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ABSTRACT 

This study was undertaken to determine in what manner Montana high 
schools are responding to the demand for teacher accountability, and 
furthermore, to view these evaluation practices in light of current 
writings on this subject. 

To collect the required data, a survey was taken of the fifty 
Montana high schools having the largest student enrollment. The ques¬ 
tionnaire form asked questions including the following: How often are 
teachers evaluated and observed? What uses are made of evaluation 
results? Who does the evaluating? Is self-evaluation used? What 
appeal procedures are open to teachers? Is a minimum time required 
for each observation? 

Thirty-seven (74%) of the schools surveyed responded by returning 
a completed questionnaire form. 

It was found that Montana high schools are in most instances 
responding to the demand for teacher accountability through their 
evaluation programs. There are three areas, however, in which Montana 
schools were shown lacking when their evaluation procedures were 
compared with current recommendations of authors in this area. These 
three areas are the required minimum length of time for each obser¬ 
vation, use of self-evaluation and the use of a greater diversity of 
evaluation team members. 

Based on the findings of this study the researcher recommended 
that a greater diversity of persons be included on evaluation teams; 
that teacher self-evaluation be utilized in evaluation programs; and 
that a minimum time requirement for observations be incorporated into 
existing evaluation programs. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

With the teacher surplus, the opportunity to upgrade the teaching 

profession is better now than it has ever been. No longer can teachers 

be complacent in their positions. No longer are school districts rele¬ 

gated to accept mediocre teaching performance. Both teachers and 

school districts are anxious to find ways to improve instruction. One 

obvious way to improve teacher performance and upgrade the teaching 

profession is through improved procedures in teacher evaluation. 

However, teacher evaluation is a complex process which has in the 

past, been approached in a manner individual to each participating 

school district. Personal biases of school boards, administrators, 

supervisors and others who have traditionally devised evaluation 

schemes have had much to do with what criteria has been used as well 

as what form and use has been made of the results of evaluation. 

Nonetheless, whenever teacher evaluation has been discussed or 

written about, there has always been one point of agreement—the need 

for it. Beyond this, evaluation programs have been as divergent as the 

individual school systems which are engaged in this difficult task. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was to investigate and compare teacher 

evaluation practices in Montana high schools with current writings on 

this subject. 
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Need for the Study 

The recent cry for accountability in public education has brought 

about a review of many aspects in American education. One aspect in 

review is teacher evaluation. With parents, students, elected officials 

and state agencies across the country demanding teachers to be held 

accountable for learning outcomes, it became apparent that if the edu¬ 

cation profession does not deal with this problem, then someone else 

will (Wicks, 1973). 

Therefore, to determine to what extent Montana high schools were 

responding to this challenge, and moreover, how they are responding, a 

study of this nature became important. 

Questions to be Answered 

The questions to be answered by this study were: Do Montana high 

schools have formal evaluation programs? How often are teachers eval¬ 

uated? How often are classrooms observed? How long do observations 

last? Are printed observation forms used? Is a conference with the 

teacher required after observation? Who does the evaluating? Is self- 

evaluation being used? What forms do evaluation results take? How are 

teachers appraised of the results? What appeal procedures are open to 

teachers? What uses are made of the evaluations? Is a minimum time 

required for each observation? 
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General Procedure 

To answer the above questions, a survey of the fifty largest 

high schools in Montana (based on student enrollment) was taken by 

means of a questionnaire sent through the mail. The findings of this 

survey were then analyzed in light of the recommendations made by 

current authors in the area of teacher evaluation. The conclusions 

reached at the end of this study were based on this comparison. 

Limitations 

The sample of this study was limited to the fifty largest high 

schools based on student population. The fifty largest high schools 

in Montana were selected because the researcher assumed that these 

schools were the most representative of and concerned with current 

trends and innovations in teacher evaluation practices. 

Also, the scope of this study was limited to evaluation practices 

only and the researcher did not attempt to analyze evaluation criteria. 

Although the survey questionnaire asked a question pertaining to the 

approach used in evaluating teachers, this was only to satisfy the 

researcher's curiosity and no further investigation was made into 

this area. 

Summary 

With accountability now a household word in education, it is more 

important now than ever before that the area of teacher evaluation be 
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reviewed. It seems that unless the education professions takes it 

upon itself to handle this problem, other agencies or groups will take 

it upon themselves to do so. 

It was the purpose of this study to complete the first step in 

dealing with this problem, determining what aspects of teacher eval¬ 

uation in Montana high schools were being neglected or approached 

inappropriately when compared to recommendations of current authors 

and researchers in this area. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

In response to the pressure to make public education accountable, 

several authors have recently expressed their ideas promoting partic¬ 

ular teacher evaluation schemes. The suggested criteria used as a basis 

for evaluation varied from author to author. However, the researcher 

found that there was a general concensus as to which procedures are 

the most effective for constructive evaluation of teacher. This inves¬ 

tigation was concerned with these procedures in particular and encom¬ 

passes the following area: who should evaluate, use of evaluation 

results, self evaluation, observation practices and advising the teachers 

of the results. 

Who Should Evaluate 

There are a number of possible groups of persons who might qualify 

as competent teacher evaluators. Included in these groups are central 

office administrators, principals, department heads and peer committees 

(ERS Circular, 1972). Each of these groups have advantageous as well 

as disadvantageous aspects when considered as evaluators in instruction. 

Herman (1973) stated that central office administrators do not 

normally act as actual evaluators for the following reasons: First, 

they are too far removed from the classroom to objectively evaluate an 

individual teacher. Second, they do not have the time to make enough 

observations on which to base their evaluation. Never-the-less, he 
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wrote that since they have the final say in decisions concerning pro¬ 

motions, granting tenure and dismissal, they must become involved in 

evaluation to some extent to be certain their evaluators are dispensing 

valid information to them upon which they base their decisions. 

Herman (1973) also stated that principals have traditionally been 
• i • 

the sole evaluators in many school systems. He felt that their inclu¬ 

sion as evaluators is not a matter for debate since they are the per¬ 

sons who are responsible for the day-by-day production level of 

employees in his charge. Their position has more impact on the staff 

than any other single evaluators. Also, he has the greatest oppor¬ 

tunity for day-to-day contact with teachers in the building. Herman 

listed the foremost disadvantage to principal evaluation as: although 

he may be an expert on learning and teaching techniques, he cannot be 

an expert in all special fields of education. 

This points to the need for department heads as evaluators. 

Bolton (1973) maintained that department heads can collect information 

and provide useful feedback concerning the appropriateness of the 

content and of activities related to the content. However, he 

cautioned us that many department heads dislike the position of 

evaluator and feels that communication may break down between department 

heads and the teachers when department heads assume the threatening 

foie of evaluator. 



7 

Another seemingly logical choice as evaluators of teaching would 

be peer groups. They have more in depth knowledge of the requirements 

of the specific assignment than any other individuals and are best 

equipped to provide detailed assistance in overcoming weaknesses. 

This also makes the evaluation less threatening and places peers in a 

helpful relationship. However, peer evaluation places teachers in the 

unfair position of responsibility that is rightfully the administrator’s 

Therefore, they may tend to whitewash the other members of the teaching 

staff. This would depend on the use made of the evaluations (Herman, 

1973). 

Purpose of Evaluation 

There are a variety of purposes and uses of teacher evaluation, 

however, the vast majority of them will come under one of the following 

categories: improvement of instruction, reappointment of probationary 

teachers, establishing evidence for dismissal, reappointment of 

permanent teachers, qualifying teachers for regular salary increments, 

establishing qualifications for merit pay and deciding on teacher 

promotions (ERS Circular, 1972). 

Throughout the readings on teacher evaluation, one purpose was 

mentioned far more often than any other. This purpose was improvement 

of instruction. This is the paramount reason for evaluation; it pro¬ 

vides for the positive relationship between the evaluator and teacher 

of one person helping another (Bhaerman, 1973). 
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However, Jones (1972) stated that evaluation programs in many 

schools have become little more than a superficial farce. Neither the 

administration nor the faculty.in these schools give much credence to 

the whole process. The reason for this is that the only function 

evaluation serves in these schools is one of documentary evidence 

of a teacher1s less favorable qualities. He felt that the use of 

evaluation solely as a dismissal device has buried teacher evaluation 

as a positive force in these school systems. 

Another possible negative aspect of teacher evaluation is its use 

as a determination for reappointment. Newton (1973) suggested that 

teachers, particularly non-tenured teachers, are aware of the threat 

to their security which evaluation in many school systems carries with 

it. For this reason they cannot be completely at ease or open in 

their relationship with the evaluator. This relationship would be 

quite different if this threat could be elimintated. 

Finally, the use of teacher evaluation as a determinent for salary 

increments or merit pay is highly questionable (Bhaerman, 1973). In 

nearly every system in which merit pay was tried it has been discon¬ 

tinued because of failure to produce desired results. Teachers for 

the most part will not accept merit pay systems under any circumstances 

(Bhaerman, 1973). Contrary to what the public may think, teachers 

desire to be paid on the basis of experience and preparation 

(Mahdesian, 1973). 



9 

Self-Evaluation 

Since there is no particular style of teaching that can be 

declared the model for everyone, the need appears to be for self¬ 

appraisal, the opportunity for each teacher to find and develop his 

own effective style (Robertson, 1971). Self-evaluation by teachers is 

a natural part of an evaluation program since it occurs to some degree 

in all school systems. Although other individuals may .urge improvement, 

explain how improvement may occur and even threaten if improvement does 

notoccur, no one can improve a teacher except that teacher himself 

(McNally, 1973). It is a serious delusion to assume that because a 

teacher is told of his faults, he will acknowledge them and self¬ 

initiate steps toward improvement. Teachers should be given the 

opportunity to evaluate their own strengths and weaknesses (Jones, 

1972) . Self-assessment allows the teacher to see what he is actually 

doing in the classroom. It gives him objective information about his 

role in the classroom and enables him to learn as much as he can about 

his own methods of working with students. Through self-evaluation a 

teacher can decide what skills and methods are important for him to 

apply in order to meet effectively the needs of his students (Bodine, 

1973) . 

Observation Practices 

* In the overwhelming majority of school systems, classroom obser¬ 

vation of teachers by principals or supervisors is the standard method 
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of evaluating instruction. In a majority of cases some form is used 

to record the observation (ERS Circular, 1972). The questions remained 

as to how often teachers should be observed and how long an observation 

should last. 

Herman (1973) wrote that both non-tenured and tenured teachers 

should be evaluated each year, with tenured teachers being observed 

twice and non-tenured teachers three times during the year. He also 

suggests that each observation be one hour in length with flexibility 

built in on a need basis. 

Bolton (1973) did not give a precise number of times that teachers 

should be observed, however, he stated that students and teachers must 

be given ample time to become climated to the presence of the observer 

in order to assure a realistic situation. He hinted that this would 

take from three to five hours. Eye, Netzer and Krey (1971) refused to 

answer the question of how many observations per year are needed but 

did hold that no teacher should be ignored regardless of how apparently 

successful a teacher appears to be. They suggested that the number of 

visits will vary depending on the purpose involved, although each 

teacher should be visited a number of times. 

Baughman et. al. (1969) suggested three visitations to the class¬ 

room during an evaluation period and further suggested that they 

should last at least one full class period. They pointed out that a 

ten or twenty minute visit does not enable a visitor to perceive the 
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complete context of a learning situation. Wicks (1973), reporting on 

the Minnesota Education Association guidelines of the Task Force on 

Performance Criteria and Teacher Evaluation, stated unequivocably that 

it is essential that teachers be visited by the evaluator(s) more than 

once a year and that the evaluator(s) remain for the agreed time. 

From the legal standpoint, Dolan and Hunger (1973) recommended 

that the teacher be observed for at least one hour at a time, and if 

dismissal is an issue, he should be visited several times. 

Advising the Teacher of the Results 

In many schools some kind of meeting between supervisor and teacher 

usually follows observations of the employee’s work. Educators often 

refer to this meeting as a post-evaluatipn conference. This interview 

serves as a time for the supervisor and teacher to discuss the obser¬ 

vation results (Bolton, 1973). Stated positively, the post-observation 

conference is intended to give the teacher opportunity to deal aggres¬ 

sively with the evaluator’s analysis of his teaching and to initiate 

his own problems of analysis (Goldhammer, 1969). 

In reporting excerpts from the guidelines of the Task Force on 

Performance Criteria and Teacher Evaluation prepared by the Minnesota 

Education Association, Wicks (1973) recommended that each observation 

be followed promptly by a conference at which the following should take 

place: the evaluation report should be discussed and signed by both 

parties, the evaluatee should have the right to submit a written 
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reaction to the evaluation report, the teacher should have the right to 

protest the evaluation and ask for another, and the teacher should have 

the right to appeal through a grievance procedure with binding arbi¬ 

tration. 

McNally (1973) pointed out that observation without appraisal is 

useless in effecting instructional improvement. He went on to state 

that the post-observation conference is an opportunity not only to 

analyze evaluation results but also to plan steps that seem to be 

indicated. Dolan and Benson (1973) wrote that due process involves 

the requirement that evaluators and teachers meet to discuss the 

evaluation and expectations after the observation. 

Summary 

Several persons may be considered as evaluators. Each have 

obvious advantages and disadvantages in this role. In answer to the 

question, "Who should evaluate?," Bolton (1973) stated that it seems 

reasonable to expect that different people will collect different 

types of information. Therefore, to receive a better overall picture 

of the teaching performance, he recommends that more than one group 

should be included as evaluators. Wicks (1973) agreed with this and 

recommended that evaluation be done by a team of two or more people 

to provide for objectivity and equity. 

To have an evaluation scheme with the positive effect on the 

teaching staff it seems that it will have to be made use of in a 
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positive manner. In schools where only negative uses were made of 

evaluation results, the programs have lost the support of the adminis¬ 

tration and staff. Using the results for salary determinations have 

also cost the support of the staff in most cases. 

Nearly all authors recommended self-evaluation. Quite obviously, 

some form of self-evaluation must take place if a teacher is to take 

it upon himself to improve his performance. 

As to observation practices, the general recommendation was that 

teachers should be observed three times per year at a minimum and the 

evaluator(s) should remain for an entire lesson. Although teachers 

with problems should be observed more frequently, no teacher should 

be passed over entirely. 

Finally, there is a general need for a post-observation conference 

during which time there is opportunity for the evaluator(s) and teacher 

to discuss and defend their observation impressions. 



CHAPTER 3 

PROCEDURES 

As previously stated, this study compared teacher evaluation 

practices in the fifty largest Montana high schools with current 

writings and research in this area. This portion of the study describes 

the procedure for investigating this problem. In particular, a des¬ 

cription of the sample population and the reason for their selection, 

a definition of the categories to be investigated, the method of 

collecting and organizing the data, the anticipated indication of the 

data, how the data was analyzed and finally, the precautions taken to 

insure accuracy are presented in this chapter. 

Population Description 

The population surveyed included the fifty largest high schools 

in Montana, based on the size of student population (See Appendix A, 

page 31). Because of their larger size, these schools were assumed to 

be the most representative of teacher evaluation trends. Also due to 

their size, it was assumed that these schools are best equipped to 

evaluate their teachers. 

Method of Collecting Data 

A survey of high schools was sent to respective principals through 

the mail. A copy of the questionnaire is found in Appendix B, page 34. 
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Categories of Investigation 

The investigation was concerned with five major categories: who 

should evaluate, the use of evaluation results, self-evaluation, 

observation practices and advising the teacher of the results. 

The category, who should evaluate, asked what person or groups of 

persons are responsible for evaluation. These groups could include 

central office and building level groups. 

The use made of evaluation results included all uses both direct 

and indirect that the schools made of their teacher evaluation program. 

Self-evaluation is self explanatory. 

Observation practices referred to the frequency of evaluation or 

observation and was also concerned with the amount of time spent 

observing the teacher by the primary evaluator(s). 

Advising the teacher of the results referred to the utilization 

of post-observation conferences and what access the teacher has to the 

results of the evaluation. 

Organization of Data 

The results of the survey were reported in tabulated form.' This 

report utilized percentages and tables which indicate the frequency 

and percentage of responses to the questions in each category. 
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Hypotheses 

The researcher expected to find aspects of the teacher evaluation 

programs in the schools surveyed which were in conflict with the 

recommendations made in current writings in this area or which were 

being neglected or ignored entirely. 

Analysis of Data 

The data was analyzed in central tendencies of the responses and 

expressed in terms of frequency and percents. Since the computations 

were relatively simple, the researcher believed that computations 

using a calculator were sufficiently accurate. 

Summary 

The population was limited to the fifty largest high schools in 

Montana, based on student population. These schools were surveyed by 

means of a questionnaire which solicited information concerning teacher 

evaluation procedures. The findings of the survey were tabulated 

and reported using percentages and tables to determine if some areas of 

teacher evaluation procedure were being approached inappropriately 

according to current writings in this area. The data was analyzed in 

central tendencies of the responses. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

The questionnaire form was sent to the fifty Montana high schools 

having the largest student enrollment. Of the fifty high schools 

surveyed, thirty seven (74%) returned a completed questionnaire form. 

The following paragraphs analyze the responses to the survey questions. 

Findings 

Space was provided in the questionnaire for the respondent to 

indicate the status of teacher evaluation in their schools for the 

1974-1975 school year: for systems with a teacher evaluation program, 

whether the program will be revised or remain essentially unchanged; 

and for systems without teacher evaluation programs, whether there are 

plans to initiate a program during 1974-1975. In Table 1, below, is 

the tabulation of the replies of thirty-seven schools to this question. 

Table 1 

Status of Teacher Evaluation Programs for 1974-1975 

Status of Evaluation Program Frequency Percent 

Have teacher evaluation program: 
Will remain unchanged 
Will be revised 

23 
11 

62.2 
29.7 

Do not have evaluation program: 
Will initiate one in 1974-1975 
No plans to initiate one 

1 
_2 
37 

2.7 
5.4 

100.0 
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The summary data which follow were based on the thirty-five (94.6%) 

responding high schools that now have a teacher evaluation program, 

either to remain unchanged or to be revised, or that will initiate a 

program in 1974-1975. All respondent replied to the questionnaire as 

it applied to the 1974-1975 teacher evaluation program. 

Evaluators 

In seventeen (48.6%) of the thirty-five schools which indicated 

the roles of selected personnel in the final evaluation, the principal 

was the sole evaluator. However, in seven of these systems he solicited 

the opinions of his department heads, assistant principals, supervisors 

or the assistant superintendents. The opinions of department heads and 

assistant superintendents were solicited most often. 

The second most prevalent evaluator approach was separate evalu¬ 

ations by two or more individuals, each of which was submitted to the 

central office. This approach was reported by thirteen schools (37.1%). 

Each of these schools included the principal as an evaluator, and 

in ten of these schools, the assistant principal was also included. 

In three of the remaining schools, the principal and assistant 

principal served as joint evaluators and completed a form together. 

The final two schools used a system whereby two or more evaluators 

completed an evaluation form. These evaluation forms were then 

averaged and a composite evaluation form was submitted. 
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Five schools reported utilizing peers in some capacity in their 

evaluation programs. The principal was included as an evaluator in 

all thirty-five schools. 

Purpose of Evaluation 

Below, in Table 2 is the tabulation of the responses from thirty- 

five schools to the question "What uses are made of the evaluation?” 

Table 2 

Purposes of Evaluation 

Indicated Purpose Frequency Percent 

To stimulate improvement of instruction 34 97.1 

To decide on reappointment of non-tenured 
teachers 34 97.1 

To recommend non-tenured teachers for 
tenure status 32 91.4 

To decide on reappointment of tenured 
teachers 30 85.7 

To establish evidence where dismissal 
may be an issue 30 85.7 

To select teacher for promotion 15 42.9 

To qualify teachers for regular salary 
increments 7 20.0 

To establish qualifications for merit 
pay increments 1 2.9 

To qualify teachers for longevity pay 
increments 1 2.9 
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Six of the thirty-four respondents who indicated "to stimulate 

improvement of performance" as a purpose commented that it was the 

primary purpose of their schools. 

Frequency of Evaluation 

In Table 3, below, are the tabulation for the frequency of non* 

tenured and tenured evaluation in thirty-five responding schools. 

Table 3 

Frequency of Evaluation of Non-Tenured and Tenured Teachers 
(35 Responding Schools) 

Non-Tenured Teachers Tenured Teachers 

yearly 
2 times 
per year 

3 times 
per year yearly 

2 times 
per year 

Frequency 30 3 2 33 2 

Percent 85.7 8.6 5.7 94.3 5.7 

As can be seen in Table 3, annual evaluations were dominant for 

both non-tenured and tenured status teachers with no school having an 

evaluation period longer than one year. 

Frequency of Observation 

In Table 4 (page 21) the number and percent of schools which 

reported the number of observations required during an evaluation 

period are tabulated. 
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Table 4 

Number of Observations Required During One Evaluation Period 
(35 Responding Schools) 

Teacher Indicated Number of Required Observations 
Status zero one two three four five six 

Non- 
Tenured 3 ' ... 10 16* 5 • • • 1 

Tenured 5 18 6 2 4 • • • • • • 

*Includes one school in which non-tenured teachers are observed 
3 times the 1st year, 2 times 2nd year and 1 time 3rd year. 

As can be seen in Table 4, twenty-six (74.3%) of the respondents 

required two or three observations per evaluation period for non-tenured 

teachers and twenty-four (68.6%) of the respondents required one or two 

observations per evaluation period for tenured teachers. Three schools 

indicated that teachers who were having difficulties were observed more 

frequently. Note that three schools required no observations of non- 

tenured teachers, and five schools required no observations of tenured 

teachers. 

Minimum Time for Observations 

Twenty-two (68.7) of the thirty-two respondents who required 

observations indicated that they did not require a minimum time for 

each observation. Of the ten (31.3%) respondents who indicated that 

they did require a minimum time for both tenured and non-tenured ■ 

teachers, the minimum time ranged from twenty minutes (two schools) 
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to sixty minutes (three schools). Three schools required a thirty 

minute observation time. One school required a fifty minute period, 

and one school indicated one class period as the minimum length of 

each observation. 

Observation Forms ; 

In response to the question, "Are printed observation forms used 

in recording the results of each observation?," twenty-eight (80.0%) 

schools answered in the affirmative and seven (20.0%) in the negative. 

Twenty-two (78.6%) of the twenty-eight schools which used printed forms 

use the checklist type. Three (10.7%) used the job target approach and 

three (10.7%) used a combination of these two. 

Self-Evaluation 

Only ten (28.6%) of the schools indicated that self-evaluation by 

the teachers was required. Of these ten schools, only four used self- 

evaluation results in the formulation of the final evaluation report. 

The remaining twenty-five (71.4%) respondents did not require self- 

evaluation, however, six of these schools reported that it was recom¬ 

mended. 

Advising the Teacher of the Results 

Twenty-nine (82.9%) of the thirty-five respondents required a 

conference to discuss the observer's report after each observation 

for both tenured and non-tenured teachers, whereas six (17.1%) did not. 
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Tabulated below are the responses to the question, "How are 

teachers advised of their results?" All schools reported using the 

same procedures for both non-tenured and tenured teachers. 

Table 5 

Methods of Advising Teachers of Evaluation Results 
(35 Responding Schools) 

Means of Advising 
Number 
Responding 

Percent 

Teacher signs and receives a copy of form 31 88.6 

Teacher may examine copy in personnel file 13 37.1 

Teacher is shown a copy which he signs 2 5.7 

Teacher may request a copy for his files 1 2.9 

Teacher receives a copy of form but does 
not sign 1 2.9 

Table 6, below, is a summary of the forms made of final evaluation. 

Table 6 

Forms Which Final Evaluation Takes 
(35 Responding Schools) 

Form 
Non-Tenured 
Teachers 

Tenured 
Teachers 

Written analysis of each teacher 24 (68.6%) 24 (68.6%) 

Rating form for each teacher 23 (65.7%) 21 (70.0%) 

Written list of satisfactory and 
unsatisfactory teachers 8 (22.9%) 9 (25.7%) 
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The respondents were asked to indicate the options open to a 

teacher who wished to appeal the rating given him by his evaluator(s). 

Table 7, below, is a summary of the replies by thirty-five respondents. 

Table 7 

Appeal Procedures Open to Teachers 

Procedure 
Frequency and Percent 

Non -Tenured Tenured 

Teacher may attach a dissenting 
statement to evaluation 24 (68.6%) 24 (68.6%) 

Teacher may request conference with 
evaluator’s superior 21 (60.0%) 22 (62.9%) 

Teacher may initiate grievance through 
formal grievance procedure 13 (37.1%) 15 (42.9%) 

Teacher may file dessenting statement 
with review board 8 (22.9%) 9 (25.7%) 

Teacher may request rating by a 
third party 7 (20.0%) 7 (20.0%) 

None 1 (2.9%) • • • 

Summary 

A tabulation of the replies to the survey showed that Montana 

high school evaluation programs comply with recent researcher’s recom¬ 

mendations on this subject in several respects. Frequency of evalu¬ 

ation and observation, purpose of evaluation, advising teachers of 

evaluation results and appeal procedures were dll areas in which the 



25 

respondents indicated their procedures were in agreement with 

suggestions made by several authors. Descrepancies between indicated 

procedures and recommendations in current writings existed regarding 

who should do the evaluating, the minimum length for each observation 

and the use of self-evaluation. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary and Conclusions 

This study was undertaken to determine in what manner Montana high 

schools are responding to the demand for teacher accountability, and 

furthermore, to view these evaluation practices in light of current 

writings on this subject. 

To collect the required data, a survey was taken of the fifty 

Montana high schools having the largest student enrollment. The 

questionnaire form asked questions including the following: How often 

are teachers evaluated and observed? What uses are made of evaluation 

results? Who does the evaluating? Is self-evaluation used? What 

appeal procedures are open to teachers? Is a minimum time required 

for each observation? Thirty-seven schools responded by returning 

completed questionnaires. 

The fact that 94.6% of the responding Montana high schools will 

have a formal teacher evaluation program in 1974-1975 is a positive 

indication that high school teachers, administrators and school boards 

are at least concerned about developing acceptable evaluation programs. 

However, in a majority of the high school systems surveyed, several 

aspects of their evaluation programs were typically traditional. 

One traditional aspect in nearly half of the responding systems 

was the principal serving as the sole evaluator. It is encouraging to 
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note that the remaining respondents utilized some type of evaluation 

team as Herman and others recommended. However, in the vast majority 

of these systems, administrators remained dominant in number in the make 

up of these evaluation teams. Two respondents commented that there was 

much opposition by teachers to the use of peer groups as evaluators. 

They opposed this idea on the basis that it was not a customary practice. 

An overwhelming majority of Montana high schools evaluated both 

tenured and non-tenured teachers on a yearly basis. This is both 

logical and consistent with the recommended practice of several of 

the authors cited. The evaluation programs of the responding schools 

were also approaching a concensus with the suggested number of obser¬ 

vations to be made during an evaluation period. An increase of one 

required observation would bring a large majority of the respondents 

up to or above the generally accepted number of three observations 

per evaluation period. 

All except one of the responding schools listed "to stimulate 

improvement of teacher performance" as a use for teacher evaluation. 

This provides a positive purpose for the teacher evaluation and adds 

credence to the entire process. Also, a great majority of respondents 

listed administrative uses as a major purpose of evaluation. These 

administrative uses for teacher evaluation included reappointment of 

non-tenured teachers, recommendation for tenure status and reappoint¬ 

ment of tenured teachers. Approximately 86% of the replying systems 
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listed "to establish evidence where dismissal may be an issue." 

Although this is a negative use of teacher evaluation results, and it 

puts the threat into evaluation schemes, it seems that it is a secondary 

purpose which cannot be entirely divorced from the evaluation process. 

An area where there was a definite descrepancy between present 

Montana evaluation programs and what was recommended in current liter¬ 

ature is the required length of time for each observation. Nearly 70% 

of the respondents did not require any minimum time, and one-half of 

those schools which did have a minimum requirement required a much 

too short evaluation period according to Bolton, Wicks and other 

authors. This aspect of teacher evaluation has obviously been over¬ 

looked in Montana high schools when evaluation procedures were agreed 

upon. A lengthier minimum observation time can easily be incorporated 

into existing evaluation schemes and definitely should be. 

Another area of evaluation which has been ignored by the replying 

Montana high schools is teacher self-evaluation. Once again, approxi¬ 

mately 70% of the respondents had no requirement for self-assessment 

by teachers, and of those that did, only about one-half made use of it 

in formulating the final evaluation. If teacher self-evaluation is as 

essential as Robertson, McNally and other authors feel it is, then it 

should also be incorporated into evaluation schemes which do not 

already make use of it. Furthermore, self-evaluation should be 

utilized more as a basis for the final evaluation. 
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In accordance with several author's recommendations for advising 

teachers of evaluation results, 83% of the responding schools required 

a post-evaluation conference. In addition, 100% of the evaluation 

programs represented provided the teacher with, at least, access to the 

evaluation results. The form which final evaluation took in a great 

majority of the schools indicated that these schools did not use 

evaluation solely to rate teachers against each other. 

Finally, all but one responding school system provided some form 

of appeal procedure for teachers who were dissatisfied with their 

evaluation results. This indicated that designers of evaluation 

programs in Montana high schools are making an attempt to be objective 

and equitable to the teachers being evaluated. 

In summary, the results of this study indicated that Montana high 

schools were in most instances responding to the demand for teacher 

accountability through their evaluation programs. There were three 

areas, however, in which Montana high schools are lacking when their 

evaluation procedures were compared with recently recommended practices. 

These three areas were evaluators, self-evaluation and required minimum 

length for observations. 

Recommendations 

Based on the investigation of recent literature and the findings of 

the survey, the researcher makes the following recommendations for 

Montana high schools concerning their teacher evaluation programs: 
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(1) A greater diversity of persons should be considered and included 

on the evaluation teams. These persons include department heads, 

supervisors and teachers. (2) Teacher self-evaluation should be util¬ 

ized in evaluation programs and the results should become a part of 

the final evaluation. (3) A minimum required time for each observation 

should be incorporated in existing evaluation programs. It is recom¬ 

mended that this minimum time be sixty minutes or one class period. 

Finally, it is felt that future research should be done in the 

area of evaluation criteria. 



APPENDIX A 

LIST OF FIFTY SCHOOLS SURVEYED 
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1. Beaverhead County High School 
Dillon, Mt. 

16. Capital High School 
Helena, Mt. 

2. Great Falls High School 
Great Falls, Mt. 

17. Libby High School 
Libby, Mt. 

3. C. M. Russell High School 
Great Falls, Mt. 

18. Hellgate High School 
Missoula, Mt. 

4. Custer County High School 
Miles City, Mt. 

19. Sentinal High School 
Missoula, Mt. 

5. Dawson County High School 
Glendive, Mt. 

20. Park Senior High School 
Livingston, Mt. 

6. Anaconda High School 
Anaconda, Mt. 

21. Powell County High School 
Deer Lodge, Mt. 

7. Fergus High School 
Lewistown, Mt. 

22. Hamilton High School 
Hamilton, Mt. 

8. Flathead High School 
Kalispell, Mt. 

23. Sidney High School 
Sidney, Mt. 

9. Columbia Falls High School 
Columbia Falls, Mt. 

24. Wolf Point High School 
Wolf Point, Mt. 

10. Whitefish High School 
Whitefish, Mt. 

25. Butte High School 
Butte, Mt. 

11. Bozeman High School 
Bozeman, Mt. 

26. Shelby High School 
Shelby, Mt. 

12. Cut Bank High School 
Cut Bank, Mt. 

27. Glasgow High School 
Glasgow, Mt. 

13. Havre High School 
Havre, Mt. 

• 
00 
C
M
 Billings Senior High School 

Billings, Mt. 

14.. Poison High School 
Poison, Mt. 

29. Billings West High School 
Billings, Mt. 

15. Helena Senior High School 
Helena, Mt. 

30. Laurel High School 
Laurel, Mt. 
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31. Hardin High School 
Hardin, Mt. 

41. Chinook High School 
Chinook, Mt. 

32. Baker High School 
Baker, Mt. 

42. Broadwater County High School 
Townsend, Mt. 

33. Browning High School 
Browning, Mt. 

43. Choteau High School 
Choteau, Mt. 

34. Ronan High School 
Ronan, Mt. 

44. Simms High School 
Simms, Mt. 

35. Malta High School 
Malta, Mt. 

45. Bigfork High School 
Bigfork, Mt. 

36. Conrad High School 
Conrad, Mt. 

46. Belgrade High School 
Belgrade, Mt. 

37. Stevensville High School 
Stevensville, Mt. 

47. Whitehall High School 
Whitehall, Mt. 

38. Poplar High School 
Poplar, Mt. 

48. Lincoln County High School 
Eureka, Mt. 

39. Plentywood High School 
Plentywood, Mt. 

49. Sweet Grass Co. High School 
Big Timber, Mt. 

40. Harlem High School 
Harlem, Mt. 

50. Powder River Co. High School 
Broadus, Mt. 



APPENDIX B 

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE FORM 
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1. Please indicate below the situation in your school system regarding 
a FORMAL PROGRAM for evaluating classroom teachers by checking one 
of the following statements: 

  A. We now have a formal program of teacher evaluation which 
will remain essentially unchanged in 1974-1975. 

   B. We now have a formal program which will be revised for 
1974-1975. 

  C. We do not now have a formal program, but we plan to initiate 
one in 1974-1975. 

  D. We do not now have a formal program nor do we plan a program 
for 1974-1975. 

If you have checked D, disregard the remainder of the question¬ 
naire, but please return it promptly. If you checked A, B, or 
C, please answer the remaining questions as they apply to the 
1974-1975 program. 

2. How often are teachers evaluated? 

Status of teacher Frequency of evaluation 

Non-tenured  ■. ■   

Tenured     

3. How many classroom observations are REQUIRED during any one evalua¬ 
tion period? 

Non-tenured teachers  Tenured teachers  

Is there a minimum length required for each observation?  YES  NO 

If YES, what is that length? Non-tenured: minutes 

Tenured:   minutes 

Are printed observation forms used in recording the results of each 
observation? 

  YES  NO (If YES, please enclose a copy) 

Is a conference with the teacher REQUIRED after each observation? 

Non-tenured:   YES   NO 

Tenured: YES NO 
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4. How would you describe the role of each of the following individuals 
or groups in the evaluation process? ONLY ONE CHECK SHOULD APPEAR 
IN EACH COLUMN 

If the role applies only to the evaluation of non-tenured teachers, 
put one asterisk (*) beside the check; if it applies only to tenured 
teachers, put two asterisks (**) beside that check. 

 Building level  Central office 
Prin- Asst. Dept. Peer Super- Asst. Pers. 
cipal prin. head commit, visor supt. direc. 

a. Single evaluator 
unilaterally 
completing eval¬ 
uation form.                  

b. Joint evaluators 
completing one 
form in confer¬ 
ence (both sign)                

c. Evaluators each 
completing a 
form and submit¬ 
ting them separ¬ 
ately               

d. Evaluators each 
completing a 
form which is 
averaged to ar¬ 
rive at a com¬ 
posite               

e. Not strictly an 
evaluator, but 
his opinion is 
solicited in ar¬ 
riving at final 
evaluation               

f. Automatically 
reviews final 
evaluation made 
by evaluator(s)               

None 
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5. Is self-evaluation REQUIRED?  YES  NO 

If self-evaluation is required, what part, if any, does it play in 
the final evaluation arrived at by the evaluator(s)? 

6. What form(s) does the final evaluation report take? (CHECK ALL 
THAT APPLY) , 

Non-tenured Tenured 
a. Written list of satisfactory and 

unsatisfactory teachers     

b. Rating form for each teacher   . 

c. Written analysis of each teacher     

d. Oral report only     

e. Other (please check and specify)     

7. How are teachers advised of the results? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

Non-tenured Tenured 

a. Signs and receives copy of form     

b. Receives copy of form, but does 
not sign     

c. May request copy of form for his 
files       

d. Shown a copy, which he signs     

e. Shown a copy, but does not sign     

f. Shown a copy only on request       

g. Informed in post-evaluation 
conference only     

h. May examine copy in personnel file     

i. Not apprised of evaluation outcome 
unless unsatisfactory     
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8. If a teacher does not agree with the final evaluation, what appeal 
procedures are open to him? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

Non-tenured Tenured 

a. None      

b. Request conference with evaluator's 
superior     

c. Request rating by a third party      

d. Attach dissenting statement to 
evaluation     

e. File dissenting statement with 
review board     

f. Initiate grievance through formal 
grievance procedure     

g. other (please check and specify) 

9. What uses are made of the evaluations? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

  To decide on reappointment of tenured teachers. 

  To decide on reappointment of non-tenured teachers. 

  To recommend non-tenured teachers for tenure status. 

  To establish evidence where dismissal may be an issue. 

  To stimulate improvement of performance. 

  To select teachers for promotion. 

  To qualify teachers for regular salary increments. 

  To establish qualifications for merit pay increments. 

  To qualify teachers for longevity pay increments. 

  To qualify teachers for acceleration of salary schedule 
(larger or double increments). 

  Other (please specify)   



10. Additionally pertinent information or comments: 

I would like a copy of the results of this survey: 
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