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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

Wherever there are human beings, there will be evaluations. Man
is an evaluating and goal seeking being, Even if he were to decide
not to evaluate, he would end up evaluating how well he succeeded in
giving up evaluating.. So the issue is not whether there will be eval-
}uation; rather it must involve questions such as what, how, by whon,
for what purpose, and with what consequence.1

The very nature of our educational system assures that téécher
evaluation is a necessary and integral part of an effective school
district, Continued evaluation of persomnel is essential if a district
seeks improvement of the total educational program.2 Bvaluation of
teachers is, by its very nature, a complex and difficult task, Indi-
viduals could expect no less of an endeavor that requires them to judge
human behavior in an objective and rational manner. However, it seem;
that much of the recent controversy concerning evaluation reflects our
current confusion and disagreement over the objectives and purposes of
evaluation,

Evaluation, rather than being something to fear, should be a

welcomed experience, It should raise the consciousness of both teachers

1Robert Howsam, "Current Issues in Fvaluation,'" National
Flementary School Principal, 52:12-17, February, 1973.

2Martha Cook and Herbert Richards, "Dimensions of Prineipal
and Supervisor Ratings of Teacher Behavior," Journal of Experimental
Fducation, 41:11-14, Winter, 1972. '




and administrators, and should result in better instruction and measur-
ably improved student performance. Unfortunately, the controversy
surrounding it pften results in more heat than light because of neglect
on the part of teachers, administrators, and school board members to
sit down together and collectively assess their needs, define their

goals, and establish the means with which to accomplish them.>

Statement of the Problem

The purpose of this study is to analyze the teacher evaluation
methods, procedures, and programs utilized by elementary principals
in a selected sampling of Nebraska's AA Accredited Schools. (See

Definition of Terms on page 5)

Hypotheses
It is hypothesized that the elementary school principals in this

selected sampling of Nebraska's AA Accredited Schools are held responsi-
ble for the evaluation of teachers in their buildings. It is also
hypothesized that ihqy differ very 1ittlé in the percentaée.of time
they spend on this task. It is further hypothesized that few elementary
principals have secured special training in teacher evaluation., Lastly
it is hypofhesized’that the passage of LB 82 ("Due Process' Procedure
for Teachers) by the Nebraska Legislature in 1975 has been responsibls
for initiating some revisions in teacher evaluation procedure§ in

these elementary schools. (See Appendix)

3wendell Pierce and Ronald Smith, "Evaluation Should be a
Welcome Fxperience,” Instructor, 23:34-39, April, 1974,



Delimitations

This study is limited to elementary school principals in a

selected sampling of Nebraska's AA Accredited Schools,

- Procedure

uestionnaire was sent to the elementary principals in a
selected sampling of Nebraska's AA Accredited Schools in an attempt to
collsct pertinent information ;egarding the procedures and metheds
utilized in the teacher evaluation process in their building. A copy

of the questionnaire may be found in the Appendix.

Significance of the Problem

The findings of a National Education Association survey in 1966
revealed that the person chiefly responsible for evaluating elementary
ieache:s was the principal.u

The Nebraska State Fducation Association's Commission on
Instruction recognizes the significance of the school principal in
the te;cher evaluation process, and further acknowledges evaluation
as a fact of school 1ife, The commission also recognizes the concern
of boards of'education, school administrators, individual teachers,
and educstional associations in devoting time and effort to the develop-
ment of professiocnal competence, Ths instruction committee believes

the most important purposes of evaluation are to improve instruction,

improve the effectiveness of the individual teacher, to inspire

QSamuel Goldman, The School Principal (New York: Center for
Applied Research in Fducation, 1966), p. 68.




professional growth, and to shape a successful teaching career,?

It is the belief of the Nebraska State Education Association's
Commission on Instruction that an effective teacher evaluation program
should include the following characteristics: .

(1) The evaluation should be positive.

(2) The procedures should be such that the evaluative process
should be jointly shared by teacher and principal.

(3) The evaluation should be constructive--to provide
stimulation rather than defeatism.

(4) The evaluation process should te continuous,

(5) The evaluation procedure should inelude self-appraisal.

(6) The results should be those which create an atmosphere of
mutual respect and trust, therefore enhancing the total educational

environment.

(7) The individual teacher must have the right to challenge
poorly prepared evaluations,

(8) The teacher evaluation program should be subject to
frequent evaluation.

(9) Professional improvement of teachers should emphasize
strengths more than weaknsesses,

(10) The evaluation procedures should be jointly developed by
teachers, administrators, and boards of education.

(11) The evaluation should stimilate teacher experimentation
with new ideas and techmiques.

While the Nebraska State Fducation Association's Commission on
Instruction recognizes the significance of teacher evaluwation and

suggests certain eriteria that should be included in a pregram, the

SlNebraska State Education Association's Commission on Instruction
Position Paper on Teacher Evaluation, 1973, p. 3.

6Ib:'r,d., P. 3.



Nebraska Council of School Administrators and the Nebraska Flementary
Principal's Association have not formulated an official statement on
teacher evaluation. In telephone conversations on March 10, 1976, with
Loren Brackenhoff, Executive Secretary of the Nebraska Council of
School Administrators and Margaret Fitch, Past President of the
Nebraska Flementary Principal's Association, it was stated that these
organizations have no official position on teacher evaluation at this

time.

Definition of Terms Used

The terms which were used in this study are defined as follows:

1. Nebraska's AA Accredited Schools, When a school system in

Nebraska is classified as an accredited school system, it is an indica-
tion to the patrons of the district that the school system is operating
at a level which is acceptable in meeting the Rules and Regulations for
this classification as set by;the Stats Board of Education. However,
certain schaol systems, because of the advantages of size, local
initiative or other supporting factors.voluntarily provide a quality

of educational opportunity that is far in excess of that required by
the "Rules and Regulations for Accreditation." In order to recognize
the added effort directed toward an improved quality of eduecation on a
voluntary basis, a classification of AA Accreditation was established.?

2., Teacher Rvaluation. This is an estimate of the quality of a

7State of Nebraska Department of Education, AA Classification
Guidelines for Public and Non-Public School Systems, 1971, p. iv.




person's teaching based on one or more criteria such as pupil achieve-
ment, pupil behavior, and the judgment of school officials, parents,
pupils or the teacher himself,8

3. Observation of Instruction, This is the act of examining

classroom teaching by visitation, a supervisory procedure used to
obtain information, to evaluate the work of teachers and pupil, to
analyze classroom activities, and to diagnose teacher and pupil
difficulties.®

4, Self-evaluation. Self-evaluation is making a judgment

about oneself or about some characteristic of oneself.io‘

5, Instructional Staff. All the members of a school staff who

are directly involved in teaching or with the supervision of instruc-
tion in the school.11

6. Central Administration. The principal educational authority

having Jjurisdiction over a schcol system or major division thereof:
may apply to a city, county, state, national, or other school systenm,
dépending on the governmental level of the unit being considered, 12

7. School District. The territory under the jurisdiction of a

single school board authorized by the Nebraska State Legislature,

8Carter Gocd, Dictionary of Education (New York: McGraw-Hill
Book Company, 1973), p. 221,

9Ibid., p. 39%.
Omid., p. 525.
111bid,, p. 553.
121p0id., p. 13.



School distriets in this state are classified as follows:

(1) Class I shall include any school district that maintains
only elementary grades under the direction of a single school board;

(2) élass IT shall include any school district embracing
territory having a population of one thousand inhabitants or less that
maint;ins both elementary and high school grades under the direction
of a single school board;

(3) Class IIT shall include any school district embracing
territory having a population of more than one thousand and less than
fifty thousand inhabitants that maintains both elementary and high
school grades under the direction of a2 single schocl board of education;

(4) Class IV shall include any school district embracing
 territory having a population of more than fifty thousand and less than
two hundred thousand inhabitants that maintains both elementary and
highvschool‘grades under the'direction of a single bcard of education;

(5) Class V shall inclﬁde any school district embracing
lﬁefritozy haviﬁg avpopulation bfvfﬁﬁ hnndred'tEOusand or more that
maintains both eiementary and high school grades under the direction of
‘a single board of educationf.ahd

(6) Class VI shall include any school district in this state
- that maintains only a highvschooi.13- |

8. Probation Teacher, A trial period, usually of three to

five years' duration, during which a teacher may give practical proof

13stephenson School Supply (ed.), School Laws of Nebraska.
(Lincoln: Stephenson School Supply, 1975), p. 195-96.




and actual demonstration of his efficiency before being tendered a

permanent contract.iu

9. Tenure Teacher, The means by which a person holds a teaching

posiﬁion, usually expressed in years of a teacher's service in a
single position or school system.15

10. Sampling. The act or process of selecting a limited
number of observations, individuals, or cases to represent a particular
16

universe,

11, Instructional Program, An outline of the contemplated

procedures, courses, and subjects offered by a school during a semester

or year.17

14Good, op. cit., p. 438.
151bid., p. 59%.
161bid., p. 506.
171pig., p. 446,



CHAPTER IT

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

yE

The complex process of teacher evaluation should promote improve-
ment of the instructional program, provide a structure for the

monitoring of teacher performance by the school principal, and stimulate

self-evaluation by the teacher.8

The Minnesota Fducation Association Task Force on Performance
Criteria and Teacher Tvaluation submits the following criteria for an
offective program of teacher evaluation:

(1) Tt is essential that the evaluator visit the teacher
more than once in any given year.

(2) Every visitation should be preceded by a pre-evaluation
conference at which the following should take place: the evaluator
states what he is attempting to evaluate, the teacher states his
goals in relation to his students, his methods of achieving them,
and his expectations as to the outcomes of his lesson or experience
to be observed.

(3) The evaluator completes the evaluation report which should
include the following: cocmments on the strengths of the teacher;
recognition of the progress he has made since the previous evalu-
ation; statement of areas requiring assistance; specific suggest-
ions or measures he can take to improve his performance in areas
where difficulties have been indicated.

(4) The evaluator should leave a copy of the evaluation report
so the tsacher may have the opportunity to study it prior to the
post visitation conference.

(5) Bvery classroom observation should be followed promptly by
a conference in which free and open discussion should take place.

(6) All observations should be followed throughout the year

8pierce and Smith, loe. cit.
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by continuing dialogue and needed assistance.?
Dr, Harold MecNally lists the following as desirable character-
isties of a well-conceived program of teacher evaluation:
(1) The purposes of the evaluation program are clearly stated
in writing and are well known to the evaluators and those who are

evaluated,

(2) The policies and procedures of the program reflect knowl-
edge of the extensive research related to teacher evaluation.

(3) Teachers know and understand the criteria by which they
are evaluated.

(4) The evaluation program is cooperatively planned, carried
out, and evaluated by teachers and administrators.

(5) The evaluations are valid and as reliable as possible,
(6) Evaluations are more diagnostic than judgmental.
(7) Self-evaluation is an important objective of the program.

(8) The self-image and self-respect of teachers is maintained
and enhanced.

(9) The nature of the evalvation is such that it encourages
teacher creativity and experimentation in planning and guiding
the learning experiences provided children,

(10) The program makes ample prdvision for'clear, personalized,
constructive feedback.

(11) Teacher evaluation is seen as an integral part of the
instructicnal leadership role of ghe'principal and of the program
of inservice teacher development,*

Bernard McKenna draws the following comparison of the way

teacher evaluation usually functions and the way is should function:

9larry Wicks, "Opinions Differ on Teacher Evaluation,"
Today's Education, 62:42-43, March, 1973.

10Haro1d McNally, "What Mzkes a Good Bvaluation Program,"
Nationgl Flementary Prinecipsl, 52:24-29, February, 1973,




The Way It Usually Is

Bvaluation is threatening to
the teacher

They see it as something that ie
done to them by someone else

Teachers often are unaware of
the criteria used to judge them

The Way It OCught to Be

Evaluation should be something
that teachers anticipate and
want because it gives them
insight into their performance

It should be something in which
teachers have a part along with
students, parents, and admin-
istrators

Teachers should take part in
developing or selecting evalu-
ation instruments sc that they
know the criteria against which
they are judged11

James Buck and James Parsley conducted a survey of teacher

evaluation practices in the state of Washington in 1972.

Ninety~five

per cent of the districts reported they had adopted district policy

regarding teacher evaluation. The remaining 5 per cent, although

administering a teacher evaluation program, statedvthey had no formal

11

district policy governing it 12 1 support of school districts estab-

‘lishing'policies governing the evaluation_éf teachers, Gerald Becker

found in a 1970 study in Oregon that only 3 of 291 elementary principals

showed concern for problems involving teacher svaluation unless school

district officials perceive teacher évaluation as an impcrtant function,

identify the purposes for which it is to be emplbyed, and take pains

to make its purpose clear to principals and tsachers, all that follows

11Bernard McKenna, "Teacher BEvaluation - Some Implications,"
- Today's Education, 62:55-56, February, 1973.

12James Buck and James Parsley, "The Way We See It:

A Survey

of Teacher Evaluation Policies and Practices Operant in the State of

Washington," (Seattle, Washington:

Service, 1973), p. 5.

School Information and Research
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is likely to reflect vagueness, carelessness, and indifference.13

In the Buck and Parsley study, 90 per cent of the responding
school districts indicated the principal was the sole evaluator. Data
revealed that 68 per cent of the districts required the evaluator to
observe the teacher in his instructiorial role. There was a wide dis-
parity in the number of observations required, but a sizeable 48 per
cent of those using observation techniques as a basis for evaluation
required but a single classroom observation.ig

In the Becker study in Oregon, it was discovered that principals
did not visit teachers' classrooms on a regular schedule, that about
15 per cent of the teachers were visited only once in the course of the
year, and-~incredibly--that 20.8 per cent of the teachers evaluated
were not visited at'all.l5 ‘ '

The Buck and Parsley study revealed that 75 per cent of the
teachers were evaluated on instructional skills and personal character-
distics, Other criteria that commonly served as a basis for teacher
evaluation inecluded: professional grdwth, rapport with fellow
colleagues and staff, relationships with the community and parents,
classroom management.ability, and performance of general school

services, Data indicated that pupil achievement was not used by any

13Gerald Becker, "Methods of Evaluating Teachers," (Rugene,
Oreg?n: Center for the Advanced Study of Educational Administration,
1971), p. 15.

48uck and Parsley, op. cit., p. 8.

15Becker, op. cit., p. 23.
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district as a criterion for assessing teacher peri‘ormance.16
Some conclusions from the Buck and Parsley Washington Study:

(1) The majority of school distriets included in the sample
reported utilizing a district-wide evaluation model in assessing
teacher effectiveness, Data revealed that those distriects which
encouraged individual school development of evaluative programs
tended to be relatively smaller in size,

(2) Instructional improvement was cited by most of the sample
as the primary purpose for their teacher evaluation program. How-
ever, several principals expressed concern over the discrepency
that existed between the procedures and the intended purpose.

(3) Principals continued to serve as the primary evaluator of
teacher effectiveness, Districts have reported increased use of
peers as evaluators,

(4) Classroom observation was the most frequently used method
in obtaining information about a teacher's effectivensss.

(5) The criteria most commonly listed in teacher evaluation
instruments is that of personal characteristics and instructional
skills, This result is qualified by districts who reported in their
revised programs increased emphasis on instructional skills and
performance rather than on personal teacher attributes,

(6) The rating instruments prevailed as the most common assess-
ment form, In conjunction with this instrument, the majority of
districts required a conference with the individual teacher to
discuss areas deserving commendation or needing improvement.

(7) An overwhelming majority of districts reported cuiyent
teacher evaluation programs under review and/or revision.

In 1966 Luther Bradfield and Leonard Kraft conducted a study of
how prineipals evaluated teachers. A random sample of 336 elementary.
, schools in New York State was selected, The schools were located in all

geographical areas of the state, The principals felt their teachers

16Buck and Parsley, loc. cit.
171pid., p. 21.



b

were clearly aware of the school district's procedures and standards

of supervision and evaluation., Qnly 13 per cent said teachers did not
know the basis of how their work was evaluated. Less than half (41 per
cent) of the principals gave prior notice to an impending evaluative
visit, Fifty per cent either did not give notice or did so on

8

occa.sion.1

Bradfield in his book, The Flementary School Principal in Action,

feels that both the inexperienced and the experienced teacher find
supervision and evaluation helpful when the principal:

(1) Is friendly and warm

(2) Has time to listen and encourage questiohs

(3) Will observe and help bring about improvement through
constructive criticism

(4) wWill look for good points and comment on them as well as
the weaknesses

(5) Takes notes as necessary on pertinent points to discuss
with the teacher at another time-preferably the same day

(6) Makes formal visits long enough to really see what is
happening-or not happening

(7) Comes in frequently for short periods of time-perhaps just
to look around to keep knowledgeable about progress and change

(8) Is willing to demonstrate or participate in teaching a class

(9) Has had frequent visits in the classroom, both fcrmal and
informal, before completing the formal svaluation report 19

In the Bradfield and Kraft study, it was discovered that

7

181nther Bradfield and Leonard Kraft, The Flementary School
Principal in Action (Scranton: International Textbook Company, 1970),
p. 135.

197pid., p. 140,
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principals visit probationary teachers more often than tenured teachers,
although 17 per cent observe all teachers in the same manner., Fifty-
six per cent of the probationary teachers were observed at least once
a month compared to 29 pér cent of the teachers with tenure. The time
spent in teacher observation varied from under 10 minutes to all
morning or all afternoon with 60 per cent of the principals observing
teachers from 20 to 40 minutes on each classroom visit., Twelve per cent
of the principals spent from 10 to 20 minutes observing a teacher and
12 per cent of the principals spent from 45 to 90 minutes on each
classroom observation,20

In a survey conducted by the National Education Association in
1966, 27.1 per cent of the elementary principals claimed that they
observed beginning teachers on a regular schedule, and 63 per cent
stated that‘thqy did.so "occasionally", while 20,8 per cent of all
elementary teachers said that they had not been observed at all during
the preceding year. The study indicated that 30 per cent of the
elementary principals had conferred with probationary teachers after
every observation, and an additional 55.%4 per cent said conferences
were '"frequent', but beginning teachers reported a median of only two
conferences with principals during the year, and 34 per cent stated
thaﬁithay:héd had none, 2l

The Kraft and Bradfield study in the state of New York also

20Tbid., p. 144,
21Tb4d., p. 200,
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pointed out that 99 per‘cent of the sample held a conference after the
classroom observation, 62 per cent of the prineipals provided a written
report; however, only 58 per cent showed or gave a copy of the report
to the teacher.?2 In a study conducted by the National Education
Research Division in 1962, it was discovered that only 35 per cent
of the principals shared a copy of the observation report with the
teaching staff, 23

This practice obviates the most important purpose of evaluation.,/%/£§
It must be stressed that the major purpose behind teacher evaluation is
the improvement of instructional competence, Open and frank discussion
between the principals and teachers is important if this purpose is
to be achieved. 2

It was further reported in the Bradfield and Kraft study that
only 12 per cent of the teaching staffs had been involved in the
development of the evaluation program in their school districts.25

Some conclusions and recommendations from the study conducted
by Kraft and Bradfield:

(1) There should be a written evaluation report, and the
teacher should always receive a copy of this report.

(2) Classroom observations should always be followed by a
conference directed toward improvement of the teacher's profes-
sional competence, '

22Tbid,, p. 201.

23Bruce Biddle and William Fllena, Contemporary Research on
Teacher Effectiveness (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and winston, 1964),
p. 55. :

24Goldman, op. cit., p. 57.
25Bradfield and Kraft, op, cit., p. 202,
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(3) sStandards anq procedures for super?ision and evaluagéon

should be developed jointly by administration and teachers,

The members of the Commission on Public School Personnel Policies
in Ohio conducted a study on teacher evaluation in 1971. It was found
that 47 per cent of the elementary prineipals eonduct annual svalu-
ations of those teachers who have taught in their district over three
years but are not on continuing contracts and 46 per cent conduct
annual evaluations of teachers on tenure. The typical evaluation as
described by administrators in the districts sampled throughout the
state is a cursory, subjective examination éf the personal character-
isties of the teacher, the appearance of the classroom, and the
attitudes of the students.27

Little training in the special skills needed by the evaluator is
required for certification of administrators in Ohio. This situation
indicates not only that future evaluators are being poorly prepared,
but also that most persons now doing evaluation in schools have never
received sufficient training for this work. In this Ohio study, 77.5
per cent of the superintendents stated their prineipals needed training
in the techniques of evaluation,2®

The commission recommends that school districts:

(1) Cdmmitlsufficient supervisory staff time to carry out
successfully the work of helping.teachers improve their skills,

261pid., p. 202.

27Commission cn Publie School Personnel Policies in Ohio,
"Teacher Evaluation to Improve Learning', March, 1972, p. 27.

281phid., p. 29.
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(2) FExamine ways of improving teacher evaluation by redefining
the job of the principal.

(3) Pstablish a high priority for funds that may be needed for
prinecipals seeking improvement of their evaluation techniques.

It seems appropriate to discuss a recent study which was
conducted in the state of New York. Eighty-two per cen£ of the
elementary teachers surveyed felt there was a definite need for
supervision and evaluation in the schools., The teachers strongly
felt they should play a role in the development of a school evaluation
program.Bo

Fifty-six per cent of the teachers felt that a building principal
should spend at least 35 per cent of his time in supervision and
evaluation and 41 per cent said their building principal spent 25 per
cent of his time in this administrative responsibility.

In summarizing the major findings of the studies discussed in

Chapter II, the following data are most significant:

V (1) According to the Buck and Parsley study in Washington,
9C per cent of the elementary principals were responsible for the
evaluation of teachers in their buildings.

(2) In the Bradfield and Kraft study in New York State, it
was discovered that 60 per cent of the elementary principals spenﬁ from

20 to 40 minutes observing teachers in each classroom visit.

29Tbid. , p.ihé.

30Robert Heichberger and James Young, "Teacher Perceptions of
Supervision and Evaluation,'" Phi Delta Kappan, 52:209, November, 1975.

311bid., p. 209.
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(3) It was also reported in the Bradfield and Kraft study that
only 12 per cent of the teachers had been involved in the development
of the evaluation program in their school districts,

(4) In the study conducted by the Commission on Public School
Personnel Policies in Ohio, it was discovered that 77.5 per cent of
the superintendents felt their principals needed training in evaluation
of teachers.

(5) According to a study conducted by the National Eduecation
Research Division in 1962, only 35 per cent of the principals shared a
written observation report with the teacher. In the Kraft and Bradfield
study econducted in New York in 1966, it was discovered that an
increasing number of principals (58 per cent) shared a copy of the
observation report with the teacher,

In Chapter IIT the previousiy mentioned findings will be related

to the findings of this study.



CHAPTER IIT
FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

The questionnaire utilized in thds study was sent to the
elementary principals in a selected sampling of Nebraska's AA Accredited
schools, A total of ninety-two questionnaires were sent to principals
who were serving in Class III, IV, and V school districts, The findings
of this study are based on the sefenty-five questionnaires (82 per cent)
which were returned and tabulated,

In the first chapter, it was hypothesized that the elementary
principais in this study are held responsible for the evaluation of
teachers in their buildings. This study indicates that 96 per cent of
these administrators are responsible for the evaluation of teachers in
their buildings. This figﬁre (96 per cent) compares to the Buck and
Parsley study in Washington in which they found that 90 per cent of the
elementary principals were responsible for teacher evaluation in their
buildings. It certainly seems appropriate that elementary principals
are involved in this very significant funetion. In fact, 82 per cent
of the elementary teachers surveyed in the New York study, mentioned
in Chapter II, felt there was a definite need for supervision and
evaluation,

It seems that probationary teachers are evaluated quite frequent-
ly in some Nebraska school districts while some districts require but
one evaluation a year. (See Table I) This table indicates that L5 of
the 75 responding principals (60 per cent) evaluate probationary teachs

ers no more than twice a year. It was found that 40 per cent of the



TABLE I

NUMBER OF YFARLY EVALUATIONS PFRFORMED ON PROBATIONARY
ELEMFNTARY TFACHERS IN A SELECTED SAMPLING
OF NEBRASKA'S AA ACCREDITED SCHOOLS

—
vo—
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Times per year probationary Frequency of Percentage of
teacher is evaluated principal response response
One 26 35
Two 19 25
Three 14 19
Four 2 2
Over four 14 19
Total - 75 100
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elementary principals in this study evaluate probationary teachers
three or more times during the year. The Bradfield and Kraft study in
the state of New York revealed that 56 per cent of the probatiocnary
teachers were evaluated each month which is a very dedicated commitment.
to new teachers in a school district,

It was also discovered that only 64 per cent of the school
districts in this study have established district policy regarding the
evaluation of probaticnary teachers while 73 per cent of these districts
have established policies governing the evaluation of teachers who are
not on probation. The Buck and Parsley study conducted in the state
of Washington in 1972 revealed that 95 per cent of the school districts
had adopted district policy regarding teacher evaluation., Flementary
principals responding to Gerald Becker in his Oregon study stated that
teacher evaluation became much more significant and important when a
school district developed policy regarding it.

There appears to be quite a similarity between the frequency of
evaluations performed on probationary teachers and those teachers past
this period. (See Table IT) If one carefully assesses Tables I and II
it will be noted that 60 per cent of the probaticnary elementary tsach-
ers in this study are evaluated once or twice a2 year. It should also.
be mentioned that 35 per cent of the probationary elementary teachers
in this study are evaluated only once a year. These data seem to raise
the question relative to the frequency of evaluations during this
crucizl phase in their teaching carseer.

Sixty-seven per cent of the elementary teachers past the

probationary period are evaluated once or twice a year. It should also
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TABLE IT

NUMBER OF YFARLY EVALUATIONS PERFORMED ON FLEMENTARY TRACHERS
AFTER THEIR PROBATIONARY PERICD IN A SELECTED SAMPLING
OF NEBRASKA'S AA ACCREDITED SCHOCLS

Times per year Frequency of Percentage of
teacher is evaluated principal response response
Once every three years 13 17
Qne 35 L7
Two 15 20
Three 6 8
Four 2 3
Over four b4 5

Total 75 100
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be pointed out that 17 per cent of the principals in this study indi-
cated they evaluated those teachers past the probationary period only
once severy three years, The Nebraska State FEducation Association's
Commission on Instruction believes one of the most important purposes
of evaluation is to improve instruction. The attainment of this goal
must be questioned with such infregquent evaluation by the principal.
This study showed that 53 per cent of the schocl districts
utilized the talents of both teachers and administrators to design their
teacher evaluation programs. The Nebraska State Fducation Association's
Commission on Instructicn strongly believes that evaluation procedures
should be jointly developed by teachers and administrators, This can
be contrasted with the Bradfield and Kraft étudy in New York State in
1966, Their study revealed that only 12 per cent of the teaching staffs
had been involved in dsveloping the teacher evaluation program in thsir_
school district, Thirty-four pef'cent of the elementary principals
in this study indicated that administrators had developed the teacher
evaluation program in their séhool district.
It was hypothesized that the elementary prineipals in this
study would differ very little in the percentage of time they spend in
teacher evaluation., Ninsty-two per cent of the principals spend from .
5 to 30 per cent of their time on formal classroom cbservation and
teacher evaluation, Only six principals indicated that they spend over
30 per cent of their time on this very important task, (Ses Table III)
It should be noted that 28 per cent of the principals spend from 5<to
10 per cent of their time on teacher evaluation, 33 per cent of th;

prineipals spend from 10 to 20 per cent of their time on this task, and
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TABLF ITT
PERCENTAGF OF ELFMENTARY PRINCIPAL'S TIME SPFNT ON FORMAL CLASSROOM

OBSFRVATION AND TRACHER EVALUATION IN A SFLECTFD SAMPLING
OF NFBRASKA'S AA ACCREDITED SCHOQLS

e

Percentage of time spent in Frequency of Percentage of
classroom observation and principal response response
teacher evaluation

5 -9 21 28
10 - 19 25 33
20 - 29 23 31
30 -39 5 7
Over 39 1 1

Total 75 100
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30 per cent of them spend from 20 to 30 per cent of their time on this
important responsibility. Further statistical computations indicate
that the median percentage of time that the elementary principals in
this study devote to classroom observation and teacher evaluation is

16 per cent. In the New York study discussed in Chapter II, 56 per cent
of the responding teachers felt that a prineipal should spend 35 per
cent of his time in supervision and teacher evaluation.

It was discovered that 81 per cent of the elementary principals
in this study had secured training in teacher evaluation. It appears
that this training has been secured through inservice activities,
workshops, and college course work., It was hypothesized that few
elementary principals in this study had received training in teacher
gvaluation; however, the results of this study are very contrary to
that hypothesis. The question has arisen, why is such a small portion
of administrative time (16 per cent) spent on classroom observation
and teacher evaluation when 81 per cent of the administrators in this
study have received some form of training in this important area? It
mast be mentioned, however, that 81 per cent of the eiementary princi~. .
pals have received training in the area of teacher evaluation when in
96 per cent of the sampled school districts they are responsible for
this job. In the Ohio study conducted by the Commission on Public
School Personnel Policies in 1971, 77.5 per cent of the superintendents
stated their principals needed training in the techniques of teacher
evaluation and there seemed to be no established training program at
that time, |

It was discovered that 94 per cent of the elementary principals
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in this study utilized informal, non-evaluative classroom visits.
to assist in establishing working rapport with teachers, These
principals indicated that they felt these informal visits assisted

the teacher in being more relaxed for the formal evaluation.

It appears that the majority (93 per cent) of elementary
prineipals in this study make from one to three classroom observations
as part of a teacher's evaluation. (See Table IV) The Oregon study
by Becker pointed out that about 15 per cent of the elementary
teachers were visited only once a year. It was also pointed out
that 20.8 per cent of the teachers in that study were not visited
at all., In this study it was found that only one reporting prinecipal
did not make classroom visitations as part of the teacher evaluation

process,

A large number of elementary principals in this sampling
indicated that they spend from 10 to 40 minutes in the classroom during
a formal observation, (See Table V) In looking carefully at Table V
it can be observed that 88 per cent of the prineipals in this study
spend from 10 to 40 minutes on each classroom observation. Further
statistical calculations indicate that the mean (¥) score for the number
of minutes that the elementary principals spend on each classroom
observation is 31. These figures are comparable with the Bradfield
and Kraft study in which they found that 60 per cent of the elementary
principals spent from 20 to 4O minutes on each classroom observation.

Bradfield in his book entitled, The Elementary School Principal in




TABLE IV

NUMBER OF CLASSROOM OBSERVATIONS MADE AS PART OF AN
ELEMENTARY TFACHER'S EVALUATION IN A SELECTED
SAMPLING OF NEBRASKA'S AA ACCREDITED SCHOOLS

Number of classroom Frequency of principal
observations response

None 1

One to three 70

Four to six 1

Seven to nine 1

Ten or more 2

Total 75
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TABLE V

NUMBFR OF MINUTES SPENT IN FACH CLASSROCM OBSFRVATION AS INDICATFD
BY THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS IN A SELECTED
SAMPLING OF NEBRASKA'S AA ACCREDITED SCHOOLS

Number of minutes per Frequency of Percentage of
classroom observation principal response response
Ten to nineteen 12 16
Twenty to twenty-nine 23 31
Thirty to thirty-nine 31 41
Forty to forty-nine 5 7
Over forty-nine 4 5
Total 75 100
TABLE VI

NUMBER OF ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS WHO INFORM TEACHERS
OF PENDING CLASSROCM OBSERVATION IN A SELECTED
SAMPLING OF NFBRASKA'S AA ACCREDITFD SCHOOLS

Response Frequency of Percentage of
principal response response
Yes 29 39
No 46 61

Total 75 100
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Action, recommends that the principal make formal visits long enough
to really see what is happening in the classroon.

It seems that most prinecipals in this study do not inform their
teachers prior to making formal classroom observations. (See Table VI)
Earlier it was mentioned that 9% per cent of the elementary principals
in this study make informal classroom visits to establish rapport
prior to making formal classroom observations. It would appear that
this would have some relationship to the 61 per cent of these
prineipals who do not inform teachers pricr to making a formal classroom
observation,

Fighty-three per cent of the elementary principals in this study
indicated that they share a copy of the written comments they have
made during the evaluation of the teacher. It must also be pointed
out, however, that 17 per cent of the principals do not share a copy
of these comments with the classroom teacher, The Nebraska State
Fducation Association's Commission on Instruction believes that the
teacher evaluation proceséushould creéte an atmosphere of mutual
respect and trust, It would seem that the sharing of written comments
made during an observation would>assist ih building a more positive
attitude tbward the teacher evaluation process., It should also be
pointed ocut that 83 per cent of the elementary prineipals in this study
share a copy of the written comments with the classroom teacher,
compared with the Kraft and Bradfield study in New York in 1966 which
revealed that only 58 per cent of the principals shared a written report
with the teacher. The National Education Association discovered in a

1962 study that only 35 per cent of the principals shared wiritten
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comments with the classroom teacher.

Fifty-one elementary principals in this study indicated thsy
requested teacher self-evaluation as part of the evaluation process.
(See Table VII) The Nebraska State Fducation Associationts Commission
on Instruction recommends that teacher self-evaluation be a part of
an effective school district program. (See Appendix)

Over three-fourths of the elementary principals in this study
indicated they have a 1list of criteria that they utilize in the evalu-
ation of teachers. (See Table VIII) It should also be pointed out
that the vast majority (98 per cent) of elementary principals who have
this list of criteria have made their teachers aware of this list,

(See Table IX) Data on what characteristics make up a list of criteria
among this sampling of principals is not available, but the Buck and
Parsley study indicated that instructional skills, classroom management
ability, professional growth, personal characteristies, rapport with
fellow colleagues, relationships with community and parents, and
general school services served as criteria for the eleménta:y principals
in their study.

_ It appears that few elementary schools in this study are exper-
imenting with a different type of teacher evaluation'tﬁan ﬁhe one
currently being used in their school district, (See Table X) It was
discovered that quite a large percentage (35 per cent) of the elemen-
tary principals did not know if other schools in their district were
experimenting with other types of teacher evaluation programs. Three
principals indicated their teacher evaluation proceduresnwould be

changed during the coming school year., One principal commented that
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TABLE VIT

NUMBER OF TEACHERS WHO ARE ASKED TO PERFORM SELF-EVALUATION
AS PART COF THE TEACHER EVALUATION PROCESS AS INDICATEFD
BY THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS IN A SELECTED
SAMPLING OF NEBRASKA'S AA ACCREDITED SCHOOQLS

Response Frequency of principal Percentage of
response - _response
Yes 51 68
No 24 32

Total 75 100
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TABLE VIIT

FLEMENTARY PRINCIPALS WHO UTILIZE SOME CRITERIA IN THE
TEACHER EVALUATION PRCCESS AS INDICATED IN A SELECTED
SAMPLING OF NEFBRASKA'S AA ACCREDITED SCHOOLS

Principal has a Frequency of principal Percentage of
list of criteria response response
Yes 58 77
No 17 23
Total 75 100
TAELE IX

ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS WHO UTILIZE SOME CRITERTA IN THE TEACHER
EVALUATION PROCESS AND SHARE THIS CRITERIA WITH THE
TEACHER AS INDICATED IN A SELECTED SAMPLING
OF NEBRASKA'S AA ACCREDITED SCHCOLS

Prineipal shares the list Frequency of principal Percentage of
of eriteria with staff response response
. Yes 57 98
No 1 2

Total 58 100




TABLE X

NUMBER OF ELEMENTARY SCHOCLS FXPERIMENTING WITH A TRACHER
EVALUATION PROGRAM THAT IS DIFFERENT FROM THE ONE
CURRENTLY BEING USED IN THEIR SCHOOL DISTRICT
AS INDICAT®D BY A SELFCTED SAMPLING OF
NEBRASKA'S AA ACCREDITED SCHOCLS

st ——
m— —

il

Response Frequency of principal Percentage of
response response
Yes 12 16
No 37 L9
Do not know 26 35

Total 75 100
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his district was undergoing a complete evaluation of staff develop-
ment and teacher evaluation procedures,

IL was hypothesized that the passage of LB 82 by the Nebraska
Legislature in 1975 (See Appendix) would be responsible for initiating
some revisions in teacher evaluation programs in these elementary
schools. However, 56 per cent of the elementary principals indicated
that LB 82 had not caused their school distriet to begin revising
their teacher evaluation practices, In fact, it was discovered that
25 per cent of the elementary principals in this study were not familiar
with LB 82.

In Table XI, the suggestions of the elementary principals in
this study regarding revisions they would make in the teacher evalu-
ation program in their building are listed. (See Table XI) FEven though
theré were a variety of suggestions, none of the revisions can be
identified as significant to a large percentage of these administrators.

Thirty-one individuals in this study had been elementary
principals for ten or more years. (See Table XTI) In lecoking at
Table XII, it becomes evident that 68 per cent of these principals
have served in this administrative capacity for seven or more years,

In fact, it must be noted that only 13 per cent have been elementary
principals from one to three years. This table indicates that the

vast majority (87 per cent) of elementary principals in this study have
four or more years experience,

Fifty-six per cent of these elementary prineipals served
certified staffs numbering more than twenty. In fact, 79 per cent cf

them served certified staffs of sixteen or more.



TABLE XT

SUGGESTED SCHOOL DISTRICT REVISIONS IN THE TEACHER
EVALUATION PROGRAM AS INDICATED BY THE ELEMENTARY

PRINCIPALS IN A SELECTED SAMPLING COF
NFBRASKA'S AA ACCREDITED SCHOOQLS

36

Principal's response Frequency of
response

Use establishment of goals (objectives) for teacher 8
improvement
Use a more formal self-evaluation process - checklist, 5
video tape

AN
Use team approach to svaluation ' L
Involve teachers more in evaluation process 4
Reports on veteran teachers be made less often if 3
there is no reason to do so
Utilize a total process rather than product 2
criented instrument
Identify those teaching strategies the system feels 2
constitutes successful performance
Develop evaluation system for building and central 1
office administrators
Less stress be placed on formal classroom visitation 1
More informal evaluation - concentrate on problems 1
Use only satisfactory - unsatisfactory ratings 1
Change the forms used 1
Eliminate rating secales 1
Time is my only problem and with changes to come, I 1
expect time will be my greatest problem in evaluation
Formal evaluation be discretionary rather than 1

mandatory on a periodic basis



TABLE XTI (continued)
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Prineipal's response Frequency of
response

We can make changes at any time 1
Student /parent involvement with teacher evaluation 1
More specific definitions of purpose and procedures 1
All teachers getting reading material aimed at 1
improving teaching
Positive approach to teacher growth 1
Some consideration needs to be given the amount 1
of learning taking place in the classroom
(eriteria on form doesn't measure learning)
Better evaluation standards 1

1

Secure the services of a professional evaluator
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TABLE XIT

NUMBER OF YEARS THE PARTICIPANTS IN THIS STUDY
HAVE SERVED AS ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS

s am—

i

Number of years served as Frequency of Percentage of
an_elementary principal prineipal respcnse response_
One to three 10 13
Four to six 14 19
Seven to nine 20 27
Ten or more 31 L1

Total 75 100




CHAPTER IV
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

It was the purpose of this study to analyze the teacher evalua-
tion methods, procedures, and programs utilized by elementary principals
in a selected sampling of Nebraska's AA Accredited schools, The

writer utilized a questionnaire and achieved an 82 per cent return.

Summary
Following is a summary of the major findings from this study:

i. Ninety-six per cent of the elementary principals in this
study are held responsible for ewvaluating teachers in their buildings.

2. Sixty per cent of the elementary principals in this study
evaluate probatiocnary teachers no more than twice a year. '

3. It was also discovered that 40 per cent of the elementary
principals evaluate probationary teachers three or more times during
the year.

4, Thirty-five per cent of the elementary prinecipals in this
study indicated that they evaluate probationary teachers only once a
year,

5. Seventy-three per cent of the elementary principals indicafed
that their school district had established a policy regarding the
evaluation of teachers,

6. This study showed that 53 per cent of the school districts
utilized the talents of both teachers and administrators to design

their teacher evaluation programn.
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7. It was discovered that 92 per cent of the elementary
principals spend from 5 to 30 per cent of their time on formal obser-
vation and teacher evaluation., 1In fact, only six prineipals indicated
that they spend over 30 per cent of their time on this task.

8. It was discovered that the median percentage of time that
the elementary principals in this study devote to classroom observation
and teacher evaluation is 16 per cent.

9. Fighty-one per cent of the elementary principals in this
study had secured training in teacher evaluation,

10, Ninety-three per cent of the elementary principals indicated
that they make from one to three classroom observations as part of a
teacher's evaluation,

11, FRighty-three per cent of the elementary principals indicated -
that they share a copy of the written comments they have made during
the evaluation of the teacher.

12. Over 75 per cent of the elementary principals in this study
indicated they have a iist.of criteria that thqy:utilize in the evalua-
tion of teachers and 98 per cent of these administrators share this

ist of criteria with their teachers.

13, The writer discovered that 41 per cent of the elementary
prineipals in this study had served in this capacity for ten or more
years. In fact, 87 per cent of the participants have four or more

years experdience,

Coneclusions

1. t appears that the elementary principals in this study
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conduct a very minimal evaluation program on probationary teachers.

2., The results of this study suggest that more school districts
could utilize the talents of teachers and administrators in designing
their teacher evaluation program.

3. FElementary school principals in this study spend a minimal
amount of time on formal classroom observation and teacher evaluation.

L, Most of the elementary principals in this study have a list
of criteria they utilize in the evaluation of teachers and nearly all
of them have made their teachers aware of this list,

5. It would seem that with such a large number of the elementary
principals in this study having received training in teacher evaluation,
that a greater percentage of their time would be spent on this important
task.

6. The results of this study show that most principals make
their teachers aware of the comments they have written during a class=-

room observation.

Recommendations for Further Study

1, It would be interesting to see what percentage of time the
elementary principals in this study and other principals devots to
administrative tasks other than classroom observation and teacher
evaluation.

| “2. A study could Ee conducted utilizing elementary classroonm
teachers to see what percentage of the principal's time they feel should
be devoted to formal classroom observation and teacher evaluation.

3. A study could be conducted to determine what major criteria
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elementary prineipals utilize in the evaluation of classroom teachers.
‘4, A study could be conducted to assess the types of teacher

evaluation training that these administrators have participated in,
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Introduced

Read first

Committee:

FOR AN ACT

LB82
LEGISLATURE OF NEBRASKA w
EIGHTY-FOURTH LEGISLATURE
FIRST SESSION

Legislative Bill 82

FINAL READING

by Simpson, uU6'°

time January 9,'1975
Education

A BILL
to amend section’ 79-1254, Reissue Revised
Statutes of Nebraska, 1943, and section
79-1254.02, Revised Statutes Supplement, 1974,
relating to schools; to require just cause to
terminate a teacher's or administrator's
contract; to provide a probationary period; to
define just cause; to provide procedures for
the termination of a superintendent's or
associate superintendent's contfact: to repeal
the original sections; and to declare an

emergency.

Be it enacted by the people of the State of Nebraska,
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LB82

Section 1. That section 79-1254, Reissue Revig%d
Statutes of Nebraska, 1943, be amended to read as
follovws:

79-1254. The original <contract of employment
with an administrator or. a teacher and a board of
education of a Class I, II, III, or VI district shall
require the sanction of a majority of the members of the

board. #ny Except for the first two_years_of _employment

under_ any_contract entered into after the effective__date

of this__act, _any contract of employment between an
administrator or a teacher who holds a certificate which
is valid for a term of more than one year and a Class I,
II, ITII, or VI district shall be deemed renewed and shall
remain in full force and effect until a majority of the

members of the board vote on or before May 15 to amend or

'to terminate the contract for_just cause at the close of

the contract period.,_ _The first_two years of the contract

shall be_a_probationary period during _which _it__may_ _be

terminated without -just _cause. Any_ _superintendent_ _or

associate_ _superintendent_ _may _have his contract of

employment terminated_without just cause_at the close__of

the contract period. <4-Provided;-that-the The secretary

of the board shall, not later than April 15, notify each
administrator or teacher in writing of any'conditiqns of
unsdtisfactory performance or other conditions because of
a reduction in staff nmembers or change of leave of
absence policies of the board of education which the

-2
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LB82
board considers may be jggg cause to either terminate %%
amend the contract for the ensuing school year. ’YAny
teacher or administrator so notified shall have the right
to file within five days of receipt of such notice a
written request with the board of education for a hearing
before the board. Upon receipt of such request the board
shﬁll order the hearing to be held within ten days, and
shall give written notice of the time and place of the
hearing to the teacher or administrator. At the hearing
evidence shall be presented in support of the reasons
given for considering termination or amendment of the
contract, and the teacher or administrator shall be
permitted to produce evidence relating thereto. The

board_shall render the decision_to_amend _or_ _terminate__a

contract based on_the_evidence produced at__the _hearing.

As'useg_;n this_section_and _section_ 79-1254.02, the__ternm

just_cause_shall _mean__incompetency, _neglect _of _duty,

unprofessional_ _conduct, insubordination, __immorality,

physical__or_ _mental _incapacity, _other_ _conduct which

interferes_substantially with the _continued__performance

of duties_or_a_change_in__circumstances__necessitating__a

reduction_in_the_number of administrators_or_teachers _to

be _employed by the board of education. No member of the

board of education may <cast a vote in favor of the
election of any teacher when such member of the board is

related by blood or marriage to such teacher.
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Sec. 2. That section 79-1254.02, Revisgg
Statutes Supplement, 1974, be amended to read as follows:

79-1254.02. The contracts of the teaching staff
employed by the governing board of any state technical
community college, educational service unit, or any
educational program administered by the State Department
of Education, the Department of Public 1Institutions, or
any political subdivision of the state, shall require the
sanction of a majority of the members of such governing

board. Each such contract shall be deemed renewed and in

. force and effect until a majority of the board _votes,

sixty days before the close of the contract period, to

amend or terminate the contract for +§ust cause. The

secretary of the board shall notify each teacher in
writing at least ninety days before the <close of the
contract period of any conditions of unsatisfactory
performance or a reduction in  teaching staff that the
board considers may be just cause to either amend or
terminate the contract for the ensuing year. Any teacher
so notified shall have the right to file within five days
of receipt of such notice a written request with the
board for a hearing before the board. Upon receipt of
such request, the board shall order the hearing to be
held within ten days, and shall give written ‘notice of
the time and place of the hearing to the teacher. At the
hearing, evidence shall be présented in support of the
reasons given for considering amendment or termination of

-4-
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the contract, and the teacher shall be permitted 2%
produce evidence related thereto. The board shall'render
the decision to amend or terminate a contract based on
the evidence produced at the hearing.

Sec. 3. The_board_of education of a__Class__1I

II, III, or_ VI _school _district _shall _give _notice_ _in

writing, not_later_than April 15, of _its__intention__to

terminate_the_contract of any superintendent_or_ associate

superintendent. Any superintendent or associat

10

superintendent _receiving_such_notice_shall _have_ the_riqght

let

o_file within five days _of _receipt _of _such__notice_ _a

<

ritten _reguest for_ a_hearing _before _the_ _board. __Upon

receipt of _such_ _request, the_ board _shall order_ _the

written notice of the time_and place_of _the_ _hearing _to

the superintendent or_associate superintendent. At__the
hearing, evidence_shall be_presented_in__support _of_ _the
reasons__given__for__considering termination of‘ the
contract, and the superintendent or associate

superintendent shall be _permitted__to__produce_ _evidence

———————— — —— T T p— o S —

decision_within ten_days_following the__hearing. If no

to_terminate_the contract.

‘Sec. 4. That original section 79-1254, Reissue
Revised Statutes of Nebraska, 1943, and section
79-1254.02, Revised Statutes Supplement, 1974, are

-5~
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repealed. 52
Sec. 5. Since an emergency exists, 'this act

shall be in full force and take effect, from and after

its passage and approval, according to law.
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January 9, 1976

Dear Principal,

I am writing to seek your assistance in regard to an important
research project, This project is being done for two reasons: in
partial fulfillment of the requirements for a Specialist in Education
Degree, and to gather information regarding teacher evaluation in
Nebraska's AA accredited elementary schools.

I would be most grateful if you participated in this study. I
need 60 per cent response for this study to be effective. I hope
that you will devote a few minutes to complete the enclosed questionnaire
at your earliest convenience and return it to me in the enclosed
enveldpe.

Be assured that all data provided in your responses will be

treated confidentially.

Sincerely yours,

Kjﬁékiﬁl' G;%i;ékiﬁéﬁw
Bob Lykke, Prifcipal
J. Sterling Morton Elementary School

Millard Public Schools



ELEMENT/RY TEACHER EVALUATION UESTIONNAIRE
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1. Does the chief administrator in your school district hold you responsible
for evaluating the teachers in your building?

(a) yes (b) no .

2.(a) How many times a year are probationary teachers evaluated in your
elementary school?

(a)____once (a)____ four
(b)_____twice (e)_____over four
(c)_____three

(b)Is'that fréquency established by district policy?
(a) ves (b) no

3.(a) How many times a year are the elementary teachers. in your school
evaluated after -their probatlonary per10d° -

(a)___once (d)_____four
(b)___;_ﬁwice (e)_____over four
(¢)____ three

(v) 1Is that frequency . establlshed by dlstrlct poliey? o
(a) yes (v)

b, How was the evaluation program for elementary teachers de51gned in
your school dlstrlct° -

(a) by the admlnlstrators (e) by teachers and administrators
(b)___by the teachers . (a)___ don't know

5. What percentage of your time do you spend on formal classroom
observations and teacher evaluations? -

(a) 5 - 10% ' (a) 30 - 40%
(v) 10 - 20% (e):___over 40%
(c) 20 - 30% U L

6.(a) Have you secured any specific training in teacher evaluation
through school district inservice, workshops, or college course work? -

(a) yes ’ (o)

(p) If your answer was no do you think suech inservice should be
b4
provided? .

(a)_____yes (b) no -

(¢) If your answer was yes, how did you secure this training?

(a)  dnservice (m) _ workshops (e) college coursework



7. Do you utilize informal, non-evaluative classroom visits to assist in
establishing working rapport with teachers, before you conduct formal
classroom observations which are part of the teacher evaluation program?

(a)____ yes ‘ () 1no

Please comment if necessary:

8. How many formal classroom observatlons do you make as part of edch
teacher's evaluation?

(a) none (d) seven to nine
(v) one to three (e)_____ten or more
(e)______four to six

9. How many minutes do you usually spend in the classroom ‘on each of
these formal observations?

(2)____ten to twenty (d)_____ forty to fifty .-
(b) twenty to thirty (e)_____over fifty
(e) _ thirty to forty

10. Do you inform the teacher ahead of timé, before making formal
classroom observatlons°

(a)____ (b) no

11. Do you give the teacher a copy of the comments you have wrltten
during a formal classroom cobservation?

(a) ves " (b) no

12. Do you ask the teacher to perform a self evaluation as part of the
annual teacher evaluation process?

(a)___ wyes (b) no

13. Do you have a list of criteria (desirable teacher / teaching
characteristics) that you utilize in the teacher evaluation process?

(a) yes (b)__no

14, If you have such a list of criteria that you use in the evaluation
of teachers, have you made your teachers aware of this list?

(a) yes (e)_ _ does not apply as my answer
(b) ‘1o to question 13 is no

2
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15. Are any other elementary schools in your district experimenting 58
with a type of teacher evaluation procedure that is different from the
one you now use?

(a) yes (b) no (c) don't know

If yes, please comment:

16. Has the passage of LB 82 by the Nebraska Legislature in 1975
initiated any revision in the teacher evaluation program in the elementary
schools of your school district?

(a) yes (e) I'm not familiar with LB 82
(v) no

17. Are you familiar with the Standards of Competence and Professional
Performance materials for teachers adopted by the Nebraska State Department
of Education?

(a) yes (b) no

18. If you could make any revisions in the teacher evaluation program
in your school distriet, what two major changes would you make?

1.

19. I'm interested in knowing how many years you have been an elementary
school principal. (Please include the current year.)

(a) one to three (e) seven to nine
(b) four to six (a) ten or more

20. I'm interested in knowing how many certified personnel there are
in your building,

(a)_ ten or fevier (e) sixteen to twenty

(b) _eleven to fifteen (a) more than twenty

I would appreciate your enclosing any pertinent teacher evaluaticon
materials that are utilized in your school district.

Thank you very much for your help,.
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