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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM AND METHOD OF PROCEDURE
During the school year 1962-63, faculties in sixtyone Des Moines public elementary schools subjected their
educational program to evaluation through in-service meetings concerned with

The Elementary Evaluative Criteria, a

self-evaluative checklist of teacher strengths and weaknesses in all curricular areas, developed in a summer
principals workshop in 1962.

I. THE PROBLEM
Statement of the ~roblem. The problem of this study
was to ascertain the reactions of both teachers and principals concerning the effectiveness of the elementary evaluative in-service program conducted in the public elementary
schools of Des Moines, Iowa, 1962-63 school year.

More

specifically, through a questionnaire sent to Des Moines
elementary school personnel, this study attempted to answer
the following questions:

1. In what ways were regular organized in-service meetings concerned with the elementary evaluative
criteria of help in improving teacher efficiency?
2. How were the elementary evaluative criteria, which

were included in the elementary evaluative program

helpful in suggesting ways to improve teacher
efficiency?

3. In what ways did the elementary evaluative criteria
help to motivate teachers to make personal preparations for periodic self-evaluation?
4. Which in-service experiences motivated by the elemen-

tary evaluative criteria were identifiable by
teachers and principals as effective and worthy of
consideration for future use?
Explanation

of The Elementarv Evaluative Criteriq.

The elementary school principals in the Des Moines public
schools developed what was termed "evaluative criteria."
This consisted of lists of questions with which teachers
were to evaluate their work in various curricular areas.
This work was published August, 1962. During the 1962-63
school year, organized faculty attention was to be given to
the criteria in all elementary schools.
Im~ortanceQf

study. When any self-evaluative

policy is put into practice, and after a trial period has
elapsed, a progress report pertaining to the effectiveness
of that policy becomes necessary since the policy functions
primarily as a basis for further work toward improving the
existing program in the schoo1.l

By checking at this time

l~illardS. Elsbree and Harold J. McNally, Elemen-

3
it might be that clues to greater and lesser effectiveness
of handling could be secured for greater future effectiveness.
Limitations of the studv.

The limitations of the

study were as follows:

1. This study was carried out for the school year
1962-63--the effectiveness of evaluation is constantly changing.
2. The questionnaires used in the study were selective

rather than all-inclusive and comprehensive.

3. Teachers and principals completed the forms in their
respective schools at their leisure, thereby
presenting a possibility of procrastination.
4. Responses of eleven per cent of the principals and

nineteen per cent of the teachers were not
received.

These responses might have influenced

this study further.
11.

METHOD OF PROCEDURE

Permission to carry out the study was sought and
secured from the administrative heads of the Des Moines
Independent Community School District.

In addition, the

S u ~ e r v i s 9(second edition;
BY S c h ~ Ashhi~ l
New York: American Book Co., 19591, P. 1

.

4
administrators were interested in the study to the extent of
offering the service of the school mailing system and an
allo~mentof time to address all elementary principals at a
regularly scheduled principals' meeting.
The problem was then approached by constructing two
sets of questionnaires. One set was to be distributed to
the teachers and the other set was to be distributed to the
elementary principals.

Each set covered the effectiveness

of the elementary evaluative in-service program conducted
during the 1962-63 school year.
Two sets of questionnaires were prepared.

One set

was distributed on a trial basis to six teachers and the
other set was distributed on a trial basis to three elementary principals.

Through discussions pertaining to the

project, questionnaires, and their responses, the nine
participating individuals indicated that an additional item
was desirable on each set of questionnaires.

The item was

then included and a second trial of the two sets of questionnaires was made with an identical number of six different teachers and three different principals.

No addi-

tional changes were found necessary in the questionnaires at
this time. Copies of the questionnaires have been included
in the appendix.
Every fifth elementary teacher, from kindergarden
through sixth grade, in each school was selected from the

5
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Directorv to participate in the survey.

In elementary schools of less than five teachers, of which
there were four, a teacher from that school was selected at
random.

A total of

145 teachers, representing seventeen per

cent of the 824.5 elementary teachers in Des Moines public
schools, were polled.

Of the 145 elementary teachers

polled, 118, or eighty-one per cent, responded to the questionnaire for a total of fourteen per cent of representation
of the entire elementary teaching staff in Des Moines public
schools.
Distribution and collection of questionnaires sent to
the 145 selected elementary teachers was carried out through
the weekly school mailing service.

The questionnaires were

received by the selected teachers March 26, 1963 and were to
be completed in their respective bulldlngs.

Upon comple-

tion, the teachers1 responses were to be mailed to the
writer1s school through the weekly school mailing service.
The entire staff of forty-eight elementary building
principals, representing all sixty-one elementary schools,
were included in the survey. Thirteen of the forty-eight
principals were the administrative heads of two schools and
were to complete separate questionnaires for each of the
twenty-six schools they represented.

The remaining thirty-

five principals were administrative heads of one school and
were to complete a single questionnaire representing that

6
school- A total of forty-eight elementary principals,
representing all sixty-one elementary schools, were polled.
Fifty-four, or eighty-nine per cent, of the elementary
schools were represented by response to the questionnaire.
Distribution of the questionnaire, explanation of the
study, and explanation of the questionnaire were made
personally to the elementary principals at the March 22,

1963 principalst meeting. The principals were to return to
their buildings and complete the questionnaires. Upon
completion, the principals' responses were to be mailed to
the writer's school through the weekly school mailing
service.
The questiomaires were not coded and no attempt was
made to connect the teacher-principal respondents to any of
the sixty-one schools participating in the study.
Every effort was made to insure the maximum per cent
of returns. There remained the task of analyzing each
response and placing it in tabulated form.
The teacher-principal responses were organized into
five categories:

(1) organizational structure of, the

frequency of, and methods used in regular organized inservice meetings concerned with the elementary evaluative
criteria; (2) how the elementary evaluative criteria were
helpful in suggesting ways to improve teacher efficiency;

(3) the ways in which the elementary evaluative criteria

7

helped to motivate teachers to make personal preparations
for periodic self-evaluation; (4) how the in-service meetings which were concerned with the elementary evaluative
criteria were of help in improving teacher efficiency; and

(5)

general considerations or suggestions pertaining to the

elementary evaluative criteria or the in-service meetings
concerned with the evaluative criteria.
111.

ORGANIZATION OF REElAINDER OF THE STUDY

This report is organized under four main headings:

(1) statement of the problem and procedure--Chapter I,
(2) review of literature pertaining to in-service education

through self-evaluation based on evaluative criteria-Chapter 11, (3) an analysis of the responses to the questionnaires--Chapter 111, and (4) conclusions and recommendstions--Chapter IV.

CHAPTER I1
WIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Self-evaluative instruments have been relatively new
tools in education.

Thirty years ago, appraisal techniques

were highly experimental, and the handful of persons developing them were pioneering in virgin territory. During the
late 1930's and especially since 1940, the term gained wide
currency. Despite the frequency with which it is used, or
perhaps because of its popularity, the term 'lself-evaluation" has failed to acquire a clear-cut single meaning among
many members of the teaching profession. For the purposes
of this paper the definition according to Shane and McSwain
was used:
Self-evaluation is a process of inquiry based upon
criteria cooperatively prepared and concerned with the
study, interpretation and guidance of socially desirable
changes in the developmental behavior of children.1
Many manuals, checklists, handbooks, guides, and

books have been written concerning the basis, purpose,
procedures, and history of self-evaluation for the improvement of elementary schools. This chapter serves only as a
brief summary of this literature.

l~aroldG. Shane and E. T. McSwain, Evaluation
l e m e n m ~ u r r i c u l w(New York: Henry Eolt and Co-

19587, p . 3-

,

I.

THE HISTORICAL EVOLUTION OF ELEMENTARY
EVALUATIVE CRITERIA

The concept of evaluation was a phase of man's
continuing effort to apply intelligence to the rational
solution of his problems.

In this sense it was undoubtedly

indebted to philosophy for its contributions with regard to
what Butler, writing of pragmatism, has called a Ifnewlogic
adequate for the science and culture of our time

. . .1
11

This form of inquiry, closely associated with the writings
of John Dewey, was based upon the experimental method as a
means of recounciling present day applied science techniques
and the lleveryday commonsense inquiry of home, field, and
market place. w 2
Dewey's pattern or method of inquiry may be studied
in his LORIQ:

Theory Pf 1nauirv.3

It consisted of five

basic steps: activity, problem, observation of data,
formulation of hypothesis, and testing of hypothesis. The
steps in all evaluative processes in some ways resemble this
Their
IJ. Donald Butler, Four Philoso~hies
Relirrim (New York: Harper and
Practice j~ Ed

3 ~ o h nDewey,
Henry Holt and Co.,

T e r a & g u i r ~(New York:
Hf%w

Evaluation as a procedure has been indebted to
science as well as to philosophy.

In appraisal processes

many elements have been closely akin to the steps in the
scientific method for sensing problems and for formulating
and testing hypotheses.

Slavson and Speer described the

llsearch-discoverytechnique11in elementary school science.
They noted that :
Its chief characteristic consists in the fact that
the pupils are led by the environment--the problems and
activities which it stimulates--to discover (1) scientific facts and (2) the need for such information.2
Their description of the application of search-discovery as
suggested by the scientific method, "a method of pupil
initiation and pupil participation, and of pupil initiation
and pupil execution,"3 in many ways anticipated current
self-evaluative procedures in which teachers and children
share.
The concept of evaluation has been helped to mature
particularly by two forces on the educational scene:

(1)

the scientific movement and (2) the recent insights into the

'5.

Educat
The Ma:;?%an

Wayne Wrightstone, tlEvaluation,ll
Research, Walter S. Monroe,
Co., 19501, p. 403.

* s . R. Slavson and Robert K. Speer, Sc e c
Fduca(New York: Prentice-Hall, 1936-tns3Ql.
1, p.
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nature of child development.
The scientific movement influenced evaluation significantly by providing many tools and measurement techniques which subsequently became of use in evaluative
appraisal.

These include intelligence and achievement

batteries and a wide variety of tests of performance,
aptitude, and so forth. The movement also contributed
indirectly to evaluation by motivating certain educators to
seek more comprehensive means of gaging the work of the
school than were originally provided for by older types of
testing instruments.
Research in the field of child development urged upon
educators the need to re-examine their values as knowledge
accumulated. This scrutiny of values led to dissatisfaction.

For example, the following sampling of a few newer

emphases in classroom procedures are representative of
elements that suggested the need for new bases in appraising
educational outcomes:

1. First-hand experiences for children.
2. The concept of child needs and interests.
3. Increased use of teaching aids.
4. Community service by the school.
5. The role of emotion in learning.
6. Growing recognition of the importance of practicing
democracy in the classroom.
7. Changing knowledge regarding the I.Q.
8. Acceptance of the need to improve human relations in
classroom and community .l

l~haneand McSwain, pg.

m., pp.

4-06-40?,
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As new theories and the practices to which they
pointed gained acceptance, different means had to be found
to determine what constituted ~successfulnteaching and
learning.

In this sense recent educational trends helped

evaluation to make the start it has made in superseding more
narrow means of judging the work of the school.
Much credit has been due J. Wayne Wrightstone,
E. R. Smith, and Ralph W. Tyler for their pioneering

attempts in the field of evaluation in the last three
decades.

In 1935 Wrightstone reported on his efforts to

appraise ttnewer-type"and ttstandard-type"school practices
in a volume which continues to be of influence.1 Probably
because of the persistent criticisms directed at so-called
"progressivettschools, Wrightstone set himself the task of
comparing the outcomes of instruction in a number of New
York City area schools. A portion of the significance of
his efforts resided in his creativeness in setting out to
gage what was generally considered elements too subjective
for measuring.

In the process he obtained descriptions of experimental practices; designed instruments to appraise atti-

tudes, adjustment, and social performance; and made use of

m-

ADD^^ pf Newer
l ~ .Wayne Wrightstone,
tices
Selected Public S c h a (New York: Bureau of
Publications, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1935),

u
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subject matter tests. The results of this investigation
were encouraging to school people in the llnewer-typeu
elementary schools for Wrightstone was able to conclude
that "in the areas of intelligence factors, dynamic factors,
and social performince factors, as they were measured in the
study, the new-type schools were superior.111 Much subsequent experimentation bears the mark of the influence of his
approaches. 2
The Eight-Year Study, sometimes called the Thirty
School Experiment, was begun in the early 1930's and held as
its general purpose the improvement of the high schoolsf
service to the American youth.
The Thirty School Experiment was primarily concerned
with ascertaining how a large number of students who went
through contrasting high school curricula fared during their
college years.

One of the two divided, but comparable,

groups followed a program which met the conventional college
entrance requirements; the other was permitted to enter
higher education without satisfying requirements other than
those set up by the professional judgment of the staffs of
the thirty schools. Development by teachers of the most

2 ~ .Wayne Wrightstone, llhraluationof the Experiment
with the ~ctivityProgram in New York City Elementary
Schools l1 J o u r a pf Educatiow Research, XXxVIII (~ecember, 19341, 252-257.

creative learning experiences they could devise was done
without concern for the controls established by colleges and
universities, such as entrance examinations, units of
credit, and specified majors.

The challenge confronting the evaluation staff in
this experiment was to design instruments which would
measure successfully the progress which students made toward
the high schools1 goals.

According to Smith and Tyler, the

following major objectives were those for which new measuring tools were needed :

I. The development of effective methods of thinking.
2. The cultivation
skills.
The inculcation
The acquisition
interests.
5. The development
experiences.
6. The development
7. The development
8. The acquisition
9. The development
10. The development

2..

of useful work habits and study
of social attitudes.
of a wide range of significant
of increased appreciation of esthetic
of
of
of
of
of

social sensitivity.
better personal-social adjustment.
important information.
physical health.
a consistent philosophy of 1ife.l

The success of the staff in analyzing such elements
or qualities probably provided the greatest intellectual
stimulus to appraisal practices that they have yet received.
The work of the committee for the Cooperative Study
of Secondary School Standards provided a third milestone in

'E.
Recor
19421%.

R. Smith and Ralph W. Tyler, ADDraising

-?16-1
P

a

sg (New York: Harper Brothers,
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eva1uation.l

Shortly after the Progressive Education

Association launched the Eight-Year Study, this committee
began its efforts to devise a useful instrument which would
help school people clarify their objectives at the high
school level and appraise the degree of their success in
achieving them.

An intensive study was made of the problem from 1933
to 1939. One outcome of these labors was what was probably
the most comprehensive single instrument for evaluation now
in use:

the Evaluative Criteria. This sizeable device

consists of numerous scales, conversion tables, and so
forth, which are used by a visiting committee invited to
evaluate a school. The appraisal often lasts for several
days and, when concluded, provides an over-all view of the
school's program with regard to its success in providing
adequate leadership and resources for learning.

Appraisals

Involving the use of the Evaluative Criteria have proved
especially useful since 1940 in stimulating local staff
discussion in helping to redirect the reorganization of
secondary education. The instrument, which is difficult to

l~ommitteefor the Cooperative Study of Secondary
School Standards, Ev
v Criterh (Washington: Government Rinting Offiin the Secondary School,tt Bulletin pf
gf Secondar~School Princi~ah,XXXII (April,

*%valuation

use, has nevertheless been found rewarding.
Like many another field, evaluation lost some of its
momentum during World War 11.

Perhaps some of the initial

impact of the Thirty Schools Experiment was dissipated
because efforts to implement its findings were forced to
compete with the schools' wartime efforts. The use of the

Evaluative Criteria was also hampered by travel restrictions
and defense activities which absorbed educators' time and
energies after 1941. By 1950 there was strong evidence that
evaluation had again hit its stride. Many projects were
once more under way.

Public educational systems throughout

the country extended, revised, or constructed new evaluative
criteria to include their elementary schools. Self-evaluatfve 1nstments and procedures such as the
fpy B p n r W

M
a
n
w

U B~rovementaf Elementam School_s, Evalw-

a Im~rovementpf

Schocr'is, -tars
Sc-

Flern-

Boston Schools,

Publ3~cSchools, Ohio

Standards, Standards

Schools fD Orem, ElementM o m hb&

Oklahoma Elementam

E s a u t i v e Criterb

Evaluation Handbook for &.

Ele-

Texas Ea,ndbook

for Element=

Evaluative Criteria

Use

Schooh document this

statement.

It seems altogether reasonable to conclude that the
next decade will witness an even more important role played

by self-appraisal procedures fn elementary education.
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11.

THE BASES OF IN-SERVICE EDUCATION THROUGH THE
USE OF ELEMENTARY EVALUATIVE CRITERIA

Certain educators have condemned the idea of comprehensive evaluation of schools with claims that:
Objective measurements or tests become the end and
purpose of instruction and subjective instruments such
as evaluative criteria cannot offer valid evidence from
which reform judgements may be made.1
Some of the proponents of evaluation, on the other hand,
have made claims that "progress in education is one-sided
and practically impossible without both objective and
subjective evidenceOtt2It was this group of educators who
pointed out that:

"Reform and evaluation are not opponents;

rather, they are different and co-ordinate aspects of
experimentation and thus have a basis in our educational
system.113
Wrightstone has been a proponent of a number of
hypotheses upon which current practices in self-evaluation
have been based.
The first hypothesis was that llcurricularchange and

l ~ .Wayne Wrightstone,
pf Newer
Practices (New York: Bureau of Publications, Teachers
College, Columbia University, 19381, p. 152.

a

* ~ o h nDewey,
Sources pf it Science nf mucation
(New York: Horace Liveright, 19291, p. 136.

evaluation were co-ordinate aspects of true experimentati~n.~~' The end result of both was to provide more insight
and richness for the reconstruction of pupil personalities.
The evaluation, therefore, must have been compatible with
purposes toward which the curricular change was to contribute.

A resolution concurrent with the aforementioned
hypothesis was made by Oklahoma educators who stated that
"items in self-appraisal tools were developed in consistency
with results of educational research and were based on the
best judgment of leaders in elementary education.ft2 Evaluative checklists based on such items were deemed, by the
Oklahoma educators, as "basic to the experimental approach
toward school improvement. "3
A

second hypothesis was that "a program of evaluation

must have been comprehensive."4

It should not be limited to

a few isolated goals, or objectives, but should include all

l~ri~htstone,
A ~ n r a i s apf Newer School Practices,
p. 152.

,

20klahoma Curriculum Improvement Commission Evaluafpy
m~rovementa Element=
Schools, An
Evaluative Instrumen$ Prepared by Oklahoma Educators (Oklahoma City: Oklahoma Curriculum Improvement Commission,
19581, p. 6.

tion Manual

%rightstone, Appraisal of Newer School Practices,

p . 152.
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major objectives of instruction.
A clearer recognition on the part of the Des Moines
elementary school teachers of elementary school program
deficiencies was believed attainable through the use of
elementary evaluative criteria which was "based upon factors
sufficient in number and variety to give valid evidence of
the extent to which the school program has been attaining
the goals formulated.
A third hypothesis was that "for a variety of major
objectives of instruction no adequate methods or instruments
for collecting reliable evidence have been available.
Until valid and reliable techniques have been
evolved, many educational objectives must be appraised by as
careful subjective means as possible.3

Six factors were

stated as being strategic influences upon subjective selfevaluation:
1. Professional attitude.
2. Scientific attitude.
3. Ability to maintain a healthy emotional climate.

l ~ e sMoines Public Schools Elementarv Evaluativ
Criteria, An Evaluative ~nstrumeniPrepared by Des M o d s
Elementary Principals (Des Moines , Iowa: Des Moines Public
Schools, 19621, p. 6.
*wrightstone, 9 p ~ r a i s Unf Pewer School Practices,

P* 153.
3~ernardJ. Lonsdale and Afton D. Nance, tlEvaluatlng
the Elementary School," w
f
o
r
_
n
i
a
EducatioDd Journal, XXX
(May, 1961), p . 76.

4. Ability to plan, organize, and execute efficiently.
5. Ability to analyze situations and anticipate needs.
6. Courage to face reality and seek help when needed.1

A fourth hypothesis was that 'la variety of means and
techniques must be used for collecting evidence. tt2 These
might have ranged from pencil and paper tests, ratings,
anecdotal records, and controlled observation techniques to
physiological devices.

New techniques were to be developed

and old techniques revised to meet new needs.

Elementary school ratings derived from teacher selfevaluations were to function solely as co-ordinate determinates of curricular needs.3

Standardized test results,

physical education skills, the child's access to and use of
the central school library, and accumulating samples of
studentst written work were but a few of the additional
techniques of collecting evaluative evidence employed in
St. Louis Public Elementary schools.4
The Department of Public Instruction in Pennsylvania
proposed that only a planned evaluation of all the factors

l ~ e sMoines Public Schools,

&. u.

2~rightstone, ADD^^ pf Newez Sc-hpel Practices,

P. 1533 ~ t .Louis Public Schools, E v a l u W d b o o k fPb
An Evaluative Instrument Prepared by
St. Louis Educators (St. Louis, Missouri: St. Louis Public
Schools, 19521, p. 3.

w,

and resources which affect the schoolts program using
diversified means can reveal the program's unique strengths
and existing weaknesses.1

A fifth hypothesis was that Itthemeasures should
correspond to functional units of pupil behavior in actual
curricular situations rather than isolated units of behavior
Too often the results
drawn from clinical in~esti~ations."~
of special clinical investigations have been transferred to
the classroom and accepted as valid guides for influencing
behavior.
Graduate students attending Boston University
expressed a similar philosophy when they stated that
ttevaluationis possible if the school is evaluated in terms
of its own philosophy and objectives which, in turn, must be
consistent with pupil needsev3 Only from such valid evaluation should a staff incorporate the important needs and
improvements which appear to be desirable.

A sixth hypothesis was that "reliable and valid
l~e~artment
of Public Instruction, How G o d & Your
Pro ram?, A Report Prepared by Pennsylvania Sducators
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania: Department of Public Instruction,
19571, p. 1.

r"

2~rightstone,

pf Newer School, Ractices,

P. 153.
tive Cr
ia9
St~dek::~
(Boston: Boston University Press, 19531, p. 2.
3~ostonUniversity E

r

An Evaluative Instrument fireb:sGgd"$:e
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objective instruments of measurement are by their very
nature restricted to an appraisal of limited pupil behavior. "1
Ragan stated that "it is impossible to measure the
whole result of an educative experience by any one instrument

.

It2

~ h r o u ~measuring
h
many vital aspects of educative
experiences with varied instruments, Shane stated that Ifsome
valid appraisals may be obtained of the relative merits of
diverse educational practices. "3

A seventh hypothesis was that "measures of functional
behavior can best be developed by teachers working in
cooperation with technicians who concern themselves with
construction of such instruments. lf4
Concerning this principle, an evaluation committee
was appointed as the co-ordinator of the St. Louis in-service self-evaluative program. Committee members were

l~ri~htstone,
A~~raisaj.
pf Newer school Practiceq,
P * 153.

TE
.

1 entary Currtculurp (New
*~illiamB. Ragan
York: Dryden Press, 19601, p. 11 em
3~aroldG. Shane, "Recent Developments in Elementary
School Evaluation It Journal a Educatioa Research, LIV
(March, 19511, 43b.
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released from other duties so that they might, with the help
of teachers, effectively deal as specialists with the
construction of an evaluative instrument and the implementation and improvement of such a program of improvement.l
Elsbree and McNally proposed six hypotheses, two of
which extended beyond those of Wrightstone.
The first hypothesis was that "evaluation should be
diagnostic in nature. lt2
Diagnostic evaluation was the fundamental stated
purpose of the Boston University Elementary Evaluative
~ rteria.
i
3

The underlying philosophy of the instrument was

in harmony with Elsbree and McNallyts statement:
Unless one goes back of opinions, ratings and value
judgements and attempts to identify reasons and influencing factors, the evaluation can be of little help to
the teachers. For this reason, the group should strive
to document each evaluatio and think through to the
implications of the causes.

5

The second hypothesis was that "evaluation should be
continuous.115
Evaluation in the modern program of improvement has

l ~ t .Louis Public Schools, pp.

m., p.

4.

*~illardS. Elsbree and Harold J. McNally, Elementary
School Administration and Su ervision (second edition; Kew
York: American Book Co., 19
-9. 9 , p.

-

U.,
p. 5.
%lsbree and McNally, %. c i t e
3~ostonUniversity, pp.

-

hid.

continuously strived for school program improvement however
gradual that improvement might have been.

As was stated in

the Boston University Elementary Evaluative Criteria:
Evaluation studies are usually followed by continued
in-service work in light of identified needs.
The
attempts to solve all problems or to carry out all
recommendations within a short period of time would
undoubtedly result in chaos.
Results of evaluations usually point the way to organized in-service
activities for at least a three- to five-year period.1

...

...

A summation of the documented hypotheses derived from
the reviewed literature upon which current practices in
self-evaluation have been based is:

1. Curricular change and evaluation were co-ordinate
aspects of true experimentation.
2. A program of evaluation must have been comprehensive.
3. For a variety of major objectives of instruction no
adequate methods or instruments for collecting
reliable evidence have been available.
4. A variety of means and techniques must be used for
collecting evidence.
5. The measures should correspond to functional units of
pupil behavior in actual curricular situations
rather than isolated units of behavior drawn from
clinical investigations.
6. Reliable and valid objective instruments of measurement are by their very nature restricted to an
appraisal of limited pupil behavior.
7. Measures of functional behavior can best be developed
by teachers working in cooperation with technicians
who concern themselves with construction of such
instruments.
8. Evaluation should be diagnostic n nature.
9. Evaluation should be continuous.

a
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111.

THE PURPOSES OF IN-SERVICE EDUCATION THROUGH
THE USE OF ELEMENTARY EVALUATIVE CRITERIA

Thus far in the discussion of related literature,
there has been no direct statement of the purposes of
in-service education through the use of elementary evaluative criteria.

The statement of the Connecticut Department

of Education held that the major and long range objective of
all programs for professional growth should be the improvement of the citizens of the community.l

However, in order

to realize this major objective, there must be more specific
and realistic purposes of an immediate nature.

Elsbree and

McNally propounded that the objectives of self-evaluative
in-service programs were identifying weaknesses and problems
in the school program, and the development of effective
methods of working on such deficiencies.2
The California Elementary School Administrators Association proposed that "a chief objective is to help the
teacher develop an attitude of self-evaluation and improvement

. . .3
11

konnecticut State Department of Education, How to
IbZwUuQ A Good Elerne
A Guide for Evaluation
of Connecticut E l e m e n t s c h o o l s , Bulletin 68 artfo ford,
Connecticut : Bureau of School and Community Services,
January, 19561, p. 17.
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A statement in & Yo-

Excellent School? extended

the belief that "a major task confronting teacher education
is the building of a creative approach to the solution of
the problems of teaching. "1
The Oregon State Board of Education felt that Itinservice self-evaluative procedures provide a certain psychological security to the school staff, the pupils, and to the
parents, as to whether the school was accomplishing its
major objectivesatt2
Principals who initiated the evaluative program in
Des Moines hoped that "teacher purposes would be clarified
and that teachers would see more concretely the direction
they were moving. " 3
Herrick stressed the purposes that self-evaluative
in-service programs provided a sound basis for public

tion,
Characteristics pf the Good Elementary School, A
Study Prepared by California Elementary School Administrators (San Francisco: California Elementary School Administrators Association, 19571, pa 7.
l~eacherEducation Workshop,
yours
Excellent
School? (Nashville, Tennessee: George Peabody College for
Teachers, 19481, p. 3.
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Schools in Ore=
(Salem, Oregon:
Education, l959), pa 5.

3 ~ e sMoines Public Schools, Eleutarv Evaluativg
Criteri~,An Evaluative Instrument Prepared by Des Moines
Elementary Principals (Des Moines, Iowa: Des Moines Public
Schools, 19621, pa vi.
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relations and that these procedures have been used to
validate the hypothesis upon which the institution operates. 1
In short, then, some purposes revealed by the literature on in-service education through self-evaluation are:

1. To identify weaknesses and problems in the school
program.
2. To develop effective creative methods of working in
school program deficiencies.

3. To develop an attitude of self-evaluation and
improvement.

4. To provide security as to whether the school was
accomplishing its major purposes.

5. To clarify teacher purpose and direction.
6. To validate the hypothesis upon which the school
operates.

7. To provide a sound basis for public relations.
IV.

THE PROCEDURES OF IN-SERVICE EDUCATION THROUGH TEIE
UTILIZATION OF ELEMENTARY EVALUATIVE CRITERIA
With the principles of bases and purposes in mind,

brief attention was given to some procedures that have been

~~

lvirgil E. Herrick, Issues 10
Educatipp
(Minneapolis, Minnesota: Burgess Publishing Coo, 19?4),
p. 191.

used in planning and conducting programs of self-appraisal.
Such principles must be regarded as suggestive only, and not
all-inclusive.

Obviously, the need of modification and

development might arise to meet given situations.
The administrative staff in charge of in-service
education has the responsibility of initial formulation of
policies and plans pertaining to the appraisal of school
programs.1

A reservation would be that as the appraisal

program progresses enthusiasm for the work on the part of
the participant would increase as its values became more
apparent, thereby decreasing proportionally administrative
responsibility. 2
The board of education should consider and adopt
policies pertaining to such appraisal.3

The purposes,

procedures, and their school system's particular need of a
self-evaluative program require explanation before a meeting
of the board, each member having been given a copy of the
intended manual, if one has been constructed, for his
leisurely perusal.4

At a later date a definite program may

l ~ ~ L
a. rMorphet, Roe L a Johns, and Theodore L a
Reller, Educati
-stration
Conce~ts,Practices,
Issues (Englewo%liffs,
New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Inc.,
1959>,p- 535.
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be submitted to the board for formal approval.

Such submis-

sion might contain the general and specific purposes, the
role of the staff and outside consultants, the release of
staff members for participation, the provisions for the cost
of such a program, and the methods of reporting the appraisal
resu1ts.l

The program of school improvement submitted may

be of short- or long-term duration.

The superintendent of

schools might assume a major role in the presentation.
Involvement of the staff should be sought, but
careful attention is to be given to the nature of the
involvement.

The various members participating must show

competence in their area of involvement, be interested in
the work, and be capable of developing skill in making a
cooperative effort.
Membership on a suggested steering committee responsible for organization of the evaluative program should
provide representation of both administrative and instructional personnel who are particularly adept in this area.3

Self--

& Im~rovementaf Elementary Schools, An
Evaluative Instrument Prepared by Texas Educators usti tin,
Texas: Texas State Department of Education, 1968), p. xiv.
'!4orphet,

Johns, and Reller ,
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30klahoma Curriculum Improvement Commission, Evalua_tion!!!aUd.&m
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homa City : Oklahoma Curriculum Improvement Commission,
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Steering committee members then serve as leaders on
two other types of committees, major section and instructional area committees.l

Ma Jor area committees, which

involve additional competent members of the staff, are
responsible for developing a statement of philosophy and
objectives for evaluation of such areas as guidance services, school plant, and school staff and administration.
The instructional area committees that envelop additional
competent staff members are responsible for evaluation of
such aspects of the educational program as arithmetic,
language arts, social studies, and the like.
Upon completion of the work of the steering, maJor
sectfon, and instructional area committees, provision is

made for leadership in the individual school. The principal
is usually designated as the most competent building representative to initiate the program in the school.*

One or

more of the following methods are suggested:
1. The conducting of a meeting concerned with the values
of self-appraisal in a program of school evaluation.3
2. A committee of teachers plan with the principal the

ways of using the criteria in their particular

l~bid.

* ~ e sMoines Public Schools, op. cit., p. viii.

3 ~ e sMoines Public Schools,

&. m.
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program of self-improvement.l

3. Presentation of the problems of self-appraisal
before a regularly scheduled building meeting. 2

4. Discussion of the program at an open meeting such as
P. T. ~ . 3

5. Informal visits between teachers and principals. 4
After the introductory stage it is hoped that divergent staff leadership for the following regularly scheduled
meetings will emerge.5 Morphet, Johns, and Reller thought
that certain staff members prove to be valuable participants
in one role and less valuable contributors in a n ~ t h e r . ~To
take advantage of these personal differences, elementary
schools organize into a committee of the whole to study each
section of the manual and to arrive at a group evaluation
for each of the items in each section of the criteria.7
Teachers then serve periodically and voluntarily as presiding officers or leaders and employ varying methods to

p. xv*

exas as State Department of Education, s. @.,
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enlighten other committee members on each curricular area
being evaluated.'
It may be necessary to state clearly the desired role
to be played by consultants.*

Invitation may be extended to

consultants from the supervisory staff of the school system,
from the teacher education institutions of the area, or from
other school systems. The arousing of more interest in
curriculum improvement, an increase in objectivity on the
part of teachers when evaluating the program, and special
knowledge and resources brought to bear on a problem are all
aims of this action.3

Caution is to be taken to make the

best use of the consultanttstime.

Domination of the

meeting and solution of staff problems is not the role of
the cons~ltant.~They are only to function as advisors to
the staff.
Implementation of recommendations proposed during the
course of the study must be done periodically as the committees have finished their work or at the close of each
evaluation.5

Reports might be given to the entire staff

exas as
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indicating significant strengths and weaknesses pertaining
to the area evaluated.

Suggestions for improvement result-

ing from these reports might be forthcoming. The staff must
be selective at this point for if all needs and recomendations are attempted in a short time span, chaos would
result .l Suggestion is made that improvements which can be
incorporated quickly and legally would be a desirable
starting place. 2
Some person or committee should be charged with the
responsibility of reporting the plans and progress of the
continuous self-appraisal program.3 Reporting is not likely
to be done unless responsibility is affixed. Anxiety on the
part of many people must be overcome through frank presentation of purposes and plans.'t

This presentation also facili-

tates the high level of cooperation that is necessary to
this type of evaluation.5

3~outhernAssociation of Colleges and Secondary
Schools,
Elementary SchooL (~tlanta,Georgia:
Southern Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools,
19511, P. 325-

CHAPTER I11
QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS
This chapter presents the responses of teachers and
principals to the questionnaires concerning the effectiveness of the Des Moines public school system's in-service
self-evaluative program.

A group of 145 elementary teachers--seventeen per
cent of the total 824.5 elementary teachers employed in the
Des Moines public schools--were polled.

Of this group, 118,

or eighty-one per cent, returned questionnaires. This was
fourteen per cent of the elementary teaching staff.
The entire staff, or one hundred per cent, of the
forty-eight elementary building principals was included in
the survey.

Thirteen of the forty-eight principals were the

administrative heads of two schools and were to complete
separate questionnaires for each of the twenty-six schools
they represented. Thus, sixty-one elementary schools were
to be represented.

Responses to the questionnaire gave a

representation of eighty-nine per cent of the buildings.
Principal responses were herein dealt with as though they
had come from different and separate principals, thereby
resulting in a count of sixty-one elementary principals.
The responses have been organized around the following five headings:
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Organizational structure of, frequency of, and
methods employed in in-service building meetings
concerned with self-evaluation.
The ways in which regular organized in-service
meetings concerned with elementary evaluative
criteria were of help in improving teacher efficiency.
The ways in which the elementary evaluative criteria
helped to motivate teachers to make personal
preparations for periodic self-evaluation.
How the elementary evaluative criteria which were
included in the evaluative program were helpful in
suggesting ways to improve teacher efficiency.
General considerations or suggestions of the teachers
and principals participating that pertained to the
elementary evaluative criteria or the in-service
building meetings which were based upon elementary
evaluative criteria.
The final section of this chapter serves as a summary.

I. THE STRUCTURE OF, FREQUENCY OF, AND METHODS
EMPLOYED IN IN-SERVICE BUILDING MEETINGS
CONCERNED WITH SELF-EVALUATION
The question concerned with in-service evaluative

meetings that principals alone were asked to respond to was:
If YOU conducted a regular organized program of
in-service meetings concerned with the elementary
evaluative criteria, briefly summarize below the methods
used.
Of the fifty-four respondents, forty-nine, or ninetyone per cent, replied to the initial question. The fortynine responses represented eighty per cent of the elementary
buildings in Des Moines.

In regard to organizational structure of the in-service evaluative meetings, the forty-nine reporting principals
stated as follows:
Number

Per cent

The principal presided over the
introductory meeting.
The teachers voluntarily assumed
responsibility for conducting
evaluative meetings of their chosen
curricular areas in grades k-6.
Specific grade level evaluations in
addition to general k-6 evaluations
were made.
The principal presided over a small
portion of each evaluative meeting.

3

6

No teacher, group of teachers, or
principal was officially charged
with leadership.

2

4

Concerning frequency of meetings, the principals
reported :

Number Per ce&
Monthly evaluative meetings were
held.

Number Per cent
Irregular evaluative meetings
concerned with a schoolls weakest
curricular areas were held.

In reference to the methods utilized in in-service
evaluative meetings, principals replied:
Number Per cent
Teacher committees led the faculty
in discussion of the curricular
area being evaluated.
Consultants, guest speakers, and
resource people were used.
Faculty discussion was based upon
emergent leadership.
Teacher role playing, children,
films, panels, exhibits, question
and answer periods, demonstrations
and teacher-made visuals were used.
teacher-principal conference was
held following the teacher's selfevaluation.

A

Teacher committees compiled results
of self-evaluation and made recommendations for program improvement.
11.

THE WAYS IN WHICH REGULAR ORGANIZED IN-SERVICE MEETINGS
CONCERNED WITH THE ELEMENTARY EVALUATIVE CRITERIA WERE
OF HELP IN IMPROVING TEACHER EFFICIENCY
The group of 145 elementary teachers were asked to

respond to this question:
If regular organized in-service meetings concerned
with the elementary evaluative criteria were conducted

in Your school, how were these meetings of help in
improving your efficiency as a teacher?
Response to this particular question was secured from

118 elementary teachers, or eighty-one per cent of the 145
teachers polled.
All principals were asked to respond to a similar
question:
In what ways have you seen staff improvement that you
contribute to regular organized in-service meetings
concerned with the evaluative criteria?
Responses were secured from fifty-four, or eightynine per cent, of the elementary principals.

In regard to the ways that the in-service meetings
helped to increase teacher efficiency, principals and
teachers stated as follows:
PRINCIPALS TEACHERS
Num- Per
Num- Per
cent
ber
cent ber
The necessity of staff participation and co-operation
in evaluation was clearer.
The role of the elementary
school in the total educational program was clearer.
Deficiencies present in an
elementary school program
were recognized.
New ways to attack deficient
areas of an elementary school
program were found.
Knowledge and skill in
evaluation were improved.

31

57

57

48

PRINCIPALS TEACHERS
Num- Per Num- Per
ber cent ber
cent
The role of the particular
grade or subject in the total
elementary curriculum was
clearer.

43

80

85

Various aids and guides a
teacher might enlist toward
enlightenment were utilized.
The need for teacher responsibility for leadership in
the continuous evaluation of
the elementary school was
recognized.
Better use and appreciation
of staff talents was a result.

2

The in-service meetings were
of no help in improving
teacher efficiency.
111. THE WAYS IN WHICH THE ELEMENTARY EVALUATIVE CRITERIA
HELPED TO MOTIVATE TEACHERS TO MAKE PERSONAL
PREPARATIONS FOR PERIODIC SELF-EVALUATION
The group of 145 elementary teachers were asked to
respond to this question:
In what ways did the elementary evaluative criteria
help to motivate you to make personal preparations for
periodic self-evaluation?
Response to this question was secured from 118
elementary teachers, or eighty-one per cent of the 145
teachers polled.
All principals were asked to respond to a similar

question:

In what ways have you seen staff improvement that you
can contribute to the elementary evaluative criteria
which were utilized in regular organized in-service
meetings?
Responses were secured from fifty-four, or eightynine per cent, of the elementary principals.

In regard to the ways the criteria motivated teachers
to make personal preparations for self-evaluation, principals and teachers reported :
PRINC IPALS

TEACHERS
Num- Per Num- Per
ber
cent ber
cent

A re-evaluation of a curricular area in light of the total
26
elementary school program.

48

54

4-6

Exchanges of ideas between
teachers and principals.

41

76

86

73

Staff preparation through
preparatory readings in
professional literature.

27

50

!%

4.6

Increased study of aids,
manuals, and texts pertaining
to the elementary program.

31

57

74

63

Objective analyzation of past
experiences and anticipation
of needs.

22

41

66

56

Psychological preparation on
the part of the individual or
the staff to make valid and
reliable evaluations.

14

26

56

4-8

of the
evaluative criteria.

27

50

54

4-6

Exchanges of ideas between
teachers.

A thorough study

PRINCIPALS TEACHERS
N u n - Per
Num- Per
ber
cent her
cent
The elementary evaluative
criteria did not serve as a
motivating force.

IV.

0

0

3

3

HOW THE ELEMENTARY EVALUATIKE C R I T E R I A WHICH WERE

INCLUDED I N THE EVALUATIVE PROGRAM WERE HELPmTL I N
SUGGESTING WAYS TO IMPROVE TEACHER E F F I C I E N C Y

The group of 145 elementary teachers were asked to
respond to this question:
How were the elementary evaluative criteria which
were included in the elementary evaluative program
helpful in suggesting ways to improve your efficiency
as a teacher?
Response to this question was secured from 118
elementary teachers, or eighty-one per cent of the 145
elementary teachers polled.
All principals were asked to respond to a similar
question:
In what ways have you seen staff improvement that you
can contribute to the elementary evaluative criteria
which were utilized in regular organized in-service
meetings?
Responses were secured from fifty-four, or eightynine per cent, of the elementary principals.
Concerning the ways the elementary evaluative critela were helpful in suggesting ways to improve teacher
efficiency, principals and teachers reported:

PRINCP A L S TEACHERS
Num- Per Num- Per
cent
ber sent ber
Definite and realistic views
of attainable goals toward
which to strive were clearer.

27

50

83

70

of strengths and weaknesses in
an elementary school program
was gained.
37

69

94

79

The criteria served as a guide
for making even more frequent
personal evaluations.
32

59

65

55

Suggestion of the need for
personal and building evaluation was made.

31

57

75

64

The role of the elementary
school curriculum in the total
educational program was suggested.
32

59

73

62

Systematic and definite
instruction was suggested.

30

56

66

57

0

0

2

2

A clearer recognition of areas

T h e criteria were not helpful

in suggesting ways to improve
teacher efficiency.

V.

GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS OR SUGGESTIONS OF THF, TEACHERS
AND PRINCIPALS PARTICIPATING IN THE SURVEY THAT PERTAINED TO THE ELEMENTARY EVALUATIVE CRITERIA OR

THE IN-SERVICE BUILDING MEETINGS WHICH WERE
BASED UPON ELEMENTARY EVALUATIVE CRITERIA

All sixty-one principals and 145 elementary teachers
were asked to respond to this question:

Do you have any general considerations or suggestions
pertaining to the evaluative criteria or the in-service
meetings concerned with the evaluative criteria?
Responses to this question were secured from twentynine, or fifty-four per cent, of the fifty-four principal
respondents and eleven, or nine per cent, of the 118 teacher
respondents.

In reference to general considerations or suggestions
that pertained to the elementary evaluative criteria or the
in-service meetings which were based upon the elementary
evaluative criteria, principals and teachers replied as
follows :
PRINCIPALS TEACHERS
Num- Per Num- Per
ber
cent ber
cent
The criteria were deserving
of more time than was available due to teacher load and
other in-service commitments.

13

45

4

36

The in-service evaluative
meetings were valuable and
well received.

10

35

4

36

centrated evaluation for
periods of time longer than
one month.

5

17

3

27

There was increased recognition of staff leadership and
creative abilities.

3

10

0

0

The teachers charged with
evaluative meeting leadership
gained the most from that
meeting.

3

10

0

0

A curricular area needs con-

PRINCIPALS TEACHERS
Num- Per Num- Per
ber
cent ber
cent
-

-

There was increased staff
awareness of what is being
done before and after their
grade level of work.

2

7

Selection of fewer curricular
areas to be evaluated during
a one-year period might prove
worthy of consideration.

2

7

Criteria must be assayed with
the method devised by the
staff to meet their needs.

1

4

In co-ordination with the
evaluation, studies of curriculum used in and out of the
state might be made.

1

4

There should be city-wide
staff evaluation for city-wide
improvement.

1

4

Television might lend itself
to city-wide meetings concerned with self-evaluation.

1

4

Other school problems suffered
because of time spent on inservice evaluation.

1

4

Area meetings concerned with
evaluation of selected curricular areas might be held.

1

4

Better methods for marking
strengths and weaknesses might
be devised.

1

4

Representative teachers from
the system might have helped
to construct the criteria.

1

4

45

VI* SUMMARY
The greater number of responding principals reported
that the in-service evaluative meetings:

1. Had been presided over by the principal in the
introductory stage.
2. Had been held monthly as was suggested by the calendar constructed by the administration.

3. Had been led voluntarily by teachers or teacher
committees.
4. Had been based upon faculty discussion of the curricular area being evaluated and the use of consultants, guest speakers, and resource people.
Over seventy per cent of both reporting teachers and
principals agreed that the criteria or the in-service
evaluative meetings had:

1. Made the necessity of staff participation and cooperation in evaluation clearer.
2. Made clearer the role of the particular grade or

subject in the total elementary curriculum.

3. Made more numerous the exchanges of ideas between
teachers and principals.
4. Made more numerous the exchanges of ideas between
teachers.
Over sixty per cent of both responding teachers and

p r i n c i p a l s agreed that the criterza or the fn-se~dce

evaluative meetings had:

I, %6e

the role of the elementary school in the total

edwational program clearer.
2, Made clearer the knowledge and skill needed in

evaluation.

3. Made necessary an increased study of aids, manuals,
and t e x t s pertafning to the elementary program.

4, Made clearer the d e f i n i t e and r e a l i s t i c views of
attainable goals toward which to strive.

5.

Made clearer guidelines for making even more frequent
personal evaluations.

6, Made clearer the need far personal and building
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evaluation.

7. Made systematic and definite instruction clearer.
Over forty per cent of both reporting teachers and
principals agreed that the criteria or the in-service
evaluation meetings had:

I. Made new ways to attack deficient areas of an elementary school program clearer.
2. Made a re-evaluation of a curricular area in the

light of the total elementary school program
necessary.

3. Made staff preparation through preparatory readings
in professional literature necessary.
4. Made objective analyzation of past experiences and

anticipation of needs clearer.

5. Made a thorough study of the evaluative criteria
necessary.
Over thirty per cent of both reporting teachers and
principals agreed that the criteria or the in-service
evaluative meetings were:
1. Deserving of more time than was available due to
teacher load and other in-service commitments.
2. Valuable and well received.

Over twenty per cent of both responding teachers and
principals agreed that the criteria had made clearer the
need for psychological preparation on the part of the

48

individual or the staff to make valid and reliable evaluations.
Over ten per cent of both reporting teachers and
principals agreed that a curricular area needs concentrated
evaluation for periods of time longer than one month.
Fewer than five per cent of reporting teachers agreed
that the criteria and the in-service evaluative meetings
were of no help in improving teacher efficiency.
Variances of fourteen, fifteen, twenty, and twentytwo percentage points,respectively, indicated that both
reporting principals and teachers did not agree on the
extent to which the criteria and the in-service evaluative
meetings had :
1. Made deficiencies present in an elementary school
program clearer.
2. Made clearer the need for objective analyzation of

past experiences and anticipation of needs.

3. Made definite and realistic views of attainable
goals toward which to strive clearer.
4. Made clearer the necessity of psychological prepara-

tion on the part of the individual or the staff to
make valid and reliable evaluations.

CHAPTER N

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The problem of this study was to ascertain the
reactions of both teachers and principals concerning the
effectiveness of the elementary evaluative in-service
program conducted in the public elementary schools of Des
Moines, Iowa during the 1962-63 school year. More specifically, through a questionnaire sent to Des Moines elementary school personnel, this study attempted to answer the
following questions:

1. In what ways were regular organized in-service
meetings concerned with the elementary evaluative
criteria of help in improving teacher efficiency?
2. How were the elementary evaluative criteria, which

were included in the elementary evaluative program,
helpful in suggesting ways to improve teacher
efficiency?

3. In what ways did the elementary evaluative criteria
help to motivate teachers to make personal preparations for periodic self-evaluation?
4. Which in-service experiences motivated by the elemen-

tary evaluative criteria were identifiable by
teachers and principals as effective and worthy of
consideration for future use?
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A group of 145 elementary teachers--seventeen per
cent of the total 824.5 elementary teachers employed in the
Des Moines public schools--were polled.

Of this group, 118,

or eighty-one per cent, returned questionnaires.

This was

fourteen per cent of the elementary teaching staff.
The entire staff, or one hundred per cent, of the
forty-eight elementary building principals was included in
the survey. Thirteen of the forty-eight principals were the
administrative heads of two schools and were to complete
separate questionnaires for each of the twenty-six schools
they represented. Responses to the questionnaire gave a
representation of eighty-nine per cent of the buildings.

I.

SUMMARY

In regard to the initial question concerning organizational structure of, the frequency of, and the methods
used in regular organized in-service meetings concerned with
the elementary evaluative criteria, responding principals
replied that they had presided over the introductory meeting, after which the teachers voluntarily assumed responsibility for the following monthly meetings.

For the main

part, teachers then organized into small committees which
led the faculty in general k-6 vertical evaluations of
curricular areas and invited consultants, guest speakers,
and resource people to speak to the faculty or held faculty
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d i s c u s s i o n s which were based upon emergent leadership.

Both

the responses of teachers and p r i n c i p a l s indicated no l i s t
of " b e t t e r " o r " e f f e c t i v e u methods which were used i n t h e
i n - s e r v i c e evaluative meetings.
and t e a c h e r s indicated t h a t :

However, both p r i n c i p a l s

(1) when t h e teachers were i n

charge they more e f f e c t i v e l y r e a l i z e d t h e i r r e s p o n s i b i l i t y
i n evaluation; (2) the teachers charged with evaluative
meeting l e a d e r s h i p gained the most from t h a t meeting; and

(3) t h e r e was increased appreciation f o r other s t a f f members
and t h e i r r o l e i n t h e educative process.
Both p r i n c i p a l and teacher respondents agreed t h a t
t h e i n - s e r v i c e evaluative meetings were of e f f e c t i v e help
i n improving teacher e f f i c i e n c y i n four major ways:

(1) t h e

n e c e s s i t y of s t a f f p a r t i c i p a t i o n and cooperation i n evaluat i o n was c l e a r e r ; ( 2 ) the need f o r teacher r e s p o n s i b i l i t y
f o r l e a d e r s h i p i n the continuous evaluation of t h e element a r y school was recognized; ( 3 ) d e f i c i e n c i e s present i n an
elementary school program were recognized; and (4) t h e r o l e
of the p a r t i c u l a r grade or subject i n the t o t a l elementary
curriculum was c l e a r e r .

The c r i t e r i a e f f e c t i v e l y motivated teachers t o make
personal preparations f o r periodic self-evaluations l a r g e l y

i n two ways:

increased exchanges of ideas between t e a c h e r s

and p r i n c i p a l s and increased exchanges of ideas between
teachers.

This was v e r i f i e d by both responding teachers and

principals.
Both principals and teachers agreed that the elementary evaluative criteria were helpful in effectively suggesting ways to improve teacher efficiency in four major ways:

(1) definite and realistic views of attainable goals toward
which to strive were clearer; (2) a clearer recognition of
areas of strengths and weaknesses in an elementary school
Program was gained; ( 3 ) suggestion of the need for personal
and building evaluation was made; and (4) the role of the
elementary school curriculum in the total educational
program was suggested.

In reference to general considerations or suggestions
that pertained to the elementary evaluative criteria or the
in-service building meetings, the majority of both principals' and teachers' replies centered around seven thoughts:

(1) the criteria were deserving of more time than was
available due to teacher load and other in-service comitments; (2) the in-service evaluative meetings were valuable
and well received; (3) a curricular area needs concentrated
evaluation for periods of time longer than one month; (4)
there was increased recognition of staff leadership and
creative abilities;

(5) the teachers charged with evaluative

meeting leadership gained the most from that meeting; (6)
there was increased staff awareness of what is being done
before and after a particular grade level of work; and (7)
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selection of fewer curricular areas to be evaluated during a
one-year period might prove worthy of consideration.
11.

CONCLUSIONS

On the basis of the summary presented, the writer has
conc luded :

1. That the criteria constructed by the elementary
principals can be used effectively.
2. That voluntary leadership on the part of the teacher

was relatively effective.

3. That more time should be made available for in-service evaluative meetings.

4. That the effectiveness of the criteria might be
increased through representative teacher participation in further construction or revision of the
criteria.

5.

That increased meeting effectiveness might be
obtained by extending the introductory stages of
evaluation.

III. RECOMMENDATIONS
Based upon the review of the literature, the responses of both teachers and principals to the questionnaires, and conclusions from those responses, the following
recommendations are made:
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1. That the in-service self-evaluative program should be
continued.
2. That it be emphasized that the calendar of evaluative

meetings was suggestive and that periods of time
longer than one month may be used freely.

3. That teachers should continue to be responsible for
conducting the evaluative meetings.

4. That representative teachers from the school system
participate in further construction or revision of
the criteria.

5.

That the introductory stages of evaluation which were
conducted by the principals be of longer duration.

6. That a follow-up program be devised for evaluating
the success of any recommendations that are implemented.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

BIBLIOGRAPHY
A.

BOOKS

+

Archer, C l i f f o r d P. Elementarv Educ t o
New York: Ronald Press Co., 195

Butler, J. Donald.

Education
1951.

JJJ

Rural Areas.

Four P h i l o s o ~ h i e s& Their R a c t i c q in
York: Harper and Brothers,

m.New

and A. Wellesley Foshay. Education
School. Third e d i t i o n . New York:
American Book Co., 1957.

Caswell, H o l l i s L.,

the Elementarv

In

C r a m e r , Roscoe V., and Otto E. Domian. Administration
Su~ervisip~
Elementary School. New York: Harper
and Brothers, 1960.
Dewey, John, Logic: T e Theory
H o l t and G O . , 193

8

.

of Inauirv.

The Sources of Science
Horace L i v e r i g h t , 1929.

New York: Henry

Educatioq.

New York:

E l s b r e e , Willard S., and Harold J. McNally. Elementary
School
S u ~ e r v i s i o n . Second e d i t i o n .
N e w York: American Book Co., 1959.
H a r r i s , Chester W. (ed.).
Encvc ~ e d i aof Educatio
Research. Third e d i t i o n . N i z ~ork:%crnillan

FE,

1960.
H e r r i c k , V i r g i l E.
Issues U Elementarv Edu;a;;~:
p o l i s , Minnesota: Burgess Publishing Co.
Hicks, Hanne J. Adm
s t r ~ t i v eLeadership
J&
School. New Y o r P R o n a l d Press Co., 1956.
Morphet, Egar L.,

Educ
I
Inc

MinneaElementarv

Roe L. Johns, and Theodore L. R e l l e r .
C o n c e u t ~ , P r a c t i c e s , iail
s
u
~ New Jersey:
g
~R e n t i c e E a l l ,
d

s

., 1959.

Ragan, w i l l i B.
~
Modern Elementary C ~ r i c u l u n l - New York:
Dryden Press, 1960-

Reavis, W i l l i a m C. and o t h e r s . Administering the Elemeat a r y School. Englewood C l i f f s , New Jersey: P r e n t i c e
H a l l , Inc., 1953.
Shane, Harold G., and E. T. McSwain. Evaluatioq
&
Curriculum. New York: Henry Holt and Co.,
Slavson, S. R.,
Education

.

5a t h e New

and Robert K. Speer. Sc ence
New York: Prentice-Hall, 193 ,

and Ralph W. Tyler. ADD^
Student firogress. New York: Harperak%iers

Smith, E. R.

Rec rd
, 19 2.

-$-=

Wrightstone, J, Wayne. JA A ~ ~ r a i s of
a l Newer P r a c t i c e s
S e l e c t e d Public Schools. New ~ o r Bureau
E
of Publicat i o n s , Teachers College, Columbia University, 1935.

.

A ~ ~ r a i s of
a l Newer School P r a c t i c e s . New York:
Bureau of P u b l i c a t i o n s , Teachers College, Columbia
U n i v e r s i t y , 1938.

B.

PUBLICATIONS OF TKE GOVERNMENT, LEARNED SOCIETIES,
AND OTHER ORGANIZATIONS

Boston U n i v e r s i t y . Elementary Evaluative C r i t e r i a . An
E v a l u a t i v e Instrument Prepared by Graduate Students.
Boston: Boston University Press, 1953.
C a l i f o r n i a Elementary School Administrators Association.
WacterQtic~
Good Elementam School.
A Study Prepared by C a l i f o r n i a Elementary School Admini s t r a t o r s . San Francisco: C a l i f o r n i a Elementary School
Administrators Association, 1957.

aa

Committee f o r t h e Cooperative Study of Secondary School
Standards. E v d u t i v e
Washington: Government
P r i n t i n g O f f i c e , 1950.

m.

Connecticut S t a t e Department of Education. & & Recomize
of
Elementary S c h o a . A Guide f o r Evaluation
Hartford,
Connecticut Elementary Schools, B u l l e t i n 68.
Connecticut: Bureau of School and Community Services,
January, 1956-

~ ~ p a r t m e nof
t Public Instruction. How Good & Your Program?
A Report Prepared by Pennsylvania Educators. Harrisburg, Pennsylvania: Department of Public Instruction,

1957.
Des Moines Public Schools. Elementary Evaluative Criteria.
An Evaluative Instrument Prepared by Des Moines Elementary Principals. Des Moines, Iowa: Des Moines Public
Schools, 1962.
National Education Association. How Good Are Your Sc oo s?
Washington: National Education Association, 195

8hl

New Jersey School Development Council. The Learning Environment. New Brunswick: New Jersey School Development
Council, 1961.
Oklahoma Curriculum Improvement Commission. Evaluation
m a 1 for the Improvement qf Elementary Schools. An
Evaluative Instrument Prepared by Oklahoma Educators.
Oklahoma City: Oklahoma Curriculum Improvement Commission, 1958.
Southern Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools.
Evaluatirlg $& Elementarv School. Atlanta, Georgia:
Southern Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools,

1951.
St. Louis Public Schools, Evaluation Handbook for Elementarv
Schools. An Evaluative Instrument Prepared by St. Louis
Educators. St. Louis, Missouri: St. Louis Public
Schools, 1952.
State Department of Education. Standards for Elementary
Schools
Salem, Oregon: State Departnent of
Education, 1959.

-.

Teacher Education Workshop.
Your2
Excellent , m a
Nashville, Tennessee: George Peabody College for
Teachers, 1948.
Texas State Department of Education. Handbook for Selfb ~ r a i s u& Imr)rovemen$ Pf Elementary Schoolq. An
Evaluative Instrument Prepared by Texas Educators.
Austin, Texas: Texas State Department of Mucation,

-

1948.

?

C.

PERIODICALS

llEvaluationin the Secondary School," Bulletin of the
School Principals, XXXII (April,
Lonsdale, Bernard J., and Afton D. Nance. I1Evaluatingthe
Elementary School " California Educational Journal, XXX
(May, 19611, 67-72/.
Lucio, William H. "Evaluation of the Educational Program,ll
Review of EducationaJ. Research, XXM (April, 19591,
15-17

.

Shane , Harold G. "Recent Developments in Elementary School
Evaluation, Jour
of Educational Research, LIV
(March, 19511-39.
Wrightstone, J. Wayne. llEvaluationof the Experiment With
the Activity Program in New York City Elementary
Schools,ll Jour
qf Educational Research, ~XXVIII
(December, 193 1 , 252-257.

-+

D.

ESSAYS AND ARTICLES IN COLLECTIONS

of
Wrightstone, J. Wayne. flEvaluation," Enc~clo~edia
Educational Research, Walter S. Monroe, editor. New
York: The Macmillan Co., 1950.

March 22, 1963

Dear Principal,
As a project for a field report in educational
research at Drake University, I am conducting a survey
concerned with the elementary evaluative criteria used in
identifying the strengths and weaknesses in the elementary
curricular areas such as language arts, social studies, art,
physical education, etc.
The primary purpose of the criteria was two-fold:
self-evaluation and improvement of the elementary school,
and in-service education for the teachers. Such a purpose
demands that reports of progress be made periodically
denoting the extent to which the instrument has been effective, and, in addition, which in-service experiences were
identifiable as effective and worthy of consideration for
future use. This survey is to function as such an indicator.

Directions: Upon completion of the questionnaire,
place it in the enclosed self-addressed envelope, seal the
envelope, and send it to me through the weekly school
messenger service.

1.

If you conducted a regular organized program of inservice meetings concerned with the elementary evaluative criteria, briefly summarize below the methods
used.

Please place a check mark in the blank preceding the
response(s) designating the way(s) in which the elementary
evaluative in-service program was of help to your staff.
2.

In what ways have you seen staff improvement that you
contribute to regular organized in-service meetings
concerned with the evaluative criteria?
A.

Increased teacher responsibility for leadership in continuous evaluation of an elementary
school.

Bo

Increased knowledge and skill in evaluation.

C.

Increased recognition of deficiencies present
in an elementary program.

D.

Increased realization of the necessity of
staff participation and cooperation in evaluation.

E.

Increased awareness of various aids and guides
a teacher might enlist toward enlightenment.

F.

Increased recognition of new ways to attack
deficient areas of an elementary school
program.

G o

A clearer understanding of the role of a

particular grade or subject in the total
elementary curriculum.

H.

A clearer understanding of the role of the
elementary school in the total educational
program.

I. Other
J.

There has been no staff improvement that can
be contributed to regular organized in-service
meetings concerned with the evaluative
criteria.

3. In what ways have you seen staff improvement that you

contribute to the elementary evaluative criteria which
were utilized in regular organized in-service meetings?

A.

More definite and realistic views of attainable goals toward which to strive.

B.

Evidence of even more frequent informal
personal evaluations.

C.

A clearer recognition of areas of strength and
deficiency in an elementary program.

D.

An increased recognition of needs for personal
and building evaluations.

-E.
I?.

-G.
H.

A clearer understanding of systematic and

definite instruction.
Increased objectivity in analyzing past
situations and anticipation of needs.
Re-evaluations of a particular curriculum area
in light of the total elementary program.
Increased reading of professional literature.

I. Increased study of aids, manuals, and texts
pertaining to the elementary program.

-J.
-K.

An increased exchange of Ideas between
teachers and principals.
A clearer understanding of the role of the

elementary school curriculum in the total
educational program.

L.

Psychological preparation on the part of the
staff to make valid and reliable evaluations.

M.

A thorough study of the skills and understandings to be taught which were contained in the
elementary evaluative criteria.

N.

Increased exchanges of ideas between teachers.

0.

Other

P. There has been no staff improvement that can
be contributed to the elementary evaluative
criteria used in regular organized in-service
meetings.
4.

Do you have any general considerations or suggestions
pertaining to the evaluative criteria or the in-service
meetings concerned with the evaluative criteria?
(Explain briefly below.)

March 26, 1963
Dear Teacher,
As a project for a field report in educational
research at Drake University, I am conducting a survey
concerned with the elementary evaluative criteria used in
identifying the strengths and weaknesses in elementary
curricular areas such as language arts, social studies, art,
physical education, etc

.

The primary purpose of the criteria was two-fold:
self-evaluation and improvement of the elementary school,
and in-service education for the teachers. Such a purpose
demands that reports of progress be made periodically
denoting the extent to which the instrument has been effective, and, in addition, which in-service experiences were
identifiable as effective and worthy of consideration for
future use. This survey is to function as such an indicator.

The field report is NOT an evaluation of any teacher,
the methods of self-evaluation employed by any teacher, or
the total evaluative program. It is merely a report of
progress on this program to date.

The information secured will be kept strictly confidential and no names will be used or mentioned in the
survey. This study, as are many other studies in education,
is to see how we can best improve our schools.
In closing I would like to thank you for your prompt
consideration and time. If you should like a summary of the
questionnaire, I would be pleased to send one to you.
Sincerely yours,

James Pierson

Directions: Please place a check mark in the blank
preceding the response(s) designating the way(s) in which
the elementary evaluative in-service program was of help to
you.
Upon the completion of the questionnaire, place it in
the enclosed self-addressed envelope, seal the envelope, and
send it to me through the weekly school messenger service.

1. If regular organized in-service meetings concerned with
the elementary evaluative criteria were conducted in
your school, how were these meetings of help in improving your efficiency as a teacher?
There was an increased awareness of:

A.

The necessity of staff participation and
cooperation in evaluation.

B.

The role of the elementary school in the
total educational program.

C.

Deficiencies present in an elementary
school program.

D.

New ways to attack deficient areas of an
elementary school program.

E.

Knowledge and skill in evaluation.

F.

The role of the particular grade or
subject in the total elementary curriculum.

G.

Various aids and guides a teacher might
enlist toward enlightenment.

H.

The need for teacher responsibility for
leadership in continuous evaluation of the
elementary school.

I. Other

-J.

The in-service meetings concerned with the
elementary evaluative criteria were of no
help in improving my efficiency as a
teacher.

2.

In what way(s) did the elementary evaluative criteria
help to motivate you to make personal preparations for
periodic self-evaluation?
The criteria motivated:
A.

A thorough study of the evaluative
criteria.

B.

Psychological preparation of myself to
make valid and reliable evaluations.

C.

Objective analyzation of past situations
and anticipation of needs.

D.

A study of aids, manuals, and texts
pertaining to the elementary program.

E. Preparatory readings in professional
literature.

F.

Exchanges of ideas between teachers.

G.

Exchanges of ideas between teacher and
principal.

H.

A re-evaluation of a particular curricular
area.

I.

Other

J. The elementary evaluative criteria did not
motivate me to make periodic personal
preparation for self-evaluation.

3.

How were the elementary evaluative materials which were
Included in the elementary evaluative program helpful in
suggesting ways to improve your efficiency as a teacher?
The evaluative criteria was helpful in suggesting:
A.

Definite and realistic views of attainable
goals toward which to strive.

B.

Guides for making even more frequent
informal personal evaluations.
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A clearer recognition of areas of
strengths and deficiencies in an elementary program.
D.

The needs for personal and building
evaluation.

E.

The role of the elementary school curriculum in the total educational program,
Systematic and definite instruction.
Other
- - - - evaluative
.materials- which
..
The elementary
were included in the elementary evaluative
program were not helpful in suggesting
ways to improve my efficiency as a
teacher.

ny general considerations or suggestions
1 the evaluative criteria or the in-service
ieetines
concerned with the esvaluative criteria?
(Ex:plain briebfly below. 1
p~

-

-

