s

Literature on the subject of teacher evaluation and assess- .

ment indicates that these programs are failures in terms of
improving teachers!' performance‘with teaching—learning activities.

<

: The programs are tallures for the reasons that follows: ﬂ) 'Instru-

c functlon of the teacher which is teachlng. Too much‘emphasls , s

ments used do not concentrate enough ‘on the S1ng1e most 1mportant

has been pldced upon factorshwhich are unrelated or are side -
effects to the Central concernj 2) Feetback must be rendered

during'the t;me when the act is fremh and the teacher has time to
w 00 ‘ . . . Cr s
improve:' Timing for teacher evaluation programs is unsatisfactory

‘for remegiakiﬂgaproblems of teaching'which'took'place earlier in the

' year{~and, 3). Observatlon of teachlng 1s consldered by almost a11

- central adm1n1strators as belng an adjunct to teache