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Introduction

Prior to implementation of the Career Ladder program in
1984-85, Tennessee’s public school systems, like those in many
other states, evaluated teachers using locally developed

instruments and procedures. Although State Board of Educztion
regulations adoptead in 1973 required that teacher performance be
evaluated on a regularly scheduled basis, there were no state
mandated guidelines and procedures for teacher evaluation, nor
were there statewlide standards defining desirable teaching
competencies or benaviors.

Design of the Study

This study was conducted to analyze locally developed
teacher evaluation 1nstruments in use in Tennessee public school
systems 1n 1982-83 relative to (1) type of instrument ana (2)
content in relation to six school system character-
istics. Differences in type of teacher evaluation i1nstru-
ment utilized and content of the evaluation criteri1a included in
the instruments were sought between school systems in relation to
the foliowing schkool system characteristics: (1) participation in
teacher contract negotiations, (2) per pupil expenditure, (3)
average annual teacher salary, (4) me _hod of celection c¢f

superintendent, (5) type of school system, and (&) size of school
system.

ihe types of instruments utilized across the state were
categorized as (1) rating scales, (2) checklists, (3) per-—
formance objectives, (4) anecdotal records, (5) combination of
rating scales and performance cbjectives, and (&) other.

Teacher evaluation criteria were categorized into four
content areas commonly referred to in the literature: (1)
personal qualities, (2) professignal qualities, (3) instruc-
tional skills, ard (4) classroom management and discipline
skiils. Although for the purposes of the study the evaluation
items on each instrument were coded, the primary focus of the
content analysis, findings, and conclusions of this study was
directed at the four content categories. It was determined that
these categories provided a convenient and workable framework for
the discussion of the problem.
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In 1282-33, there were 147 public schoal sve'zme 1n
Tennessee, 122 ot which csubmitted coples of their {.acher
evaluation 1i1nstruments for inclusion in the cstudy. &1 129 ;5f
the instruments were anslivze. and coded far tvpe. and 124

of the 1nstruments were analvzed and coded for contant. Five af
the instruments were in the farm of performance obiectives: cwr
anecdotal records and had no references tg teacher
characteristics, qualities, skilis, or behavior. Thev i2r= no
therefore, coded for contznt.) The chi square test was ¢ *
determine differances hetwzen schonl systems 1n their cho 0
type of 1nstrument. The Manr—ilhitney U test was used to
determine differences among school systems in the content cf
their teacher evaluation instruments.

4

For the purposes of ‘his study. each school system 1145
coded in reiation to the z1x seiected schoo)l systenm char 1o tapic—
tics, operationally defined according to the follouwing
dichotomies.

1 Participatian 1~ tcacher contract newotiation. .
legatiating since i%72-80 or non—negotiating
s1nce [979-20.

2. Per pupil :xpenditurs.- Below the state madi
pupil expenditure or a_.ve the state median
pupil exponditure.

3. Average annual *e3scher salary.- Bejow the state
median average annual teacher salary or above the
state median average annual teacher salzry.

4. Method of selection of superintendent.- Elected aor
appointed.

S. Iype of schooi system.- Count or city/spocis]
schoal district.

o™

Size of school system.- Average daily attendance
(ADA) bta2low the state median or ADA above the cotate
median.
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Type of Instrument

Table 1 presents the number and percentage of the types of
teacher evaluation instruments used by the 129 school systems.
Rating scales were used in some form by the overwhelming majority
(92.3%) of public school systems in Tennessee. OQOver S7% of the
schoal systems (57.4%) used rating scales and an additional 34.2%
useg rating scales combined with performance objectives.

Table 1
Numter and Percentige of Type of Teacher
Evalustion Instrument

Type of Instrument Number Percentage
Rating scale 74 57.4%
Checklist 0 0
Performance objectives 4 3.1
Anecdotal r2cords 1 .8
Combination rating scale/performance objectives 45 34.9
Other _3 _3.9

129 100.0

In order to perform the chi cquare test an the six
hypotheses referring to school sycstem characteristics and choire
of type of instrument, the number of teacher evaluation
instruments analyzed was reduced to 119 for statistical reasons
relating to the chi square test. Two types of instruments,
rating scales and the combination of rating scales and
performance ubjectives, together accounted for over 92% uf the
instruments, and the chi square test was applied onlv to thece.
The remaining 10 cases, consisting of performance objectives,
anecdotal records, and other, were removed from the sample.




Tables 2, 2, 4, 5, 6, and 7 present the resuits of the chi
square test for type of instrument by the six selacted schnoi
system characteristics. There was no significant difference in
choice of type of teacher evaluation instrument tetween schnol
sytems based upon participation in teacher contract negotiations,
per pupil expenditure, method of seiection of superintendent, or
cize of school system.

Table 4 reveals a significant difference in choice af type
of instrument between school systems based upon average
annual! teacher salary. School systems below the median averagqge
annual teacher salary tended to use rating scales. In sdditian,
as indicated in Table 6, a significant djfference was found 1n
choice of type of instrument between schko.! systems based upnn

type 3f school system. County school systems tended to use
ratirg scales.
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Table 2

and Non-Negotiating Sclool Systems

’ Chi Square for Type of Instrument by Negotiating
|
\
|
|
\
|
|

Type of Instrument Negotiating Non-Negotiating

E Pet E Pet

| Rating scale 36 6.2 40 60.6
Combined rating scale/ :

performance objectives 19 35.8 26 39.4

53 100.0 66 100.0

Chi Square = .04 with 1 degree of freedom.
Significance level = .84,

Table 3
Chi Square for Type of Instrument by School Systems

Below and Above Median Per Pupil Expenditure

gelow Median Above Median
enditure E
Type of Instrument ;p Pct ;penditng
Rating scale - 36 61.0 38 63.3
Combined rating scale/performance
objectives 23 3°.0 22 36.7
59 100.0 60 100.0

Chi square = .005 wizh 1 degree of freedom,

Significance level = .94,




Table 4

Chi Square for Type of Instrument by Schoul Systems

Below and Above Median Teacher Salary

Below Median Above Median -’

Type of Instrument p Salary Salary
E R E o Rer
Rating scale 43 7.7 31 s2s
Combined rating scale/performance . ) -
objectives - ' _ 17 28.3 28 47.5
60 100.0 59 100.0

Chi square = 3,85 with 1 degree of freedom.

Significance level = .0S5.




Table 5

Chi Square for Type of Instrument by Elected

and Appointed Superintendent

Type of Instrument Elected Appointed

F Bet . F Bet

Rating scale 4 67.7 30 535.6
Combined rating scale/performance

objectives ’ 21 32.3 26 44 4

- 65 -100.0 " 54 100.0

Chi square = 1.37 -with degree of freedom.

Significance level = .24,

Table 6

Chi Square for Type of Instrument by County and

~ City/Special School 3ystems h
Ty:pe of Instrument County City/Special
E Pet E Pet
Rating scale 56 71.8 18 43.9
Combined rating scale/performance
objectives 22 28.2 23 56.1
78 100.0 41 100.0

Chi square = 7.74 with 1 degree of freedom.

Signi{icance level = .005.




Table 7
Chi Square for Type of Instrunent by Scheol

Systems Below and Above Median ADA

Below Median Above Median

Type of Instrument F Pet " F Fet
Rating scale 28 63.3 3u 61.0

Combined rating scale/performance
objectives 22- 36.7 23 _39.0

60 100.0 59 100.0

Chi square = .005 with 1 degree of freedonm.

Significance level = .94,




Content of Tesacher Evaluation
Instrumentc

Examination of the 124 teacher evaluation instruments which
had content references revealed a wide range in the rumber of

evaluation items listed on the instruments (Williams, pp. 57-53).
The number of evaluation items on an instrument was determined by
counting the number of response apportunities an the instrument.
The briefest i1nstruments in use in the state contained four
evaluation items. The largest instrument in terms of number of
evaluation items had 221 resporse cpportunities. The mean

number of evaluation items on instruments in use across

the state was 30.

The content analysis coding sheet developed for use in this
study listec¢ 67 references to .eacher characteristics, quaiities,
skilis, and behaviors that were drawn from the literature
(ERS, 1978; Holley & Hickman, 1981; Jenkins & Bausell, 1974:
Kirk, 1978: Mitzel, 1960; Natriello et al, 1977: Queer, 1969
Quinn. Urich, & Aiken, 1975; Rosenshine & Turst, 1971; Vincent %
Olson, 1972) and frem the previously conducted pilot study of 18
Tennessee teacher evaluation instruments. These 67 references
were grauped 1nto four categories of (1) personal qualities, (2)
professional qualities, (3) instructional skills, and (4)
classroom mangement and discipline skills.

Table 8 presents the number of instruments on which each
content reference appeared, the percentage of the taotal number of
instruments on which each content reference appeared, and the
category of each content reference. The content references are
arranged from most frequently used to least frequently used
evaluation criteria.

The most frequently cited evaluation criterion, appearing
on 1135 of the instruments, raferred to cooperatiocn with other
school system personnel, a professional qualities item. Over 92%
of the school systems evaluated teachers on this criterion.

11




Table 8

Number and Percentage of Appearance of Content References

- on School System Instruments
TN

Coding Sheet

Item dumber Content Reference Number Percentage Category

43 Cooperates in relationships with other

teachers, administrators, and other school

system personne! 115 32.7 Professional
68 Engages in effective long range and daily

planning 113 91.° Instructional
83 Establishes and maintains proper control Classroom

of students 112 90.3 Management
38 Accepts and carrie_ th-ough his/her skare of

school and district responsibilities 108 87.1 Professional
58 Has adequate knowledge of subject matter 108 87.1 Instructional
26 Good attendance and punctuality 105 84.7 Personal
23 Good appearance--well groomed 105 84.7 Personal
24 Has deveioped gond emotiona: stability 102 82.3 Personal
78 Makes appropriate use of a variety of material,

media, books, displays, bulletin boards,

resource persons, etc. 102 82.3 Instructional
60 Recognizes and provides for individual

differences 99 79.8 Instructional
32 Exhibits enthusiasm 96 77.4  Personal
82 Has developed proper teacher-pupil Classroom

relationships 93 75.0  Management
3 Maintains appropriate ethical and moral

standards 91 73.4  Personal
ki Communicates effectively throush proper use of

grammar, speech, listening skills, vocabulary,

non-verbal communication 90 72.6  Personal
42 participates in positive and productive profes-

sional growth activities and orginizations 90 72.6  Professional
43 Cooperates in and maintains ._.propriate

relationships with parents 90 72.6  Professional

io 12




"Table 8 (conttnued)

Coding Sheet
Item Number Content 'sference Number Percentage Category
63 Has skill in i{nstruction &7 70.2 Instructional
47 Represent. the school positively to the
internal and externsl commnity 33 68.3 Professional
81 Provides e heslthful and sttractive environ-
vent (desk placement, ventilation, Classroon
lighting, and proper size chairs sad deaks) 82 66.1 Management
67 Maintains effective and appropriate diagnosis
and evaluation of and feedback to studants 81 65.3 Instructional
a3 Demcrnstrates responsivensss to the uda.r\nd‘ B
) feelings of others 80 64.5 Personal
30 Is frieadly, courtecus, tactful, patient 75 60,5 Personal
59 Inspires pupil effore 74 £3.7 [nstructional
28 Eas sufficient energy and health 73 58.9 Perzonal
&8 Adheres to established policies, rules, and
procadures sk 57.3 Professional
71 Ispleaents ar <Ppropriate variety of instruc-
tional activities and teaching asthods n 37.2 Instructional
29 Is fair, ispartial, open-ainded 66 53.2 Perscnal
40 Responds well o suggestions for parformance .
~ improveaent 66 53.2 Professionsl
64 Guides students fnco mure affective and
efficieat development of skills, promotas .
atudent progress 65 32.4 lagtructional
n” Demonstrates clarity in presantation,
explanatica, and ingtructions 65 52,4 Instructional
69 lgs.skill4n um—;un; student participation
in scadeaic activities 61 49,2 Tastructional
86 Yaintains accurate and appropriste records 61 49.2 Classroon
Managenent




Table 8 ( continued)

——— .
Item Nembex

- h e R R I - —

Coutent Reference

C -

Number Percentags

Category

49
70

s

- 36

27

Submits records accurately nd promptly

Demonstrates knowledge of child dovelopmant
and understanding of students

Demcnstrates good judgment in decision
making

Exhibits initistive and self-reliance

Has a good sense of umor

rmmm'mmhmo
(clesn, nsat, ordecly) ‘

Nas good voice comtrol-—vell modulated

Maintsins well-crgsnized classroom routine

Adjusts plaus to seet changing needs and
circunstences

luumu-:auulnh;luh
(co~ aad extracurricu’ar activities)

Maintains school property

Engages in self-evalustion of perscmal
charscteristics and instructional methods

Demonstratas loyalty to the school

Exhibits professiomal pride

Promotes self-dizcipline in oud-.nu-
students take responsibility for their
owa astions

Instills mucual snd self-respect iacag
students

Demonatrates discretion with confidential
informacioa

Encourages creative thinking and devclops
independent study habits

55

33
52
31

49

46

42
42

40
36
k3]

a2

a

k) §

‘s.z

.4

‘2.7
4.9
41.1

‘0.3

39.5
38.7

37.1

33.9
3.9

32.3
29.0
28.2

26.6

Protessional
Instrvetional

Personal
Persocnal
Personal

‘Classzoon

Managesent
rouonl-

Classroom
Management

Instructional

¥rofessional
Professional

Professional
Professional
Professional
Classroos
Classroom
Managemwut
Professional

;numuml




Tabl2 8 (continued)

Coding Sheet ‘ z
Iten Mumber Conteat Reference Humber Percentage Catsgory

66 Makes wu.u use of praise/criticism 30 24.2  Instructional
&4 Plans and implements sctivities sppropriate B Classrosa
to the physical sttributes of the room 29 23.4 Management
45 Willingly shares ideas, techaiques, and
materials with colleagues 27 2.8  Professional
74 Makss appropriste homework assignments 26 21,0 Instructiocnal
73 Involves students in planning, evaluationm,
and other nou-instructional activities 23 20.2 Instructional
55 Adheres to adopted curriculum a2 16.9 Professional
26 Demcustrates skill in questioning 21 16.9 Inatructional
72 Promotes positive student attitudes 20 16.1 Clzesroom
: Management
5 Cbserves proper chemnels in seeking change,
providing input, or referring questicns 19 ‘15.3 Professional
s3 Gives extra tine and effort ss necled to :
students and parests 19 15.3 Professional
90 Promotes developaent cf values in students 19 15.3 Classroon
Maoagement
39 Participates in commmity 1ife s 12.1  Professicnal
65 Promotes. development of good work habits 3 10.5 Instructional
P Lifectively utilizes dunmnt.in support 13 10.5 Classroom
Mansgement
n Imphasizes health and safety 1 8.9 _Classroom
Managessat
1] Damonstrates consistent eni orcament o tules 10 8.1 Classroon
: Manageaent
75 Teaches coucepts as well as factu. .
informetion 6 4.8 Instructional
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The second most frequently cited evaluation item., listed

.~ on..approximately 91%. of_thae-.instruments,.ceferred to eiffective

planning, categorized as an instructional skill.

e e -—Jhe third most frequently cited item, listed on over 90% of

the instruments and categorized as a classroom management

item, referred to establishing and maintaining proper control of
students.

A total of 12 items appeared on at least 75% of the teacher
evaluation instruments ctudied. Table 9 breaks them down by
catego~y. Of these most frequently used evaluation criteria, one
third were personal qualities items and one third referred to
instructional skills. The remaining third of the criteria
referred to professional qualities and classroom management
skills., Reference to Table 8 reveals that beth of the profes-
sional qualities items that appeared on the list of the 12 most
frequently used evaluation criteria referred to how well the
teacher fits into the school system as 3 team worker. When these
two items are combined with the personal qualities item that
refers *o teachers’ attendance and punctuality, it can be seen
that Tennessee schoal systems tended to emphasize desirabiliiy as
a giod employee on their teacher evaluation instruments.

The Mann-Whitney U test was applied to the 124 i1nstruments
that had content references to deiermine whether there were
significant differences in content of instruments between school
systems based on the six selected school system characteristics,

As summarized in Tables 10, 11. 13, and 15, no significant
differences were found in "he four categories of content
references between school systems based upon participation in
teacher contract negotiations, per pupil expenditure, method of
selection of superintendent, or size of school system.

However, as indicated i1n Table 12, a significant difference
was found between school systems below and above the median
averige annual teacher salary in the percentage of instructicnal
skills references on their evaluaticn instruments. Schaol
systems above the media. average annual teacher salary had a
higher percentage of instructional skillz references an their
instruments. In ad.ition, Table 14 revealc a significant
difference between county and city/special schoac! systems in
the rercentage of instructional skills references un their
evaluation instruments. City/special school systems had a higher
percentage of such references on their instruments.




" Table 9

Nusber and Percentage of Items Appearing on 75% of

Evaluation Instruments by Category

Category Number of Items Per:entage
Personal qualities 4 33.3
Professivnal qualities 2 16.7
Insfructional skills . 4 33.3
Classroom management 2 _16.7

12 100.0

15 - 17




Table 10

Mann-Whitney U for Four Content Categories
by NegotiaLling amd Non-Negotiating School Systems

N |11 1., SO
School System Personal Professional Instructional Classroom
Characteristic Cases Qualities Qualities Skills Management Skills |
Megotiating 57 66.8 57.6 65.8 58.9
Non-Negotiating 67 58.8 66.6 59.7 i 65.6
2 »
U = 1662.5 U = 1631.5 U=1723.5 \ U =1705.0
Sigrificance Significance Significance Significance

level = .22 level = .16 level = .35 level = .31

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table 11

Hann-Whitney U for Four Content Categories
by Per Pupil Expenditure

MEAN RANK
School System Personal Professional Instructional Classroom
Characteristic Cases Qualities Qualities Skills Management Skills
Below medfan 61 66.7 60.7 59.7 64.9
expendi ture
Above median 63 58.4 64.3 65.2 60.2
expend{ ture
128

U = 1660.0 U= 1811.5 U= 1749.0 U=1774.5

Significance Significance Significance Significance

level = .20 level = .58 level = 39 level = .46

13




Table 12

Mann-Whitney U for Four Content Categories

by Teacher Salary

MEAN RANK
School System Personal Professional Instructional Classroom
Characteristic Cases Qualities Qualities Skills Management Skills
Below median
- galary 62 65.0 65.3 56.0 68.6
Above median
salary 62 59.9 59.7 69.0 56.4
124

U=179.0 U=1774.5 U = 1562.5 U = 1586.5

Significance Significance Significance Significance

level =.43 level =.39 level =.04 level =,06




Table 13

Mann-Whitney U for Four Content Categories
by Method of Selection of Superintendent

- MEAN RANK
School System Personal Professional Instructional Classroom
Characteristic Cases Qualities Qualities Skills Management Skills
Elected
Superintendent 69 66.4 60.9 58.7 65.7
Appointed
Superintendent 55 57.6 64.6 67.3 58.4
-
U =1628.0 U =1784.5 U= 1633.9 U =1674.0
Significance Significance Significance Significance
level =,18 level = .57 level = .18 level = .26
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Table 14

Mann-Whitney U for Four Content Categories
by Type of School System

MEAN RANK )
School System Personal Professional Instructional Classroom
Characteristic Cases Qualities Quatities Skills Management Skills
County School 82 65.4 65.5 56.4 65.2
Sys tem
City/Special
School System 42 56.9 56.7 74.5 57.3
124

U = 1485.0 U = 1477.0 Y =1219.0 U = 1501.5

Significance Significance Significance Significance

level = .21 level = .20 leve! = 00§ level = .24

o
o
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Table 15

Mann-Whitne, U for Four Content Cateaories

by Size ot School System

MEAN RANK
School System Persanal Professional Instructional Classroom
Characteristic Cases Qualities Qualities Skills Management Skills
Below median ADA 62 61.5 59.3 67.2 61.2
Above median ADA 62 63.5 65.7 57.8 63.8
124

U = 1859.0 U=1723.0 U = 1631.5 U = 1840.0

Significance Significance Significance Significance

level = .75 level = .32 level = .15 level = .68




Conclusions

The following conclusions can be supported by the findings
of this study:

1. Teacher salary and type of school system were
school svstem characteristics that were related
to both type and content of teacher evaluation
instruments in use in Tennescee public school systems.

2. Of .he four content categories on teacher evalua-
tion 1nstruments, only instructional skills refer—
ences were related to school system characteris-~
tics.

3. There were significant differences between school
systems with average annual teacher salary below
and above the median in the tvype of instrument
used. School systems below the median tended to use
rating scales.

4, There were significant differences between school
systems with average annual teacher salary belouw
and above the median 1n the percentage o. instruc-
tional skills references on their evaluation
instruments. Thuse above the median had a higher
percentage of instructional <kills references on
their 1nstruments.

S. There were significant differences between county
and city/special school systems in the type of
instrument used. Cuunty school systems tended to
use rating scales.

There were significant differences between county
and city/special school systems in the percentage
of instructional skills references on their
evaluation instruments. City/spec1al school
systems had a higher percerntage of instructional
skitis refeirences on their evaluation instruments.

Tennessee school systems found some form of rating
scale t, be the most practical form of teacher
evaluation instrument. Over 92% of the school
systems studied used rating scales or a combination
of rating scales and performance gbjectives.

Teacher evaluation instruments in use in Tennessee
school systems tended to be composed of 30 evalua-
tion items.




10.

Approximately two thirds of the content references
on teacher evaluation instiruments in use in
Tennessee school systems referred to teachers’
personal qualities and instructional ski'ls.

Tennessee schnol systems tended to emphasize the
teacher’s desirability as a goad employee on their
evaluation instrumeats. Three of ti 12 evalua-

tion criteria listed by at least 75% 0. the school
systems studied referred to teachers’cooperation with
school district personnel, their dependability in

1n carrying out school district responsibilities, and
their punctuality and attendance.

oo
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