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ABSTRACT

This thesis deals with the attitudes of core French
teachers in Newfoundland and Labrador to the teacher
evaluation process. It was partially initiated in response
to an apparent problem that many core French teachers were
having with the current teacher evaluation process in the
province.

The instrument at the centre of this thesis is a
questionnaire that was distributed to core French teachers
in the province. Tie questionnaire covered eight major
components of the teacher evaluation process: purposes,
criteria, sources, pre-conference, post-conference,
evaluators, characteristics of the evaluators, and
organizational context. This gquestionnaire was designed as a
means to elicit not only current practices for these
components from the perspective of core French teachers, but
also preferred practices.

The analysis of the results of the questionnaire
included the frequency of responses and the mean response
for each item. In addition, the data for the entire
population was cross-tabulated with the following

independent variables: gender, years of teaching, type of
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school, and community population.

The findings revealed differences between present and
preferred practices. Core French teachers wanted, for
example, more process criteria, such as presentation '
behaviours and school-related behaviours, to be used in
judging their teaching effectiveness. The findings also
revealed some anomalies in the evaluation practices for core
French teachers in the province. One such anomaly was that
elementary school teachers indicated that the daily plan
book/lesson plans was a source of data presently practised,
in addition to the sources identified in common with the
general population.

From a comparison of these findings with the current
literature on teacher evaluation, some differences,
similarities, and patterns were drawn. For instance, the
summative purposes were not as predominant in present
practices as indicated in the literature and the respondents
expressed a desire for more sources of data, such as self-
evaluation, which was consistent with the literature.

Based on the foregoing comparison, recommendations and

ions for impr were made. One recommendation
involved the need for in-service to further educate bot'.
core French teachers and evaluators about the merits of peer

evaluation and parent input as sources of data.
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Chapter One

1.1 Introduction

This thesis deals vith the teacher evaluation process
from the perspective of core French teachers in the province
of Newfoundland and Labrador. The focus is not only on the

process as it is currently practised in the province but

also on ions for impr in the
evaluation process in order to make it more effective for

core French teachers.

1.2 Background to the study

Research in the area of teacher evaluation as it
pertains to teachers of core French appears to be non-
existent. For the most part, the literature deals with
teacher evaluation from an all-encompassing point of view,
without regard for a teacher’s subject area, role, or grade
level. However, there exists some research related to the
evaluation of specific teaching groups: Special Education
(Craft-Tripp, 1990; Warger and Aldinger, 1987; Katims and
Henderson, 1990); tenured teachers (Depasquale, Jr., 1990);
department heads (Evaluation Bulletin, 1980); guidance
counselors (Gorton and Ohlemacher, 1987); resource teachers
(Haycock, 1991; McLelland, 1988); and English teachers

(Pannwitt, 1986; Watson, 1978).
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In addition to the void in the literature on teacher
evaluation with respect to teachers of French, there
generally appears to be a problem for many core French
teachers with the present teacher evaluation process in
Newfoundland and Labrador. Although several factors are at
the root of the problem, the following seem to stand out
more so than others: the variation in teacher evaluation
from one school to another under the same jurisdiction and
even from one school board to the next; aspects of teacher
evaluation that have proven successful in theory but not so
much in practice; and present practices in teacher
evaluation which are making the process ineffective. It

should be noted that, according to the research, these

are lace in many evaluation systems
across Conada and the United States. Consequently, it is
this author’s assumption that they would apply to core
French teachers in Newfoundland and Labrador as well.

There exists plenty of evidence of variation in the
evaluation of core French teachers. Three examples in this
area are the concept of due process, the techniques of data
collection, and the frequency of classroom observations.
Occasions have arisen where individual core French teachers

have not been fully informed of both the evaluation process
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and the observation criteria and have not been granted a
post-observation conference. These, according to Macy
(1988), represent some of the rights that are essential and
critical to due process to which each and every teacher is
legally entitled. This practice may explain why no school
board in Newfoundland and Labrador has ever won a case where
it has tried to dismiss a teacher for being incompetent,
even though there appeared to be strong grounds for
incompetency (Hickman, 1992).

The teaching effectiveness of some core French teachers
has been judged on data collected from only one source,
namely classroom observation. For others, this same judgment
is based on data collected from other sources such as self-
evaluation and peer assessment, in addition to classroom
observation. Unfortunately, for those who have found
themselves in the former category, data collected only from
one source tends to be insufficient in providing a complete
picture of their teaching effectiveness (Duke and Stiggins,
1986) .

Classroom observation for some core French teachers
could represent four or five visits by each evaluator during
the period of evaluation. On the other hand, some are

observed on only one occasion, or at the most two. Too few



classroom observations represents a serious problem to the
teacher. Usually data which has been based on one or two
classroom visits is unreliable as an indicator of his/her
routine instructional behaviour (Hickman, 1988).

With regard to the second factor that is creating a
problem for many core French teachers in the area of teacher
evaluation, there are numerous aspects of the evaluation
process which appear to be possible in theory but are almost
never accomplished in practice. The co-existence of
summative and formative evaluation and teacher involvement
in the development of teacher evaluation systems are two
aspects of teacher evaluaticn that clearly represent the
issue at hand.

Duke and Stiggins (1986), Popham (1988), and countless
other researchers in the field identify two, equally
important, purposes of teacher evaluation. The first, which
is identified as summative evaluation, serves the goal of
teacher and school board accountability. The second,
formative evaluation, is to help teachers to grow
effectively in a professional capacity. However, in almost
all teacher evaluation programs of school boards in
Newfoundland and Labrador, these two very different and

conflicting roles are completed simultaneously by the same
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person using the same tools which often results in counter-
productivity, confusion, and wasted time (Popham, 1988).
Popham (1988) cites the dual-function of the principal to
make his case in point. The principal is probably more
interested in improving a core French teacher’s
instructional skills. However, his other duty to evaluate
the teacher summatively prevents the latter from revealing
his/her own deficits. This same teacher’s evaluation is
further damaged because the principal may be so concerned
with formative evaluation that (s)he fails to reach an
honest judgment about the core French teacher’s overall
performance.

Herbert and McNergney (1989), Parkinson (1991), Bradley
(1990), Ritchie (1990), Burger and Bumbarger (1991), and
Hickman (1992), through their own individual research, have
advocated the importance of involving the teacher more in
the development and implementation of teacher evaluation.
Although this is definitely a step in the right direction,
very few core French teachers in Newfoundland and Labrador,
if any, can presently really consider themselves as partners
in a process where they are the major role players. In this
province, teacher evaluation policies are, for the most

part, unilaterally produced by the school boards.
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Recognition of the rights of the core French teacher with
respect to both the purpose and the process of teacher
evaluation is remarkedly rare.

As to the third factor, the treatment of teacher
evaluation as an isolated task and the poor training of
evaluators represent two of the many current practices in
teacher evaluation which would seem to be very self-
defeating. Although the teacher evaluation policies of many
school boards in Newfoundland and Labrador adhere to the
primary purposes of summative and formative evaluation,
there is a general impression among some core French
teachers that the sole purpose of teacher evaluation is one
of accountability. Thus, in treating teacher evaluation as
an isolated task, they are likely to develop a decrease in
their satisfaction and skill development and an increase in
their levels of anxiety and alienation (Davis, 1989).

Research suggests that evaluators can be extremely
untrained, unreliable, and may be biased in their
interpretation of teachers’ actions (Ritchie, 1990;
Cressman, 1987). Such attitudes, which seem to be echoed by
many core French teachers in the province of Newfoundland
and Labrador, are very destructive to the teacher evaluation

process. In this province, there is not so much a reluctance
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on the part of evaluators to evaluate teachers, but a
tremendous cry on their part for school boards to give them
the proper training so that they can earn the respect of
teachers (Hickman, 1992).

Both the void in the literature on teacher evaluation
and especially the problems that core French teachers
generally appear to be having with the present teacher
evaluation process in Newfoundland and Labrador
necessitated, from this researcher’s point of view, a study
of the teacher evaluation process as it pertains to core

French teachers in this province.

1.3 Gene: d the stud:

The instrument at the centre of this study is a
questionnaire that was distributed to full-time core French
teachers or those teaching French at least eighty percent of
the time in the province of Newfoundland and Labrador. The
questionnaire was designed not only to discover the current
and preferred practices in teacher evaluation from the
perspective of the core French teacher, but also to comparw
present practices with what should be practised. All of this
data was then related to the review of the literature on
teacher evaluation in Canada and the United States from 1986

to 1992. similarities, differences, and patterns between the
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results from the questionnaire and what the research depicts

as ideal practices were sought.

1.4 Significance of the study

The results of the study were used to judge the
effectiveness of current practices in teacher evaluation
from the perspective of core French teachers. This judgment
assisted in giving directions for improvement, such as in-
service, in order to make the teacher evaluation process

more effective for core French teachers in this province.

1.5 Limitations of the study

The study was limited to full-time core French teachers
in the province of Newfoundland and Labrador. It could,
however, serve as a guideline for further study of the
teacher evaluation process for core French teachers across
the country and for other subject teachers here and

elsewhere.

1.6 Definition of terms
There are some terms employed in this thesis which need
to be clarified. Core French is the study of the French

3l in el Yy, inte iate, and y schools

during a regularly scheduled time period. In Newfoundland

and Labrador, the recommended entry point for the core
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French Program is Grade 4. The Program is organized
sequentially from Grade 4 to Grade 12 and uses an approved-
set of materials as the primary instructional resource.
Students should acquire a basic vocabulary, some knowledge
of grammatical structure, and skills in listening, speaking,
reading, and writing (Department of Education, 1992).

A core French teacher for this study is a teacher who
teachers core French full-time or at least 80 percent of the
time.

A school board refers mainly to board personnel such as
the superintendent, the assistant superintendents, and the
co-ordinators. They are viewed as the major decision-makers.
There is one reference in the review of the literature to
school board members. They a~e not the same as the board
personnel. They are, for the most part, elected by the
public during school board elections. The school board

personnel is, in fact, accountable to the board members.
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2.1 Introduction

Although the literature pertaining to teacher
evaluation is simply overwhelming, the purpose of this
review, in addition to presenting a synopsis of related
current issues and trends, is to establish guidelines by
which an appropriate questionnaire can be developed and its
results evaluated. This task will be accomplished by
examining the following major components of teacher
evaluation: the effects of external and internal forces;
definitions; purposes; criteria; sources of data; and
contemporary models and common trends. It is hoped that a
review of the related literature from 1986 to 1992, both in
Ccanada and the United States, will cover the claims,
concerns, and issues for each of these major components in a
very thorough and reflective manner.
2.2 Exter internal forces affecting teacher

evaluation

Teacher evaluation has been, and will continue to be,
affected by forces from both inside and outside the
educational framework. The literature on teacher evaluation
has identified six extremely strong forces. Public opinion,
school board composition, economic restraints, legal
constraints, collective bargaining, and government

legislation are individually and collectively having a
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profound effect on teacher evaluation.

In 1982, the Ontario public was surveyed tn f£ind out
its general attitudes toward education in that province. In
response to the question, "How satisfied are you with the
current situation in Ontario elementary and high schools
with regard to the school system in general?", about 36
percent cf the respondents were generally satisfied, while
64 percent were either dissatisfied or uncertain. Since the
completion of this survey, general satisfaction with the
school system has decreased across all social background
distinctions, as have the differences between specific
groups (Livingstone, Hart and Davis, 1988).

The power of public opinion is producing changes in the
demand for accountability through evaluation. Society is
shifting from an industrial, labor orientation to a more
educated, informed one where such traits as a global
economy, decentralization, and networking are distinctive
(Naisbitt, cited in Burger, 1987). Ingram (cited in Burger,
1987) examined societal pressures for change in the province
of Alberta and observed the following as potential social
forces in that province: the increased diversity in school
jurisdictions and school programming; concerns for justice,

tolerance and excellence; accountability; and involvement.
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The composition of school boards is putting pressure on
the boards, themselves, to bring accountability to
education. At present, many school board members are
professional and business people who have had their own
personal contact with evaluation which is tied, in many
instances, to salary and promotion (Hickman, 1992).

With less and less public funds destined for education,
educators have to get used to a shortage of financial
resources with the resulting competition for public dollars
(Wickstrom, 1987). In Newfoundland and Labrador, where 16.1
percent of the total budget for 1989-90 was spent on
education, the current economic outlook does not offer much
hope that provincial revenues will increase significantly in
the short term (The Royal Commission Report, 1992). Despite
requests by the education system for more resources and by
the public for higher performance, education spending is,
however, not likely to increase. Such demands and restraints
are bound to make educators reconsider how they deliver
programs and services in this province and to raise
questions about the value received for the education dollars
spent.

Coupled with these economic realities is the changing

relationship between the courts and teacher evaluation.
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There is a trend in American state and federal law,
pertaining to teacher evaluation, toward increased federal
jurisdiction as constitutional issues and the application of
federal antidiscrimination laws tend to expand (Rebell,
1990). An increase in federal jurisdiction will result in
more courts looking over the shoulders of school evaluators
and will likely make judicial scrutiny more probing (Rebell,
1990) .

Failed legal proceedings taken by school boards against
teachers, who, in the opinion of the former, were
incompetent, are forcing the designing and implementation of
systems for teacher evaluation by American and Canadian
school districts that will be able to pass the test of due
process (Spence, 1987; Macy, 1988). In the province of
Newfoundland and Labrador, for example, no school board has
ever won a case where it has tried to dismiss a teacher for
being incompetent, even though there appeared to be strong
grounds for incompetency (Hickman, 1992). The reason that
these teacher terminations are almost invariably overturned
is related to the failure to provide adequate due process.
In particular, the sources of data and the data itself were

not based on proper procedures and facts (Macy, 1988).
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The Canadian legal system views a teacher’s dismissal
as not only the loss of a job but also the loss of the means
of earning a living for which the teacher has trained
extensively (Spence, 1987). Therefore, inherent in the
system for teacher evaluation should be steps to allow for
due process. Macy (1988, pp. 54-55) depicts six components
that are essential and critical to due process. These
include the right to:

1. be fully aware of the evaluation process.

2. Dbe fully aware of the observation criteria.

3. have a post-observation conference.

4. have follow-up observation visitations.

5. have follow-up reports.

In addition to these economic and legal constraints,
the process of collective bargaining has also had an
important effect on evaluation policies. In a study of
collective bargaining effects on evaluation in Newfoundland
schools, Williams (1987) discovered that there was a real
fear that more emphasis would be placed on rating teachers
to cover legal angles than on actually improving the
teacher’s performance. The study also revealed a trend to
centralize evaluation so that the procedures were followed
consistently in all schools. This trend to more
centralization in teacher evaluation is evident in the

present collective agreement between the Government of
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Newfoundland and Labrador, the Newfoundland and Labrador
School Trustee’s Association, and the Newfoundland Teachers’
Association. Article 14, albeit in a brief manner, deals
with teacher evaluation from the perspective of purpose,
definition, and procedure (Provincial Collective Agreement,
1991 to 1993).

The concept of teacher evaluation has been affected by
some provincial and state legislatures as well. For example,
in the United States, according to the National Education
Association Data-Search (1988), some state departments
either order or prefer that a single model be used for
teacher evaluation. In Canada, action taken by the
governments of Ontario and Alberta illustrate the extent of
legislative involvement in these provinces in the evaluation
process. The Ministry paper in 1987 on "Performance
Appraisal as it Applies to Certificated Education Staff in
ontario" placed a great deal of emphasis on evaluation
across that province. Since January, 1985, all school
jurisdictions in Alberta have to have in place teacher
evaluation policies approved by the Minister of Education.
Local policies in that province should be in accordance with
government policy and yet reflect local needs for the

teacher evaluation process in each school system
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(Townsend, 1987).

It seems apparent, in times of economic restraint and
growing public concern for accountability, that teacher
evaluation procedures are being forced to change to reflect

the needs of society.

2.3 Definitions of evaluation

In the literature, both American and Canadian, teacher
evaluation has been defined in different ways. Dagley and
Orso (1991) separate the concept of teacher evaluation into
two camps: evaluation and supervision. These writcrs define
evaluation as "the administrative task of judging the
effectiveness and quality of teaching, often to determine
the future employment status of the teacher" (p. 73). In
this definition, evaluation is viewed as summative or
"judgemental". Supervision as defined by Dagley and
orso(1991) is "a developmental process that includes efforts
designed to improve the instructional behaviour of the
individual teacher" (p. 73). In this definition, supervision
is expressed as being equal to the concept of formative
evaluation.

A more encompassing definition is espoused by Hickman

(1992) :
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Evaluation is the systematic process of judging the
worth, desirability, effectiveness, or adequacy of
something according to definite criteria and purpose.
The judgement is based upon a careful comparison of
observation data with criteria standards. (Class notes)

This definition describes evaluation as not just a policy or
procedure, but stresses that it is a thorough process which
is based on clear and reasonable standards.

In a comprehensive study of the development and use of
evaluation of certificated education staff in Ontario school
boards, Lawton et al. (1986) found that many school boards
define evaluation by indicating the difference between
expressions such as formative and summative evaluation,
administrative and non-administrative, supervision and
evaluation, and classroom and comprehensive. Certainly such
differences in defining evaluation require that an effort be
made to standardize the terms used. Standardization is
extremely important because of the sensitive legal
implications of the process and of the frustration caused by

the ambiguity in these definitions (Lawton et al., 1986).

2.4 Purposes of gvalu_a;igx
There are many sources in the literature regarding the
primary and specific purposes of evaluation. American

literature identifies numerous objectives that can be
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realized through an evaluation that is carried out

professionally and with competence:

1.

The identification of the strengths and weaknesses
of a particular teacher or groups of teachers
(Campbell, 1987).

The implementation of professional growth

activities (Campbell, 1987).

...the selection of the best qualified teachers
for new positions and the retention of the most
needed in old" (Stake, 1989, p. 13).

The establishment of open communication between
teacher and evaluator (Campbell, 1987).

The administration decisions of tenure or
dismissal (Campbell, 1987).

The aspect of teacher accountability (Duke and
Stiggins, 1986).

The improvement of instruction by promoting
professional development of teachers (Duke and
Stiggins, 1986).

The overall improvement of the school (Duke and
stiggins, 1986).

The reward of merit (Stake, 1989).
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According to the literature, the two purposes common to
evaluation policies in Canadian school systems are formative
and summative. The first of these is to help teachers grow
effectively in a professional capacity. The second serves
the goal of teacher and school board accountability. The
latter of these may be used to facilitate administrative
decision making in such matters as certification, tenure,
promotion, demotion, staff reduction, staff allocation,
reduction or increase of teaching load, validation of
teacher selection process, and dismissal (Mbeo, 1991).

However, notwithstanding the effort by policy-makers to
clarify the purposes of teacher evaluation policies,
misunderstanding is widely spread among Canadian teachers
and administrators as to the actual intentions of the
policies. In research carried out by Lawton et al. (1986),
it was discovered that, although an examination of school
board policies pointed to improvement of instruction as the
primary purpose of teacher evaluation, 76 percent of Ontario
teachers appear to believe that the main purpose of the
evaluation process they most recently encountered was simply
to satisfy regulations which specified that each teacher
should be evaluated periodically. Burger (1987) found that

the most common response of teachers, principals and
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superintendents in Alberta, vis-a-vis the purpose of teacher
evaluation, was to demonstrate accountability to the public.
Duke and Stiggins (1986) perceived, as well, that American
school boards have a tendency of placing greater emphasis on
the summative component of teacher evaluation. These writers
noted that this places limitations on any school board’s
ability to meet the growth needs of individual teachers and

thus to school imp: .

To provide a possible solution for the problem of
misunderstandings regarding the purpose of teacher
evaluation, Wentzell (1991) argued that it is paramount that
evaluators clearly define their purposes in planning the
evaluation of professionals. If evaluation is intended to
eliminate the incompetent, then that must be stated. If it
is not indicated, it will be assumed. If elimination of
incompetence is not the purpose, then it should be specified
that the purpose is to enhance professional growth and
remediation where necessary.

Furthermore, the establishment of purposes is not an
isolated task in the development of an evaluation system.
The goals and objectives of the school and school system
should dictate the purposes of teacher evaluation. An

increase in satisfaction and skill development and reduction
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of the levels of anxiety and alienation occur when teacher
evaluation is perceived within the focus of attaining school
goals (Davis, 1989). Finally, teacher evaluation means
nothing unless teachers can say at the end of the process

that the focus was on student learning (Hickman, 1992).

2.5 Criteria

Considerable work has been done in determining
precisely the criteria which characterize an effective
interaction between teacher and student resulting in student
gains (Manatt, 1987). The three types of criteria which have
been associated with teacher effectiveness in varying
degrees, according to Mitzel (1987), are:

Presage - Refers to those teacher characteristics
present before the teacher enters the classroom. They
include traits and background the teacher brings to the job
such as attitude toward the students, university
achievement, and personal characteristics.

Process - Those aspects of teacher and student
behaviour that are worthwhile in their own right. These
include such variables as methods of instruction and
student-teacher interaction.

Product - These depend upon a set of objectives

established by the teacher and evaluator designed to



eee22

emphasize learning outcomes. These outcomes would include,

others, per: and attitude.

In order to develop an effective teacher evaluation
program, however, two important elements of evaluation
criteria must be considered. Firstly, no one set of criteria
that adequately suits all teaching situations can be
established. According to Hunter (1987), something is needed
beyond a superficial indicator of teacher quality which
looks at information of diverse types relating to diverse
situations deriving from diverse sources. Since effective
teaching behaviours vary for different grades, levels,
subject areas, types of students, and instructional goals,
it is difficult, if not impossible, to adopt a single set of
broad criteria. Even if a single set of broad criteria is
adopted, according to Thorscn, Miller and Bellon (1987), the
operational indicators must become differentiated for
specific applications. Secondly, everyone involved must
possess a basic knowledge of the factors that characterize
effective teaching and an expertise in identifying them.
This knowledge must be shared by both the evaluators and the
teachers. Both parties must believe in the validity of these
characteristics as indicators of effective teaching (Babiuk,

1988).
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2.6 sources of Data

The literature refers to many sources from which data
may be used during the evaluation process to promote the
professional growth of teachers. Among the most frequently
cited are classroom observation, peer assessment, self-
assessments, classroom records, pupil surveys, and parent
responses.

Despite the number of identified sources, two areas of
concern need to be addressed in the successful development

and impl ion of any evaluation policy.

Firstly, "any one source alone is insufficient because it
fails to provide a complete picture of how the teacher: (a)
prepares for, (b) presents and (c) evaluates the impact of
instruction" (Duke and Stiggins, 1986, p. 28). Secondly,
there are specific concerns relating to each of the
previously identified sources of data. For example, Duke and
Stiggins (1986) state that "classroom observations of only
one or two hours of performance may satisfy state laws and
contractual obligations but they do not supply the
information needed to promote improvement in competent
teachers" (p. 29). Freiberg (1987), has suggested that
classroom visitations, if conducted properly, should offer

greater potential when used in a formative system of
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feedback especially if teachers are given the necessary
support through staff development programs. Regarding peer
assessments, Freiberg (1987) contends that although feedback
can be very helpful, it is rarely used in most schools. The
writer states that "many teachers fear their feedback to

colleagues will be used in salary and promotional decisions"

(p. 86).
2.7 Contemporary models and common trends

A review of the literature since 1986 on teacher
evaluation reveals an overwhelming number of teacher
eva _uation models. In addition to those models that are
developed, the literature also makes mention of others in
the developmental stage. The theory/model most often
emerging, especially in the American literature, centres
around clinical supervision. Wareing (1990) states that
since the publication of clinical supervision models by
Goldhammer (1969) and Cogan (1973), there has been virtually

universal of them thr the United States.

Other models such as the Integrated Supervision Model
(Dagley and Orso, 1991), the Side Model (Wareing, 1990), and
the Evaluation Model (Depasqual, Jr., 1990) seem to have a

dized sy ic of steps reflective of the

clinical supervision approach. These steps include the
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planning conference, observation, analysis of data,
strategy, and post-teaching conference.

Models appearing in Canadian literature are the
Etobicoke Model (Parkinson, 1991), the Medicine Hat School
District Model (Townsend, 1987), the Halifax District School
Board Model (Gorman, 1990), and the Support and Supervision
Model of the Pictou District School Board in Nova Scotia
(MacDonald, 1986). Within Newfoundland, the model found in
the literature is the Critical Components Model developed by
Hickman (1988). There appears to be considerable variation
in these models with regard to the approach employed, from
clinical supervision to open-ended or collaborative.

Everton (1989), responding to the models in American
school boards, contends that the process is often destroyed
by the inclusion of poor supervisory training, the use of
inappropriate rating scale checklists, the lack of time and
money, and other factors that effect the evaluator’s
information for making judgements.

Hunter (1987), in addressing issues related to a model
developed by that writer, stated that many supervisors and
administrators have failed to recognize that what appears to
be a single conceptualization is really complex in

application and that many leaders are inadequately trained.
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Herbert and McNergney (1989) point out that research
indicates teachers prefer a collaborative approach rather
than a supervisor-centred one. The trend for the 1990’s, it
seems, is involving the teacher more in how evaluation/
supervision is implemented.

In Canada, this collaborative approach has also been
echoed. Within Ontario, research has consistently advocated
that teachers, as professionals, should take primary
responsibility for their own professional development.
Furthermore, professional development activities need to be
customized to the individual teacher (Parkinson, 1991). In
Manitoba, Bradley (1990) has advocated such involvement by
teachers in evaluation design as discussed by Parkinson.
Bradley (1990) also maintains that, unfortunately, teachers
and their local associations do not always participate in
the development of evaluation policies which are
unilaterally produced by school boards. British Columbia
Ritchie (1990) asserts, is becoming a leader in the use of
the professional accountability model which increases the
authority of teachers over teachers. Burger and Bumbarger
(1991) found in their study of 30 randomly selected Alberta
school systems th:. improvement of instruction was

identified as a major policy goal in all the models and
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policy documents. However, notably rare was recognition of
the rights of the teacher with respect to botn purpose and

process of evaluation.

2.8 Conclusion

It seems apparent that the evaluation of teachers is
still undergoing considerable development in many states and
provinces of North America. School boards and districts are
attempting to respond to the increasing demands of society,
yet respect the rights of their teachers. It is therefore
not surprising that relations appear to be strained.

Despite this turmoil, the literature clearly identifies
major characteristics, strengths, and shortcomings of the
teacher evaluation process. This triad will form the basis
of the questionnaire designed to elicit the view-points of
core French teachers on teacher evaluation in Newfoundland
and Labrador.

In addition, the review of the literature has indicated
that there are certain agreed-upon characteristics and
trends which are necessary in order for effective evaluation
to take place. These factors include a teacher’s right to
due process, the careful comparison of observation data with
criteria standards when judging a teacher’s effect.veness,

the focus of teacher evaluation on school goals and student



learning, the adjustment of criteria to suit a particular
teaching situation, the use of multiple sources of data, the
systematic sequente of steps in the evaluation process, the
appropriate training of evaluators, and the increased
involvement of teachers in the development and
implementation of evaluation policies.

This study of the teacher evaluation process as it
pertains to core French teachers in Newfoundland and
Labrador will not only determine the characteristics and
trends of present evaluation practices in this province, but
also the extent to which they conform to the major

guidelines for effective teacher evaluation.



Chapter Three

3.1 Introduction

The goals of this study on the attitudes of core French
teachers in Newfoundland and Labrador to the teacher
evaluation process included identifying present evaluation

practices, draw®7g conclusions on the effectiveness of the

process, and making ions for impr . To
effectively accomplish these goals, the views of core French
teachers naturally had to be elicited.

In making the decision as to what means would be the
most effective in conducting this elicitation, two principal
factors were considered. Firstly, core French teachers in
this province were widely distributed geographically.
Secondly, it was felt that there was a need to afford them
the time necessary to reflect or the many components of the
teacher evaluation process.

Due primarily to these two factors, it was decided to
conduct this elicitation through a questionnaire that would
be distributed to core French teachers for completion.
However, before any distribution of this instrument, certain
decisions had to be made and certain procedures had to be
followed. These involved the sample of the population and

the design and pre-testing of the questionnaire.
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3.2 The sample

The target group for this study was core French
teachers in the province of Newfoundland and Labrador. Since
most teachers of French in the province also have
responsibility for other curriculum areas, a French teacher
was arbitrarily defined as one who taught French at least
eighty percent of the time. One would assume that a list of
these teachers might exist. However, this was not the case.
Instead, an official at the Department of Education, French
Programs Division, did provide a list of French co-
ordinators, one for each school board in the province. From
this starting point, a letter, complete with a corresponding
address, requesting a list of the target group in each
school board, was personally mailed to each French co-
ordinator (Appendix 1). (S)he was provided with a self-
addressed stamped envelope for the return of the appropriate
list. In return for his/her assistance, each co-ordinator
was offered the opportunity to receive a copy of the
compiled list upon request.

Within a short period of time, each French co-ordinator
provided his/her list of core French teachers who fitted the
definition. However, it should be noted that the majority of

the co-ordinators underlined the fact that there were many
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other teachers of core French in their school district whose
names were not included because they were teaching core
French less than eighty percent of the time. Further
research could involve this latter group. In addition, one
of the co-ordinators stated that permission had to be
granted from her school board before any questionnaire could
be distributed to any of its teaching force. In this
particular case, permission was requested and received
(Appendix 2).

From the information provided by the French co-
ordinators, a list of 243 core French teachers was
developed. The list included their names and their complete
school address. From this target group, thirty teachers were
selected for the pre-testing process in the following
manner: five were asked to complete the questionnaire and

to make ions for impr ; and t y-five

teachers, randomly selected from six different school boards
in eastern Newfoundland, were mailed a copy of the
questionnaire in order to judge the questionnaire’s degree
of reliability. The remaining 213 members of the target
group were sent a copy of the revised questionnaire for

completion, personally addressed to each of them.
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3.3 General design of the instrument

The questionnaire, before pre-testing, was an eight-
page document consisting of two distinct parts (Appendix 4).
Part One surveyed some background information on each
teacher . The information requested - age, sex, years
teaching, type of school, and community population - served
as independent variables by which the data in Part Two of
the questionnaire could be broken down for further analysis.
These particular variables were chosen in order to verify if
certain observed trends and characteristics in the teacher
evaluation process varied according to the teacher’s age and
sex, the number of years (s)he has been teaching, or the
type of school in which (s)he is teaching, whether it be

high school versus elementary or rural versus urban. Part

Two of the questionnaire surveyed both current and preferred
practices in the teacher evaluation process. A section for
comments was provided for respondents at the end of the
questionnaire.

Part Two represented the questionnaire’s core. This
part was subdivided into eight major components of the
teacher evaluation process - purposes, criteria, sources of
data, pre-conference, post-conference, evaluators,

evaluator’s characteristics, and organizational context.
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These components emanated from the review of the literature
on teacher evaluation in both Canada and the United States
from 1986 to 1992. They were carefully selected to be
representative of the major issues and concerns that were
addressed in the review. In addition, each of the components
was accompanied by a series of items which served to be a
logical expansion of each component. In Component A,

Purposes of evaluation, items one and three

addressed the summative nature of teacher evaluation, while
items two and four addressed the formative aspect. In
Component B, Criteria to judge effective teaching, items
one, four, six, and eight served as examples of presage
criteria, while items two, five, seven, nine, and ten were
examples of the different types of process criteria. Item
three was an example of the product type. The twelve sources

in of data for ion, C [}

represented all of the possible sources suggested in the

literature on teacher evaluation. Items one and two in

Component D, Characteristics and objectives of the pre-

conference for classroom observation and in Component E,
cteristic: jectives o -conference

classroom observation were the ideal characteristics of both

the pre-and post-conference suggested in the literature on



evaluation, while the remainder of the items were possible
pre-and post-conference goals. The eight evaluators in
Component F, The evaluators involved in the teacher
evaluation process, were reflective of the possible
evaluators, who according to the literature, have evaluated
teachers at various times. The characteristics in Component
G, Ch: ct stics of the evaluator(s), except for item 3,
were suggested as ideal characteristics of an effective
evaluator. In the final component, Component H, The
organizational context of teacher evaluation, each of the
four items was identified as a specific role that school
boards have played in the teacher evaluation process.

To complete the questionnaire, each core French teacher
was asked to rate each item in its respective component on
the five-point rating scale. Each item was rated twice -
once for the way it was a reflection of present practice in
the teacher’s school district and then as a reflection of
how (s)he would prefer to see it practised in his/her own
school district. On the rating scale, five represented a
practice which was always followed; four, a practice
sometimes followed; three, rarely followed; and two, never
followed. The number one was used to designate the category

‘don’t know’. The rating for each item as to present and
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preferred practices was identical.

To ensure that each target member reascnably understood
the questionnaire and took the time to complete it, specific
measures were carried out. The envelope containing a copy of
the questionnaire was not just simply addressed to the core
French teacher(s) of a particular school, but was personally
addressed to each teacher. Along with the questionnaire, a
separate letter was enclosed. This accompanying letter
(Appendix 3) included a description of the purpose of the
study, a guarantee of anonymity, and a request form for each
teacher if (s)he was interested in receiving a copy of the
results. In addition, each teacher, including the 30
teachers involved in the pre-testing of the questionnaire,
was provided with a self-addressed stamped envelope for the
questionnaire’s return. As well, great care was taken in the
actual layout of the questionnaire. The number of pages was
kept to eight, using both sides of four sheets of paper.
This was achieved by the side by side placement of the
ratings for present and preferred practices. Part Two of the
questionnaire was proceeded by appropriate directions with
important words underlined. Explicatives were added to many
items for rating to enhance understanding. In addition, the

rating scale was repeated at the top of each successive page
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of Part Two in order to prevent any unnecessary delay in the

completion of the questionnaire.

3.4 Pre-testing of the instrument

Before the proposed questionnaire (Appendix 4) was
distributed to the 25 members of the target group in order
to carry out a reliability check, it was decided to pre-test
the questionnaire for its design.

The comments from the five core French teachers, who
were asked not only to complete the questionnaire, but to
comment, as well, on the questionnaire’s design, produced
some minor changes to the original questionnaire (Appendix
6). It was suggested that there may be several members of
the target group who, possibly because they have not been
evaluated in a long time, might frequently end up selecting
the ‘1 - don’t know’ or not completing the questionnaire at
all. To encourage this particular group to think about the
items posed or to complete the questionnaire, the following
items were added to Part One: Background information: the
last occurrence of being formally evaluated; and the
teaching status when last evaluated. Furthermore, there was
concern of having had to refer back to the preceding page
for items of components that carried over to the next page.

Specifically, when this occurred such as with Component F,
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The evaluator (s) involved in the teacher evaluation

process, one was forced to backtrack to identify the
appropriate heading to which the items belonged. To
eliminate such necessity, the heading of any component, that
had items for rating carried over to the following page,
would itself be carried over, in a limited version, to the
next page, accompanied with the word ‘continued’. There
appeared, as well, some difficulty in understanding some of
the items in certain components and some of the component
headings. As a result, the headings for Components ¢, D, E,
and G, were reworded. Item six of Component D, item three of
Component E, and items one and six of Component G were
extended to provide further explanation. All the items of
Component G were slightly rewritten to include the subject
pronoun, ‘they’. As well, to establish in advance what would
be considered as a reasonable amount of time that an
evaluator should spend in a teacher’s classroom (item nine,
Component G), an additional item was added to Part One of
the questionnaire. Finally, item five of Component C,

to obtain information about a h. s

effectiveness, was divided into two separate items with
additional wording added, thus creating a total of thirteen

sources to obtain information, instead of the original



twelve.

In addition to the changes in the questionnaire’s
design, directives from the Ethics Review Committee for the
Faculty of Education forced changes in the letter of con-ent
which accompanied the questionnaire. Statements that the
thesis proposal had been approved by the Supervisor, that
the study met the ethical guidelines of the Faculty, and
that respondents were free to refrain from answering any
questions they wish to omit were all added (Appendix ).

Subsequently, the revised letter of consent and
questionnaire were mailed to twenty-five core French
teachers to pre-test the questionnaire for its reliability.
Using the responses of the fifteen teachers who returned the
completed questionnaire, a reliability analysis was
conducted using the present scale, the preferred scale, and
the full scale, The results, shown in Table 3.1, revealed an

extremely high reliability rating in each case.

TABLE 3 Reliability Analysis for Questionnaire
Scale Coefficient
1. Present .9276
2. Preferred .9273

3. Full .9525
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In addition, any statements in the comment section at the
end of the questionnaire were studied. The comments that
were mentioned were just personal reflections on the teacher
evaluation process, which were basically covered in the
questionnaire, rather than any concerns with the
questionnaire’s design. With this is mind, combined with the
excellent reliability rating, it was decided that further
changes to the questionnaire were unnecessary. Consequently,
it was mailed to the remaining 213 members of the target
group for completion. As a matter of common courtesy and as
a means to permit each core French teacher to complete the
questionnaire with reduced interference, a sample of the
letter of consent and questionnaire was also mailed to all
superintendents. As well, they received an accompanying
letter which stressed that if they had any concerns or
questions, they were asked to either contact the

In,estigator or the Supervisor (Appendix 7).

3.5 Conclusion

A great deal of time and effort were spent in
organizing the sample and in designing and pre-testing the
questionnaire. These steps were necessary in order to ensure
that any discovery of current and preferred practices in

teacher evaluation from the perspective of core French



teachers and any comparison of present practices with what
should be practised were indeed valid. In addition, they
were equally essential in order to provide an effective
opportunity to identify similarities, differences, and
patterns between the results from the questionnaire and what
the research depicted as ideal practices.

For the data received from respondents, the following

analysis was : fr es of r ; average

response; observed versus expected responses; and
differences in responses by independent variables. The

results of these analyses will be presented in Chapter Four.
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4.1 Introducti

out of the 213 questionnaires that were mailed to core
French teachers, 102 were completed and returned. This
produced a return rate of almost forty-eight percent, which,
for an opened-ended questionnaire of this type, was quite
respectable.

As to some background information on the respondents,
the questionnaire asked them to identify their gender, age,
years teaching, and the type of school and the population of
the community where they worked. In addition, they were
asked to indicate when and under what status they were last
evaluated. Finally, they were asked to identify what they
considered to be a reasonable amount of time that an
evaluator should spend observing their teaching.

From the data in Table 4.1, it may be seen that there
was an equal number of male and female respondents. More
than 1/3 of them were over 40 years old. Almost the'same
number were younger than 30, while 29 percent were between
the ages of 21 and 40.

The largest group, more than 40 percent, had fewerv than
10 years of teaching experience. The others were almost
evenly divided between 11 to 20 years teaching and greater
than 20.

More respondents taught in a high, central high, or
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all-grade school than in a junior high or elementary school.

TABLE 4.1

Erequency of

Encice population (N=103)
variable Izen Parcens of
1. sex vale 500 (51)e
Female 5000 (51}
HMissing cases - 0
T Age 0t 30 T3 e
31 to 40 904 (30)
+40 36.3 (37
Hi381ng caves - 0
3 Tears teaching By T
11 to 20 9.4 (30)
>20 2705 (28
Hissing cases - O
T Type of school Tigh 5T
Central High 1 (0
Junior High 116 (11)
All-Grade 30ls (29)
Elementary 13.7 (1))
Missing cases - 7
§T Community population <3000 R
55000 277 (20
Mecro St. John's I
Miaging cases - 1
 Tast Pasc 2 years 27 an
aluacion 3 to 5 years ago 3004 Oy
>5 years ago 1607 (17)
510 years ago 108 (11)
Misaing cases - O
7 Status, last Probationary teacher T
evaluated Tenured teacher 53, (ss)
Hisaing cases - 0
. Reasonabls amount of 1 hiour or less T3 112
time 2 to 3 hours 3.5 (54)
4 to 5 hours 21.8  (22)
>5 hours 12.9  (13)
uiasing cases - 1
* Number of respondents
Over 2/3 of the respondents taught in a school located

in a community with a population less than 5,000.

As to when their last formal teacher evaluation

occurred, almost 3/4 of the population indicated within the

last 5 years. Forty-six percent of respondents were
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probationary teachers when last evaluated, while more than
1/2 were tenured teachers.

A majority (56 percent) of respondents preferred to be
observed teaching for 2 to 3 hours. Four to 5 hours was the
choice of about 1/5 (22 percent) of the respondents.

To summarize this background information, the
respondents were typical core French teachers. They were
either male or female, under 40 years of age, and teaching
for 20 years or less. They taught in a school with higher
grade levels (high, central high, or all-giade) located in a
community with a population of less that 5,000. They were
formally evaluated within the past five years either as a
probationary or tenured teacher. They considered more than
2, but less than 5 hours as a reasonable amount of time that
an evaluator should spend observing their teaching.

In Part Two of the questionnaire, the respondents were
asked to rate a series of items which could be used as
criteria to avaluate present and preferred practices. These
items were representative of eight major components of the
teacher evaluation process. The components, in order of
appearance, were purposes, criteria, sources, pre-
conference, post-conference, evaluat->rs, characteristics of
the evaluators, and organizational context of teacher

evaluation.
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The analysis of the data received included frequency of
responses, means, and cross-tabulations with the independent
variables of gender, teaching experience, type of school,
and community population where the school was located. The
reporting of differences between the results of the data for
the entire population and those of the independent variables
w#as based on the following grounds: the percent of
respondents, who rated an item as ‘always’, ‘sometimes’,
‘rarely’, ‘never’, or ‘don’t know’ in a cross-tabulaticn,
had to be at least 20 percent higher or lower than the
percent of respondents for the corresponding item rated as
‘always’, ‘sometimes’, ‘rarely’, ‘never’, or ‘don’t know’ by
the entire population.

In interpreting the means, a mean of 4.00 or above
indicated that the item was either practised or desirable,
while a mean of 3.00 or below suggested that the item was
either not practised or not desirable. A mean above 3.00,
but below 4.00 represented the middle ground where
ambiguities were found.

The results for metropolitan St. John’s showed a
decided tendency to be different from those of other areas
in the province. When comparisons were being made between
groups, the results for St. John’s would alter the pattern

which was otherwise consistent for the province.
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Consequently, it was decided to omit the results from the
analysis at this time. The number of respondents from St.
John’s was not sufficient to be analyzed separately as a
reliable sample.

The results of the data for each component are
presented, in turn, according to the order in which the
components appeared in the questionnaire. Each presentation
begins with a brief introduction to the component. The
present practices of that component for the entire
population are, then, presented, followed by a presentation
of the cross-tabulations for the independent variables and a
summary of the results. Finally, the preferred practices of
the same component are introduced in a similar fashion. The
results for the entire population are presented in tables in
the text, while those for the cross-tabulations are given in

the appendices.

4.2 Purposes of teacher evaluation

The four items in this section, that core French
teachers were asked to rate, encompassed the formative and
summative purposes of teacher evaluation. They were
emphasized in the literature review. ‘To make administrative
decisions of tenure or dismissal’ (item 1) and ‘to allow for

teacher and school board accountability’ (item 3)
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represented the summative nature of teacher evaluation. The
formative aspect was incorporated in ‘to improve instruction
by promoting professional development of teachers’ (item 2)

and ‘to focus on student learning’ (item 4).

4.2.1 Present practices
The results of the data analysis (Table 4.2) indicated

that the four purposes were divided into two, albeit close,

groups.
TABLE 4.2. Frequency of use fo n
urpous: v
Entise Population (N=102)
Item Pexcent of Heoan
Don‘e

Always Sometimes Rarely Naver Know
4 3 2

1. To make administrative 17.8 70,8 89 10,9 3.47
decisions of tenure or  (18)* t21) 9 (1
dismissal. Miasing

TTo Lmprove 976 g5 108 7.8 3.38
by promoting (20) 2n  an e
professional Missing
development of teachers.

I, 76 allow for teacher 6.0 90 50 180 .20
and school board (16) (29) (6)  (18)
accountability. Hissing

3. 75 focus on scudent 3T LIPS R ¢ S G ¢ 73 a o )
learning. (9) 34 (2 a2)

(32)
Hissing cases - 3

* Number of respondents

The purposes ‘to make administrative decisions of
tenure or dismissal’ and ‘to improve instruction by
promoting professional development of teachers’ had means of

3.47 and 3.48, respectively. More than 1/2 (about 57
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percent) of the respondents rated these two purposes as
practised ‘always/sometimes’ (emphasis on ‘sometimes’),
while about 1/3 rated them as used ‘rarely/never’ (emphasis
on ‘rarely’).

‘To allow for teacher and school accountability’ and
‘to focus on student learning’ had means of 3.21 and 3.14,
respectively. Forty-seven percent of respondents rated ‘to
allow for teacher and school board accountability’ as used
‘always/sometimes’ (emphasis on ‘sometimes’), compared to 35
percent as practised ‘rarely/never’ (emphasis on ‘rarely’).
‘To focus on student learning’ received a rating of 41
percent as used ‘always/sometimes’ (emphasis on ‘sometimes’)
and 46 percent as practised ‘rarely/never’ (emphasis on
‘rarely’). It was observed that 18 percent of the
respondents selected ‘do not know’ for the purpose ‘to allow
for teacher and school board accountability’.

When the results for the cross-tabula ions of the
purposes with the independent variables were examined
(Appendix 8), there were no differences (based on the
grounds previously established) in the trends observed for

the entire population.



4.2.2 Summary of practice:

Of the four purposes that core French teachers were

asked to rate as presently practised, neither purpose was

predominant. Each purpose received support from some

respondents as practised and from other respondents as not

practised.

4.2.3 preferred practices

As to the purposes the respondents would prefer to see

practised, the data (Table 4.3) produced some interesting

observations.
4. o a
5
Population (W=102)
Item Percent of ean
bon't
Always Sometimes Raraly Never Know
5 3
1 adninistrativa  20.4 6.9 17,3 13.3 2.0 3.70
Gaciaions of tenare of {20+ (46) an - ay (@)
Hissing cases - 4

"6 ImpoEve 738 75,5 = T6 .75
by promoting (72) (25) )
professional Hisaing cases - 4
development of teachers.

775 allow for teacher 5 5 5 5
and achool board (20) (10 (8)
accountability.

776 focus on student T T 7O 4T &7
learning. 6) 2 (4

* Number of respondents




..049

The purposes ‘to improve instruction by promoting
professional development of teachers’ and ‘to focus on
student learning’, with means of 4.70 and 4.37,
respectively, received a preference rating of about 93
percent as ‘always/sometimes’ (emphasis on ‘always’). In
fact, ‘to improve instruction by promoting professional
development of teachers’ was rated by 75 percent of
respondents as ‘always’ preferred, while ‘to focus on
student learning’ received a 56 percent preference rating as
‘always’.

About 2/3 (67 percent) of the respondents rated the
purposes ‘to make administrative decisions of tenure or
dismissal’ and ‘to allow for teacher and school board
accountability’ as preferred ‘always/sometimes’ (emphasis
on ‘sometimes’), compared to 30 percent as ‘rarely/never’
(emphasis on ‘rarely’).

When the data for preferred practices for the entire
population was cross-tabulated with the independent
variables (Appendix 9), the trends observed for the purposes
‘to improve instruction by promoting professional
development of teachers’, ‘to focus on student learning’,
and ‘to allow for teacher and school board accountability’

were similar. However, there were two differences observed
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with the purpose ‘to make administrative decisions of tenure
or dismissal’.

Elementary school teachers rated ‘to make
administrative decisions of tenure or dismissal’ 46 percent
as ‘always’ preferred. In contrast, junior high teachers
gave this purpose a preference rating of 73 percent as
‘sometimes’. This difference may reflect a perception on the
part of elementary school teachers that teacher evaluations
are used as a basis for such decisions. It may also reflect
a younger teaching population at the elementary school

level.

4.2.4 Summary of preferred practices

The respondents identified the formative purposes ‘to
improve instruction by promoting professional development of
teachers’ and ‘to focus on student learning’ as practices
they would prefer. Their preference for the summative
purposes ‘to make administrative decisions of tenure or
dismissal’ and ‘to allow for teacher and school board

a ility’ was ambi .

Elementary school teachers identified the summative
purpose ‘to make administrative decisions of tenure or

dismissal’ as a desirable practice.
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4.3 Criteria to judge effective teaching

In order to evaluate a teacher for effectiveness, a
broad set of criteria is essential. The criteria listed in
the questionnaire reflected the three types identified in
the literature review on teacher evaluation - presage,
process, and product.

‘Physical characteristics’ (item 1), ‘personal
qualities’ (item 4), ‘teaching experience’ (item 6), and
‘academic qualifications/subject competency’ (item 8) were
the presage criteria that respondents to the questionnaire
were asked to rate.

The process criteria included ‘organizational
behaviours’ (item 2), ‘presentation behaviours’ (item 5),
‘comportment behaviours’ (item 7), ‘observable student
behaviours’ (item 9), ‘co-curricular involvement’ (item 10),
and ‘school-related behaviours’ (item 11).

The only product criterion, that core French teachers

were asked to rate, was ‘students’ test results’ (item 3).

4.3.1 Present practices

The results of the data analysis (Table 4.4) indicated
that the criteria, as presently practised, were divided into
three distinct groups which crossed over the categories used

in designing the quest.ionnaire.



ency of or_Presen i
ritesia for Teachor Evaluation by Entire
Population (=102
Item Peccent of stoan
Don't
Always Sometines Rarely Never Know
s 4 3 1

T, 0.8 35.7 9.3 9.8 108 3.29
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T Grganizational T2 422 T35 39 55 409
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3T Studenca’ test 75 398 PP B . PL B S UL R B 5
= (8) (40) (30 a2

Missing cases - 1
T Personal qualltle 9.0 500 ?0 3.0 8.0 .59
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enthusiasm; Miselng zaves - 2
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5T WE AT o3 10 T3 .07
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creativity; catars to Hliasing cases - 1
individual (student)
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control; etc.).

5. Taaching T E] 8 955 19 L

6) (25 (10) (1)
Hissing cases - 1
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of work; etc.).

(continued)
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TABLE 4.4. (continued;

Item Percent of Mean

D
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
3 2

7 M:adlmu: qmunc.nan./ u ) 36.0 13.0 7.0 4.10
subject compata (4 ) (a3 &)
NllIan cas
3. Observabla stu 18.8 18.8 4.0 7.9 3.88
haviours (ear (19) (19) (4) 8)
Missing ca
107 Co-curricular 3.8 0.7 24.8 11.9 8.3 3.4
involvement (school (24) (31) @5 1y (@
issing cases - 1
Lonal/communit:
ore izations; curriculum
developnant; atc.).
1T, school-relatec 20.8 45.5 15,8 7.9 9.5 359
behaviours (p:ampen-u (21 (16) (8)  (10)

)
Missing cases -

Tecords; co-operations
punctuality; etc.).

* Nupsev of respondents

About 83 percent of the respondents rated the process
criteria ‘organizational behaviours’, ‘presentation
behaviours’, and ‘comportment behaviours’, and the presage
criterion ‘academic qualifications/subject competency’ as
always/sometimes’ used. There was about equal emphasis on
‘always’ and ‘sometimes’ and the ratings for both were less
than 50 percent. These four criteria had means ranging from
4.02 to 4.24.

The presage criterion ‘personal qualities’ and the

process criteria ‘observable student behaviours’ and
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‘school-related behaviours’ were rated by about 2/3 of the
respondents as ‘always/sometimes’ used. The emphasis was
definitely on ‘sometimes’ as the ratings as ‘sometimes’
practised were 50 percent, 51 percent, and 46 percent,
respectively. The means for these three criteria ranged from
3.59 to 3.69.

Just over or under 1/2 of the respondents identified
the presage criteria ‘physical characteristics’ and
‘teaching experience’, the process criterion ‘co-curricular
involvement’, and the product criterion ‘students’ test
results’ as criteria used ‘always/sometimes’ (emphasis on
‘sometimes’). However, over 1/3 of the respondents indicated
that these criteria were practised ‘rarely/never’ (emphasis
on ‘rarely’). These four criteria had means ranging from
3.21 to 3.49.

In cross-tabulating the data for the entire population
with the independent variables (Appendix 10), there were
some differences observed.

The presage criterion ‘personal qualities’ was rated 62
percent as ‘always’ used and 23 percent as ‘sometimes’ used
by elementary school teachers.

Thirty-nine percent of elementary school teachers rated

the process criterion ‘observable student behaviours’ as
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valways’ practised and 54 percent as ‘sometimes’ practised.
\Co-curricular involvement’ was rated 54 percent as
‘always’ used and 75 percent as ‘always/sometimes’ used by

elementary teachers.

4.3.2 summary of present practices

The process criteria ‘organizational behaviours’,
‘comportment behaviours’, and ‘presentation behaviours’ and
the presage criterion ‘academic qualifications/subject
competency’ were identified by the respondents as criteria
used by their evaluators. The results for the other process
criteria ‘observable student behaviours’, ‘co-curricular
involvement’, and ‘school-related behaviours’ were
ambiguous. The same trend applied to the presage criteria
‘physical characteristivs’, ‘personal qualities’ and
‘teaching experience’ and to the product criterion
‘students’ test results’.

Elementary school teachers, however, indicated that the
process criteria ‘observable student. behaviours’ and ‘co-
curricular involvement’ and the presage criterion ‘personal

qualities’ were criteria used, as well, by their evaluators.

4.3.3 Preferred practices

Based on the data analysis for the criteria



(Table 4.5), certain trends were observed as to the

preferer of r .
5 . £ - 50 _to; ed_pract
Criteria for Teacher Svaluation by Encice
Bopulation (¥=102)

Item Peccent of - Nean

Don’t

Always Sometimes Raraly Nevar Know

1

1 Physical 15.8 38.6 24.8 15.8 5.0 .45
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2. Organizational 62.0 32.0 3.0 7.0 1.0 4.52
behaviours (clearly (62) (32) (3] ) o)
defined objective Missing cases - 2
well-davelopad legson
plans; etc.)

3. Students’ test 7.0 49.0 32.0 10.0° i 3.a9

results. () (49) (32) (10) )
HMissing cases - 2

K Personal qualitles 30.6 49.0 187 - 2.0 108
self-image; age/sex; (30) (48) (18) 2)
enthusiaom; Missing cases -
personality; etc.).

En 65.0 30.0 .0 T.T 458
behaviours (variety; (65) (30) (4) 3%)
creativity; catars to Missing cases - 2
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difference
control; etc.).

5= Teaching experienc 7.3 Ty b B 7% B P w1
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7 80.8 16.7 ER 1.0 a7
2) (23]

(respact ful to
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classroom control;
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standards of work; etc.)

(continuad)
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TABLE 4.5. (continued

Iem Percent of Mean
Don’t
Aluays Sometines Rarely Never Know
3 2 1
87 Academ 553 77.7 2.0 R T R N
q-uxu“car.x.unlllub)ecr. (10 (28) @ )
competency . Missing cases - 1
En Student 370 310 1.0 T3 1.0 8.2
behaviours (eager; 7 (51) 10 )y (i
rospactful towards Hissing cases - 2

teacher; desire
Learn; etc.).

10, Co-curzicular 55 7.9 T3 3.7 2,0 3.87
involvement (school (26) (46) (15) © (@
activities; Hissing cages - 4

professional/community
org urriculun
development; etc.)

TT. School-relaced ETn EPry 5T 0 2.0 4.1
beliavicues (prodpbadsa 1470 (42) (6) 2@
with reports, Misaing cases - 3

well-kept student
acords; co-operation;
Pancrualicy; te).

* Humber of respondents

The process criteria ‘organizational behaviours’,
‘comportment behaviours’, and ‘presentation behaviours’, and
the presage criterion ‘academic qualifications/subject
competency’ were given a preference rating of about 65
percent as ‘always’ and about 30 percent as ‘sometimes’. The
respondents rated the criterion ‘comportment behaviours’ 81
percer ¢ as ‘always’ preferred and only 16 percent as
‘sometimes’. These three criteria had means ranging from
4.52 to 4.76.

The process criteria ‘observable student behaviours’
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and ‘school-related behaviours’ and the presage criterion
‘personal qualities’ were rated 88 percent, 90 percent, and
80 percent, respectively, as criteria ‘always/sometimes’
preferred. ‘Observable student behaviours’ was rated 51
percent as ‘sometimes’. While the emphasis for ‘school-
related behaviours’ was on ‘always’ and the emphasis for
‘personal qualities’ was on ‘sometimes’, the ratings for
‘always’ and ‘sometimes’ for both of these criteria were
less than 50 percent. The means for these three criteria
ranged from 4.06 to 4.31.

‘Teaching experience’ from the presage criteria was
rated by almost 2/3 of respondents (62 percent) as preferred
‘always/sometimes’ (emphasis heavily on ‘sometimes’), but by
almost 1/3 (31 percent) as ‘rarely/never’ (emphasis on
‘rarely’). About 3/4 of respondents (73 percent) rated ‘co-
curricular involvement’ from the process criteria as
preferred ‘always/sometimes’ (emphasis heavily on
‘sometimes’), while 1/4 rated this criteria as
‘rarely/never’ preferred. The means for both criteria were
3.55 and 3.87, respectively.

Those respondents (about 55 percent) who preferred the
presage criterion ‘physical characteristics’ and the product

criterion ‘students’ test results’ as ‘always/sometimes’
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(emphasis on ‘sometimes’) were matched by 42 percent of
respondents who rated these criteria as ‘rarely/never’
preferred. Both of these criteria had means of 3.45 and
3.49, respectively.

When the data for the entire population were cross-
tabulated with the independent variables (Appendix 11), it
was observed that junior high teachers rated ‘perscnal
qualities’ 70 percent as ‘cometimes’ preferred and 10
percent as ‘always’. Elementary teachers gave this presage
criterion a preference rating of 54 percent as ‘always’.

In addition, junior high teachers rated the process
criterion ‘co-curricular involvement’ 55 percent as
‘always/sometimes’ preferred and 46 percent as
‘rarely/never’. In contrast, about 3/4 of high school and
elementary teachers gave this criterion a preference rating

as ‘always/sometimes’ and about 1/4 as ‘rarely/never’.

4.3.4 Summary of preferred practices

The respondents indicated that the process criteria
‘comportment behaviours’, ‘organizational behaviours’,
‘presentation behaviours’, ‘observahle student behaviours’,
and ‘school-related behaviours’ were desired practices. This
trend also applied to the presage criteria ‘academic

qualifications/subject competency’, and ‘personal
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qualities’. The results for the presage criteria ‘teaching
experience’ and ‘physical characteristics’ were ambiguous.
This same trend applied, as well, to the process criterion
‘co-curricular involvement’ and to the product criterion
‘students’ tests results’.

The use of the presage criterion ‘personal qualities’
was ambiguous for junior high school teachers rather than
desirable.

Both high school and elementary school teachers
identified the process criterion ‘co-curricular involvement’
as a desired practice.

4.4 Sources used to obtain information about a teacher’s
effectiveness

To evaluate any teacher against a pre-determined set of
criteria, an evaluator has to find ways to collect the
necessary data. The sources of data that core French
teachers were asked to rate represented 13 sources which,
according to the literature on teacher evaluation, have been

used at times to gather information on teachers.

4.4.1 Present practices
Based on the data received from core French teachers
(Table 4.6), the sources presently used by evaluators to

obtain information about a teacher’s effectiveness were



divided into

three groups.

BLE 4.6. e for_Present tices
Sources for Teacher fvaluation by Entire
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(continued)
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Iem Percent of soan
Don‘t
Always Sometimes Rarely Naver Know
3 3 1
T Student evaluation a1 1.6 T3 54,8 7.2 1,59
(a) (19) a4 sy (n
Missing cases - 5
T3~ Farent Input. 0 0.1 FE TR T ]
5] (10) as) (e (%)
Missing cases - 3
13- Tnvelvenent in 50 T Mo 270 3.0 T
co-curricular/ (12) oy @y en (9

system activities. Missing cases - 2

* Number of respondents

The sources in the first group had means ranging from
4.15 to 4.45. They included ‘classroom observation’,
‘written report (s) of classroom observation’, and ‘written
report at end of evaluation period’. As to
‘always/sometimes’ practised, ‘classroom observation’
received a rating of 87 percent and both types of ‘written
report’ were rated 79 percent. ‘Written report at end of
evaluation period’ was rated by 61 percent of the
respondents as ‘always’ practised, while ‘classroom
observation’ and ‘written report(s) of classroom
observation’ were rated by the respondents 65 percent and 53
percent, ‘respectively, as sources ‘always’ used.

In the second group were the sources ‘standard form
(checklist)’, ‘daily plan book/lesson plans’, ‘self-
evaluation’, and ‘involvement in co-curricular/system

activities’. The last three sources in this group were rated
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about 43 percent as used ‘always/sometimes’ (emphasis on
‘sometimes’) and about 50 percent as ‘rarely/never’. The use
of the source ‘standard form (checklist)’ was rated 56
percent as ‘always/sometimes’ (emphasis on ‘sometimes’), 22
percent as ‘rarely/never’, and 22 percent as ‘dc not know’.
These four sources had means ranging from 3.10 to 3.26.

The final group consisted of six sources whose means,
as to presently practised, ranged from 2.24 to 2.59. These
sources were as follows: ‘results of teacher-made tests’,
‘results of standardized tests’, ‘video-taped lessons’,
‘peer evaluation’, ‘student evaluation’, and ‘parent input’.
The first two sources were rated about 21 percent as
‘sometimes’ used and 52 percent as ‘rarely/never’. About 25

of ther indicated that they did not know

whether these two sources were used. ‘Video-taped lessons’,
‘peer evaluation’, ‘student evaluation’, and ‘parent input’
were not only rated as ‘rarely/never’ used by almost 3/4 of
the respondents, but these four sources were rated as
‘never’ used by about 60 percent of the respondents.

When the data for the entire population were cross-
tabulated with the independent variables (Appendix 12), it
was observed that elementary teachers rated ‘daily plan
book/lesson plans’ 39 percent as ‘always’ used and 77

percent as ‘always/sometimes’ practised. Junior high
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teachers rated this source as used 44 percent ‘rarely’ and

22 prrcent as ‘never’.

4.4.2 Summary of present practices

The sources ‘classroom observation’, ‘written report(s)
of classroom observation’, and ‘written report at end of
evaluation period’ were identified by the respondents as
having been used by their evaluators. The respondents
indicated that the sources ‘results of teacher-made tests’,
‘results of standardized tests’, ‘video~taped lessons’,
‘peer evaluation’, ‘student evaluation’, and ‘parent input’
were not used. The results for the sources ‘standard form
(checklist)’, ‘daily plan book/lesson plans’, ‘self-
evaluation’, and ‘involvement in co-curricular/system
activities’ were ambi‘uous.

Elementary school teachers, however, identified the
source ‘daily plan bock/lesson plans’ as having been used,

as well, by their evaluators.

4.4.3 Preferred practices
Using the results of the data for preferred practices

(Table 4.7), four trends were observed.
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TABLE 4.7. (continued

Item Peccent of Hean

pon -
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
4 2

TI. Student evaluation. Zx 32.9 35 194 6.1 3.38
(7 (42) () a9 (&)
Migsing cases -

37.8 ®35 s 4.1 198

T2 Parent Lnput:

(==) (37) 26 31 (%)
Missing cases - 4
L W T6.3 31,0 @3 18,3 2,0 1.83
co-curricular/ (16) (50) a4 (e (2

system activities. Hissing cases -

* Number of respondents
Four sources had means ranging from 4.23 to 4.52.
‘Written report(s) of classroom observation’, ‘self-
evaluation’, ‘classroom observation’, and ‘written report at
end of evaluation period’ received a preference rating of 90
percent or more as ‘always/sometimes’. While ‘self-
evaluation’ was rated 56 percent as ‘sometimes’ preferred,
‘classroom observation’, ‘written report(s) of classroom
observation’, and ‘written report at end of evaluation
period’ were rated 56 percent, 50 percent, and 65
percent,respectively, as preferred ‘always’ by respondents.
There were five sources, with means ranging from 7.40
to 3.63, which about 60 percent of respondents rated as
preferred ‘always/sometimes’. However, the emphasis was on
‘sometimes’ and about 1/3 of respondents rated their use as

‘rarely/never’. They included ‘standard form (checklist)’,
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‘results of teacher-made tests’, ‘daily plan book/lesson
plans’, ‘peer evaluation’, and ‘involvement in co-
curricular/system activities’.

‘Student evaluation’, with a mean of 3.26, was rated as
‘always/sometimes’ preferred by 1/2 of the respondents and
as ‘rarely/never’ preferred by 44 percent of the population.
The emphasis was certainly on ‘sonetimes’ and slightly on
‘rarely’.

Finally, three sources had means ranging from 2.92 to
2.98. ‘Results of standardized tests’, ‘video-taped
lessons’, and ‘parent input’ were rated by more than 1/2 of
the respondents (about 57 per'cent) as sources ‘rarely/never’
preferred and by about 30 percent as ‘always/sometimes’.

When the data for the cross-tabulations was examined
(Appendix 13), it was observed that high school teachers
gave ‘student evaluation’ 71 percent as a source
‘always/sometimes’ preferred (emphasis on ‘sometimes’).
Junior high teachers rated this source 18 percent as
‘always/sometimes’ preferred and 64 percent as
‘rarely/never’ (slight emphasis on ‘never’).

It was also observed that junior high teachers rated
‘duily plan book/lesson plans’ 40 percent as a source

‘always/sometimes’ preferred and 60 percent as
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‘rarely/never’. This same source was rated by 78 percent of
elementary teachers as ‘always/sometimes’ preferred and by
23 percent as ‘rarely/never’.

In addition, junior high teachers gave the source
‘involvement in co-curricular/system activities’ a
preference rating of 46 percent as ‘always/sometimes’ and 55

percent as ‘rarely/never’. In el y t

rated this source 73 percent as ‘always/sometimes’ preferred

and 17 percent as ‘rarely/never’.

4.4.4 summary of preferred practices

The sources ‘classroom observation’, ‘written report(s)
of classroom observation’, ‘written report at end of
evaluation period’, and ‘self-evaluation’ were identified by
the respondeuts as desired practices. ‘Self-evaluation’ was
a source that was not identified in determining practices
presently used. The respondents indicated that the sources
‘results of standardized tests’, ‘video-taped lessons’, and
‘parent input’ were not desired practices. The results for
the remaining sources (‘standard form (checklist)’, ‘results
of teacher-made tests’, ‘daily plan book/lesson plans’,
‘peer evaluation’, ‘student evaluation’, and ‘involvement in

co~-curricular/system activities’) were ambiguous.
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Junior high school teachers, however, identified
‘student evaluation’ as a source that was not desired.

Elementary teachers viewed ‘daily plan book/lesson
plans’ and ‘involvement in co-curricular/system activities’

as desired sources.

4.5 characteristics and objectives of the pre-conference

The pre-conference was characterized in the literature
review as an essential ingredient in the teacher evaluation
process, especially as a reasure in safe-guarding the
concept of due process.

The first two items in Component D of the questionnaire
were two ideal characteristics suggested in the literature
on teacher evaluation. The remaining items were suggested

ideal objectives of a pre-conference.

4.5.1 Present practices

The observations from the data received from
respondents were quite straight forward (Table 4.8). All of
the characteristics and objectives, except ‘to establish
rapport between teacher and evaluator’, had means ranging
from 3.03 to 3.39.

‘To establish rapport between teacher and evaluator’,

with a mean of 3.66, was rated as used ‘always/sometimes’
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(slight emphasis on ‘always’) by less that 2/3 (61 percent)
of the respondents and as ‘rarely/never’ by nearly 1/3 (31
percent) .
ABLE 4.8. Frequenc: esent Practicen
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Evaluation by Entire Population (N=102)
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cach classroom visit.  (18)*  (32) 26 2h (b
Hiseing cases - 1
775 take place in the ey 5.9 8.5 30,3 103 3.03
teacher's classroom or (12 29) as) 30 (10)
resource centra. Missing cases - 5
3. TG establish Fapport 350 70 .0 13,0 0.0 366
betueen teacher and (34) (27) as  an (8
evaluator. Missing cases - 2
7775 fecerve 7.0 3.0 o B0 1R 1
about class (an ( @y a9
composition. Missing cases - 2
5. To review information  18.0  35.0 26,0 20,0 Fo R Py
about the lesson or (18) 35) 20 (200 (%)
saries of lesdons to iaging casea - 2
be sbasrved (contant;
methodology; gual:
materials; eveluation
.16 classify and 347 6.5 23.8 P A e £ 4
astablish criteria o) (35) an ey M
Shat will be obassved Hieaing cases - 1
during the lesson or
series of lesson:
776 clarify stages of 700 77,0 T0 24.0 U
the evaluation cycle. (20) 27 2 (@
Hissing cases - 2
B T syreen peact i Al 180 IO .0 25,0 FUNE T
ona_(introduction (16) (31) a8y (28 (%)
ae avaluator to the  Missing cases - 2
recording

[hatranercs she. teediick
procedure; etc.).

« Humber of respondents



Just over 1/2 (about 52 percent) of core French
teachers rated the objectives ‘to receive information about
class composition’, ‘to review information about the lesson
...’, and ‘to clarify and establish criteria ...’ as
practised ‘always/sometimes’ (emphasis on ‘sometimes’).
However, 40 percent of the respondents rated these
objectives as ‘rarely/never’ used.

As to ‘always/sometimes’ and ‘rarely/never’ practised,
‘to take place before each classroom visit’ received a
rating of 50 percent and 47 percent, ' to clarify stages of
the evaluation cycle’, 47 percent and 45 percent, and ‘to
agree on practical questions’, 47 percent and 44 percent.
These ratings were all in the direction of
‘always/sometimes’ with emphasis on ‘sometimes’ and
‘rarely’.

Forty-two percent of the respondents rated the
characteristic ‘tc take place in the teacher’s classroom or
resource centre’ as practised ‘always/sometimes’ (emphasis
on ‘sometimes’) and 47 percent as used ‘rarely/never’
(emphasis on ‘never’).

Waen the data for the entire population were cross-
tabulated with the independent variables (Appendix 14), it

was observed that these trends were consistent across



sub-groups.

4.5.2 Summary o esent practices

All the results for the two characteristics and the six
objectives of the pre-conference were ambiguous. This
finding suggests that there are no definite practices

followed regularly for the pre-conference.

4.5.3 Preferred practices

From the data analysis (Table 4.9), a common trend for
preferred practices was observed.

Except for the characteristic ‘to take place in the
teacher’s classroom or resource centre’, all items had means
ranging from 4.43 to 4.64 and were rated 87 percent to 96
percent as ‘always/sometimes’ preferred. In fact, these
items received a preference rating between 60 percent and 71
percent as ‘always’.

Seventy-six percent of the respondents preferred that
the characteristic ‘to take place in the teacher’s classroom
or resource centre’ be practised ‘always/sometimes’ (fairly
even emphasis). The mean for this characteristic was 3.87.

When the data for the entire population was cross-
tabulated (Appendix 15), these trends were consistently

observed.
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4.5.4 Summary of preferred practices

The characteristic ‘to take place before each classroom
visit’ and the six objectives were identified by the
respondents as desired practices. This was certainly not the
case for present practices. The results for the
characteristic ‘to take place in the teacher’s classroom or
resource centre’ were ambiguous. This finding suggests that
teachers are more concerned about the content of the pre-

conference than where it takes place.

4.6 Characteristics and objectives of the post-conference

The post-conference was mentioned in the literature as
an essential ingredient in th2 teacher evaluation process,
especially in helping to enhance the concept of due process
and to improve instruction.

The characteristics (items 1 and 2) and the objectives
(items 3 through 9), which core French teachers were asked

to rate, were suggested as ideal practices.

4.6.1 Present practices

The results from the data received (Table 4.10)
indicated that the practices for the post-conference were
presently divided into four different groups by core French

teachers.
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In the first group were ‘to take place after each

classroom visit’,

lesson with the teacher’,

and

‘to share the evaluator’s perception of the

‘to record the teacher’s
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strengths and weaknesses’. All of these items were rated by
about 80 percent of the respondents as practised
‘always/sometimes’ (emphasis on ‘always’) and had means
ranging from 4.08 to 4.15.

The objectives ‘to receive the teacher’s perception of
the lesson’, ‘to clarify and establish job targets and
arrangement for follow-up with support services’, and ‘to
secure committment on the part of the teacher to change,
where deemed desirable and appropriate’ made up the second
group.

‘To receive the teacher’s perception of the lesson’ and
‘to secure committment on the part of the teacher to
change...’ had means of 3.54 and 3.48, respectively, and
were rated by less than 2/3 of the respondents (about 61
percent) as used ‘always/sometimes’ (emphasis on
‘sometimes’). However, more than 1/4 of the respondents
(about 28 percent) rated these objectives as ‘rarely/never’
practised. ‘To clarify and establish job targets and
arrangement for follow-up services’ was rated by respondents
52 percent as used ‘always/sometimes’ (emphasis on
‘sometimes’) and 34 percent as ‘rarely/never’ practised.
This objective had a mean of 3.23.

The third group consisted of ‘to take place in the

teacher’s classroom or resource centre’ and ‘to record the
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contribution of the teacher to the school generally and to
the system’. These items, with means of 3.21 and 3.19,
respectively, were rated about 47 percent as practised
‘always/sometimes’ (emphasis on ‘sometimes’) and 41 percent
as ‘rarely/never’ practised.

‘To review records of previous classroom observations’,
with a mean of 2.98, was the only objective in the final
group. The respondents gave this objective a rating of 37
percent as used ‘always/sometimes’ (emphasis on ‘sometimes’)
and 52 percent as ‘rarely/never’ practised.

Some differences in these trends were observed when the
data was cross-tabulated with the independent variables
(Apoendix 16).

High school teachers rated ‘to take place after each
classroom visit’ 23 percent as ‘always’ practised and 50
percent as ‘sometimes’. Forty-six percent of the elementary
teachers rated this characteristic as ‘always’ and as
‘sometimes’ practised.

The objective ‘to review records of previous classroom
observations’ was rated by 54 percent of the elementary
teachers as used ‘always/sometimes’ (all the emphasis on
‘sometimes’). The finding for the characteris:ic was lower

for the entire population.
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Fifty-four perc:nt of those respondents with greater
than 20 years of teaching experience rated the objective ‘to
share the evaluator’s perception of the lesson with the
teacher’ as ‘sometimes’ used and 29 percent as ‘always’.
This objective was rated 61 percent as ‘always’ practised
and 28 percent as ‘sometimes’ by those respondents with
fewer that 10 years of teaching experience. This finding
would suggest that, in general, evaluators discuss lessons

more with the less experienced teachers.

4.6.2 summary of present practices

The characteristic ‘to take place after each classroom
visit’ and the objectives ‘to share the evaluator’s
perception of the lesson with the teacher’ and ‘to record
the teacher’s strengths and weaknesses’ were identified by
the respondents as presently practised in the teacher
evaluation process. The objective ‘to review records of
previous classroom observations’ was viewed by the
respondents as not a present practice. The results for the
remaining items were ambiguous.

The objective ‘to share the evaluator’s perception of
the lesson with the teacher’ was ambiguous for those

respondents with greater than 20 years of teaching
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experinnce. The results for the objective ‘to review records
of previous classroom observations’ and for the
characteristic ‘to take place after each classroom visit’
were ambiguous, as well, for elementary and high school

teachers, respectively.

4.6.3 preferred practices

Based on the results of the data analysis (Table
4.11), all the characteristics and objectives were rated as
‘always/sometimes’ preferred and had means above 4.00.

‘To take place after each classroom visit/, ‘to share
the evaluator’s perception of the lesson with the teacher’,
‘to receive the teacher’s perception of the lesson’, and ‘to
record the teacher’s strengths and weaknesses’ were rated by
the respondents about 80 percent as ‘always’ preferred.
These items had means ranging from 4.78 to 4.84.

over 2/3 (69 percent) of the respondents indicated a
preference as ‘always’ practiced, compared to 27 percent as
‘sometimes’, for the objective ‘to secure committment on the
part of the teacher to change ...’. This objective had a
mean of 4.61.

‘To record the contribution of the teacher to the
school generally and to the system’ and ‘to clarify and

establish job targets ... ’ were given a preference rating



of 51 percent as ‘always’ and about 36 percent as

‘sometimes’.
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Forty-six percent of the respondents rated the items
‘to take place in the teacher’s classroom or resource
centre’ and ‘to review records of previous classroom
observation’ as ‘always’ preferred, while 40 percent and 34
percent, respectively, rated these items as ‘sometimes’.

When the data was cross-tabulated, it was observed that
junior high school teachers gave a preference rating o:f 89
percent as ‘always’ and 11 percent as ‘sometimes’ for the
objective ‘to clarify and establish job targets and
arrangement for follow-up with support services’. Central
high school teachers rated this objectiv. 32 percent as
‘always’ preferred and 42 percent as ‘sometimes’. These
differences may reflect differences in age and number of

years teaching experience between these two populations.

4.7.4 Summary of preferred practices
The respondents identified both of the characteristics

and all seven objectives as desired practices for the post-
conference.

The results for the objective ‘to clarify and establish
job targets and arrangement for follow-up with support
services’ were rated as ambiguous rather than desirable

practices by central high teachers.



4.7 Evaluators involved in the teacher evaluation process

Armed with a set of criteria to judge effective
taching and with sources to obtain the necessary
information about a teacher’s effectiveness, someone has to
take the responsibility to conduct the evaluation.

The eight evaluators, that core French teachers were
asked to rate, have been involved, according to the
literature on teacher evaluation, at one time or another in

the evaluation process.

4.7.1 Present practices

Based on the results of the data (Table 4.12), certain
trends were observed.

The ‘principal/vice-principal’ was rated by nearly 3/4
(72 percent) of the respondents as ‘always’ used and 20
percent as ‘sometimes’. This item had a mean of 4.58.

\Self-evaluation’ was rated 25 percent as ‘always’
practised and 28 percent as ‘sometimes’ used. However, 39
percent of the respondents or nearly 2/5 rated this item as
‘rarely/never’ used (emphasis on ‘never’). Forty four
percent of the respondents rated ‘French co-ordinator’ as
‘always/sometimes’ used and 50 percent as used
‘rarely/never’ (emphasis on ‘never’). The item ‘assistant

superintendent’ was rated by 46 percent of the respondents
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as ‘always/sometimes’ used and by 48 percent as
‘rarely/never’ (emphasis on ‘never’). ‘Self-evaluation’,
‘French co-ordinator’ and ‘assistant superintendent’ had

means of 3.39, 3.21, and 3.28, respectively.
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The remaining four items, with means ranging from 2.13
to 2.60, received a rating by more than 50 percent of the
respondents as ‘never’ used. ‘French department head’ and
‘students’ received a rating of about 55 percent and ‘peer’
and ‘parents’ about 73 jercent as items ‘never’ used.

When the data were cross-tabulated with the independent
variables (Appendix 18), it was observed that those
respondents with greater than 20 years of teaching
experience identified ‘assistant superintendent’ as used 0
percent ‘always’, 37 percent ‘sometimes’, and 59 percent
‘rarely/never’ (emphasis on ‘never’). Those respondents with
fewer than 10 years of teaching rated this item 38 percent
as ‘always’ used and 17 percent as ‘sometimes’. This finding
would suggest that there is a tendency for those who have
been teaching for a longer period of time to be evaluated by
different evaluators from those who are newer to the

profession.

4.7.2 Summary of present practices

The respondents identified ‘the principal/vice-
principal’ as the evaluator presently used. The results for
the items ‘assistant superintendent’, ‘French co-ordinator’,
and ‘self-evaluation’ were ambiguous. The remaining items

were indicated by the respondents as not practised.
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The evaluator ‘assistant superintendent’ was identified

by those respondents with greater than 20 years of teaching

experience as not used.

4.7.3 Preferred practices

Based on the results of the data analysis (Table 4.13),

certain trends were observed as to whom core French teachers

would prefer as their evaluators.
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\The principal/vice-principal’, ‘self-evaluation’, and
‘French co-ordinator’ were the three items with means above
4.00. About 58 percent of the respondents rated ‘the
principal/vice-principal’ ard ‘self-evaluation’ as ‘always’
preferred, and about 34 percent as ‘sometimes’ preferred.
The means for these two items were 4.53 and 4.41,
respectively. ‘French co-ordinator’, with a mean of 4.21,
received a preference rating of 47 peicent as ‘always’ and
36 percent as ‘sometimes’.

‘French department head’, with a mean of 3.57, was
rated by 67 percent as preferred ‘always/sometimes’
(emphasis on ‘sometimes’) compared to 21 percent as
‘rarely/never’.

About 54 percent of the respondents gave ‘assistant
superintendent’ and ‘students’ a preference rating as
‘always/sometimes’ (emphasis on ‘sometimes’). ‘Assistant
superintendent’ was rated by 40 percent as ‘rarely/never’
preferred and ‘students’ by 45 percent as ‘rarely/never’.
The means for these two items were 3.53 and 3.30,
respectively.

‘Peer’, with a mean of 3.11, was rated by 47 percent of
the respondents as preferred ‘always/sometimes’ (emphasis on

‘sometimes’) and 45 percent as ‘rarely/never’ (emphasis on



‘never’).

The only item to receive a rating of more than 50
percent as ‘rarely/never’ preferred and a mean of less than
3.00 was ‘parents’. ‘Parents’ received a preference rating
of 42 perc;nt as ‘never’, 23 percent as ‘rarely’, and 29
percent as ‘always/sometimes’ (emphasis on ‘sometimes’). The
mean for ‘parents’ was 2.75.

When the data for the entire population were cross-
tabulated with the independent variables (Appendix 19), it
was observed that the item ‘assistant superintendent’ was
rated by those respondents with fewer than 10 years of
teaching experience 78 percent as ‘always/sometimes’
preferred and 20 percent as ‘rarely/never’. Reversely, those
respondents with greater that 20 years of teaching
experience rated this item 26 percent as ‘always/sometimes’

preferred and 70 percent as ‘rarely/never’.

4.7.4 Summary of preferre actices

The respondents identified the items ‘the
principal/vice-principal’, ‘French co-ordinator’, and ‘self-
evaluation’ as desired practices. The item ‘parents’ was
viewed by the respondents as a practice that was not
desired. The results for the remaining items (‘assistant

superintendent’, ‘French department head’, ‘peer’, and
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‘students’) were ambiguous.
Those respondents with greater than 20 years of
teaching ei:perience identified the use of the ‘assistant

superintendent’ as a practice that was not desired.

4.8 Characteristics of the evaluator(s)

According to the literature, proper training of
evaluators is an important link in the teacher evaluation
process.

Core French teachers were asked to rate eleven
characteristics. Except for the characteristic that
evaluators ‘cut corners to save time’ (item 3), the
remaining characteristics were suggested in the literature
on teacher evaluation as those required by an effective

evaluator.

4.8.1 Present practices

Table 4.14 represents the results of the data received
from core French teachers. They indicated that the eleven
characteristics were divided into four different groups.

In group one was that evaluators ‘maintain teacher
confidentiality’. This characteristic had a mean of 4.26 and
62 percent of respondents rated it as ‘always’ present.
Twenty-four percent of the respondents gave this item a

rating as ‘sometimes’ practised.
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The second group consisted of five items which were
rated by more than 50 percent of the respondents as
‘always/sometimes’ practised and had means ranging from 3.59
to 3.89. About 3/4 of the respondents rated evaluators
‘demonstrate a desire to work with the teacher to solve a
problem’, ‘are knowledgzable on what constitutes effective
teaching’, and ‘are good facilitators of communication’ as
present ‘always/sometimes’ (emphasis on ‘sometimes’). About
1/4 of the population rated these three characteristics as
practised ‘rarely/never’ (emphasis on ‘rarely’). These three

characteristics had means of 3.88, 3.83, and 3.89,



respectively. It was noted that evaluators ‘are
knowledgeable on what constitutes effective teaching’ was
rated by 52 percent as ‘sometimes’ present.

Evaluators ‘are consistent in applying evaluation rules
and regulations’ was rated by 67 percent as practised
‘always/sometimes’ (emphasis on ‘sometimes’) and 18 percent
as ‘rarely/never’ practised. Nearly 60 percent of the
respondents rated evaluators ‘encourage ‘*he teacher to
experiment in the classroom’ as ‘always/sometimes’ practised
and 36 percent as ‘rarely/never’ practised. Both of these
characteristics had a mean of 3.59.

The third group consisted of evaluat)rs ‘teach part of
the day ...’ and ‘spend a reasonable amount of time in a
teacher’s class’. These two characteristics had means of
3.32 and 3.35, respectively. About 1/2 (51 percent) of the
respondents rated evaluators ‘teach part of the day ...’ as
present ‘rarely/never’ (emphasis on ‘never’) and 47 percent
as ‘always/sometimes’ (emphasis on ‘sometimes’). Forty-eight
percent of respondeznts rated evaluators ‘spend a reasonable
amount of time in a teacher’s class’ as ‘always/sometimes’
the case and 45 percent as ‘rarely/never’.

The characteristics in the final group had means

ranging from 2.69 to 2.92. Evaluators ‘cut corners to save



time’ was rated by 45 percent of the respondents as
‘rarely/never’ practised and by 38 percent as
‘always/sometimes’. Seventeen percent of the respondents
rated this characteristic as ‘do not know’. Evaluators ‘rely
on the feedback of others ...’ received a rating of 41
percent as ‘rarely/never’ the case and 36 percent as
practised ‘always/sometimes’. Twenty-three percent of the
respondents rated this characteristic as ‘do not know’.
sixty-five percent of the respondents rated evaluators

‘model a new idea or technique ...’ as present

‘rarely/never’ (emphasis on ‘never’) and 23 percent as
‘always/sometimes’.

When the data for the entire population were cross-
tabulated with the independent variables (Appendix 20),

these trends were consistently observed.

4.8.2 Summary of present practices

The respondents identified evaluators ‘maintain teacher
confidentiality’ as a characteristic presently practised.
Evaluators ‘rely on the feedback of others ...’, ‘cut
corners to save time’, and ‘model a new idea or technique
+..’ were indicatad as characteristics not presently
practised. The results of the remaining seven

characteristics were ambiguous
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8.3 Preferred practices

The results of the data for the entire population
(Table 4.15) indicated that every characteristic, except
evaluacors ‘cut corners to save time’, received a rating as
‘always’ preferred from mecre than 1/2 of the population. In
addition, these characteristics had means above 4.00.
However, there were differences in the ratings as to
‘always’ preferred.

Five of the characteristics were rated 86 percent or
higher as ‘always’ preferred, with means ranging from 4.77
to 4.91. They included evaluators ‘maintain teacher
confidentiality’, ‘demonstrate a desire to work with the
teacher to solve a problem’, ‘are knowledgeable on what
constitutes effective teaching’, ‘are good facilitators of
communication’, and ‘are consistent in applying evaluation
rules and regulations’.

Evaluators ‘encourage the teacher to experiment in the
classroom’ and ‘spend a reasonable amount of time in a
teacher’s class’ were rated by about 73 percent of the
respondents 3s ‘always’ preferred ~nd about 22 percent as
‘sometimes’ preferred. The means for these two

characteristics were 4.68 and 4.69, respectively.



«e.94

Three characteristics were rated 50 parcent to 60

percent as ‘always’ preferred and 31 ercent to 41 percent

as ‘sometimes’.
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The means for these three characteristics were 4.57, 4.40,
and 4.37, respectively.

Evaluators ‘cut corners to save time’ was rated by 69
percent of the respondents as preferred ‘rarely/never’
(emphasis on ‘never’) and 23 perceut as ‘always/sometimes’
(emphasis on ‘sometimes’). The mean for this characteristic
was 2.68.

Based on the cross-tabulations of the data for the
entire population with the independent variables (Appendix
21), it was observed that those respondents with greater
than 20 years of teaching experience preferred evaluators

‘rely on the feedback of others ...’ 36 percent as ‘always’
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and 46 percent as ‘sometimes’. Those respondents with fewer
than 10 and fewer than 20 years of teaching experience rated
this characteristic 67 percent as ‘always’ preferred and
about 25 percent as ‘sometimes’. This finding suggests that
older teachers are less often open to the use of feedback

from sources other than the evaluator(s).

4.8.4 summary of preferred practices

All of the characteristics, except evaluators ‘cut
corners to save time’, werz identified by the respondents as
desired practices for their evaluators. Evaluators ‘cut
corners to save time’ was a characteristic not desired.

The results for evaluators ‘rely on the feedbaii of
others ...’ were ambiguous for those respondents with

greater than 20 years of teaching experience.

4.9 Organizational context of teacher evaluation

As stakeholders in the teacher evaluation process,
school boards have played an immense role. Core French
teachers were asked to rate if teachers were informed in
advance of all the steps in the evaluation process and if
evaluation procedures were co-operatively designed by both
teachers and administrators. In addition, the questionnaire
inquired as to whether or not teacher evaluation was placed

as a high priority and resources were made available for



teacher development.

4.9.1 Present practices

Based on the data analysis for the entire population

(Table 4.16), there was only one item that received 50

percent or more as ‘always’ practised and had a mean above
4.00. ‘Teachers are informed in advance of all stepz in the
evaluition process’ was rated as ‘always’ practised by just
over 1/2 (54 percent) of the respondents and as ‘sometimes’

by just over 1/4 (27 percent) of the population. The mean

for this item as 4.19.
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\Teacher evaluation is placed as a high priority’ and
‘available resources ave made for teacher development’ were
ruted by about 60 percent of the respondents as practised
‘always/sometimes’ (emphasis on ‘sometimes’). The former
item received a rating of 29 percent and the latter, 40
percent, as practised ‘rarely/never’ (emphasis on ‘rarely’).
The means for these two items were 3.42 and 3.64,
respectively.

Core French teachers gave ‘evaluation procedures are
co-operatively designed by both teachers and administrators’
a rating of 48 percent as practised ‘rarely/never’ (emphasis
on ‘rarely’) and 30 percent as ‘always/sometimes’ practised.
This item was rated ‘do not know’ by almost 1/4 (22 percent)
of the respondents and had a mean of 2.85.

When the data were cross-tabulated with the independent
variables (Appendix 22), it was observed that high school
teachers rated ‘evaluation procedures are co-operatively
designed by both teachers and administrators’ 55 percent as
practised ‘always/sometimes’ (emphasis on ‘always’) and 40
percent as ‘rarely/never’ (emphasis on ‘never’). This rating
for ‘always/sometimes’ was generally much higher than the
remainder of the population. This finding would suggest
that, at present, high school teachers have more input into

their evaluation process than do teachers at any other
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4.9.2 summary of present practices

The respondents identified ‘teachers are informed in
advance of all steps in the evaluation process’ as an item
that was presently practised. ‘Evaluation procedures are co-
operatively designed by both teachers and administrators’
was indicated by the respondents as an item that was not
practised. The results of the remaining two items (‘teacher
evaluation is placed as a high priority’ and ‘available
resources are made for teacher development’) were ambiguous.

The results for ‘evaluation procedures are co-
operatively designed by both teachers and administrators’
were ambiguous for high school teachers rather than not
practised as was the case for the results for the general

populatien.

4.9.3 Preferred practices
The results of the data analysis (Table 4.17) indicated
that all four items were rated as ‘always’ preferred by more
than 1/2 of the respondents and had means above 4.00.
‘Teachers are informed in advance of all steps in the
evaluation process’ was rated by 96 percent of the
respondents as ‘always’ preferred. The mean for this item

was 4.96.
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The respondents gave ‘resources are made available for

teacher development’ a preference rating of 80 percent as

‘always’ and 20 percent as ‘sometimes’. This item had a mean

of 4.80.

Seventy-nine percent of the respondents rated

‘evaluation procedures are co-operatively designed by both

teachers and administrators’ as ‘always’ preferred, compared

to 16 percent as ‘sometimes’.

4.70.

The mean

for this item was

‘Teacher evaluation is placed as a high priority’ was

rated by 56 percent of the respondents as ‘always’

preferred
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and 37 percent as ‘sometimes’. This item had a mean of 4.45.
When the data for the entire population were cross—
tabulated with the independent variables (Appendix 23),

there were no differences observed in these trends.

4.9.4 summary of preferred practices
All four of the items were identified by the
respondents as desired practices in the organizational

context of teacher evaluation.

4.10 Conclusion

The results of the data for each component have now
been presented and analyzed. The presentation and analysis
included the results for the entire population and for the
independent variables of gender, years of teaching
experience, type of school, and community population. This
procedure applied to both present and preferred practices.

The respondents, 102 core French teachers, rated a
total of 68 items which were divided among eight major
components of the teacher evaluation process. These items
were generally suggested in the literature on teacher
evaluation as ideal practices. Each item was rated according
to the way the respondents viewed it as presently practised
and how they would like to see it practised.

Table 4.18 represents the thirteen items which had



means of 4.00 or above. These
respondents as presently pract.
process. It was noted that two
characteristics and objectives
items which were identified by
practised. The results for the

ambiguous (40 items with means
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items were identified by the
ised in the teacher evaluation
components, purposes and
of the pre-conference, had no
the respondents as presently
remaining items were either

ranging from 3.00 to 3.99) or

were identified as not practised (15 items with means below

3.00).
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Table 4.19 represents the 46 items which had means of
4.00 or above. These items were identified by the
respondents as desired practices in the teacher evaluation

process. They included all of the 13 items from Table 4.19.

TABLE 4,19, Sumnary of Preferred Practices for Itemg
Means 0ot abov.
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The results for the remaining items were either ambiguous
(17 items with means ranging from 3.00 to 3.99) or were
identified by the respondents as practices that were not
desirved (5 items with means ranging from 2.50 to 2.99).

When the data was cross-tabulated with the independent
variables, no discussable differences were found for the
variables gender and community population. However, some
differences were found associated with the variables type of
school and years of teaching experience.

Elementary school teachers indicated that the presage
criterion ‘personal qualities’, the process criteria
‘observable student behaviours’ and ‘co-curricular
involvement’, and the source of data ‘daily plan book/lesson
plans’ were items presently practised, as well as the ones
identified in common with the general population. In
addition, elementary school teachers added the summative
purpose ‘to make administrative decisions of tenure or
dismissal', the process criterion ‘co-curricular
involvement’, and the sources of data ‘daily plan
book/lesson plans’ and ‘involvement in co~curricular/system
activities’ to the list of desired practices.

Junior high school teachers gave less importance to the
presage criterion ‘personal qualities’ as a desired

practice, compared to the general population.
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High school teachers indicated that the characteristic
of the post-conference ‘to take place after each classroom
visit’ was ambiguous, as to presently practised, suggesting
that this follow-up characteristic currently occurs less
often for this group of teachers. In addition, high school
teachers, like their elementary counterparts, added the
process criterion ‘co-curricular involvement’ to the list of
desired practices.

Central high school teachers showed least desire for a
post-conference ‘to clarify and establish job targets and
arrangement for follow-up with support services’.

For those respondents with greater than 20 years of
teaching experience, the results for the objective of the
post-conference ‘to share ti.2 evaluator’s perception of the
lesson with the teacher’ were ambiguous as presently
practised, compared to the general population who identified
this objective as a present practice. In addition, the
results for the characteristic that evaluators ‘rely on the
feedback of others ...’ were ambiguous, as a desired
practice, for this particular group of teachers, compared to
the general population who identified this characteristic as
a d.sired practice,

Although the questionnaire did not specifically address

the issue of an evaluator’s ability to understand the French



language as one of the requirements of an effective
evaluator, the lack of this ability in present practices was
somewhat evident when the results for ‘French co-ordinator’,
as an evaluator, were ambiguous. It was also a major concern
emanating from the comments that many of the respondents
wrote at the end of the questionnaire. The importance on the
part of the respondents for their evaluator(s) to possess
some understanding of the French language was equally
evident when the ‘French co-ordinator’ was identified as a
desired evaluator, along with ‘the principal/vice-principal’
and ‘self-evaluation’.

The next appropriate step will be to discuss these
results by examining any patterns, similarities, and

diff, bet the and preferred practices as

identified by core French teachers with what the literature
suggested. It is hoped, therefore, that this final step will

lead to r ions and ions for improvement,

where deemed desirable and appropriate. This will be the

focus of Chapter Five.



Chapter Five

5.1 Introduction

The purpose of having distributed the questionnaire to
core French teachers was not simply to discover their
opinions as to how the process of teacher evaluation was
presently practised. Neither was it just a question of
finding out how they would like to see the process
practised. Equally important was the issue of using the
results of the questionnaire, if possible, to evaluate the
present teacher evaluation practices and to improve the
teacher evaluation process, thus making it more effective

for core French teachers.

Therefore, before any r tions and ions
can be made, the results of the questionnaire need to be
placed in perspective. To accomplish this task, the present
and preferred practices identified by core French teachers
will be examined in light of the ideal practices suggested
in the literature review on teacher evaluation. This
analysis will form the basis of any recommendations and
suggestions.

5.2 Present and prefe ctices in teacher evaluatio:
for core French te: ers

The research, as to the purposes of teacher evaluation,
has suggested that there is a tendency by school boards to

place greater emphasis on the summative aspect (Duke and



«..109

Stiggins, 1986). It has also been suggested in the
literature that teachers tend to assume that the primary
purpose of teacher evaluation is summative in nature (Lawton
et al., 1986; Burger, 1987). However, core French teachers
in Newfoundland and Labrador, through their ratings of the
four purposes in the questionnaire, suggested that the
emphasis in present practices was fairly even as to
summative and formative.

The literature on teacher evaluation has indicated, as
well, that misunderstanding as to the nature of the purposes
for teacher evaluation is the result of ill-defined purposes
(Wentzell, 1991). This trend appears to be evident from the
low ratings that'core French teachers gave the four purposes
as presently practised. This was not the case for preferred
practices. The respondents clearly indicated that they
preferred the formative purposes of improving instruction by
promoting the professional development of teachers and of
focusing on student learning over the summative purposes of
making administrative decisionc of tenure or dismissal and
of allowing for teacher and school board accountability.

A trend in the research has revealed that teacher
evaluation means nothing unless teachers can say at the end

of the process that the focus was on student learning and
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the attainment of the goals and objectives of the school

and school system (Davis, 1989; Hickman, 1992). From the
present ratings that core French teachers gave the purpose
to focus on student learning, it would appear that this
purpose has been somewhat neglected in the teacher
evaluation process. The preferred ratings given this purpose
by the respondents suggested that core French teachers
recognized that this was a void that should be filled.
Although it would appear that the respondents have not been
sufficiently sold on the importance of focusing teacher
evaluation on student learning and attaining school goals,
the ratings from the questionnaire seemed to suggest that it
would not take much effort to convince core French teachers
of its importance to the success of the overall teacher
evaluation process.

As to the criteria to be used for judging a teacher’s
effectiveness, the literature has proposed that everyone
involved in the teacher evaluation process must possess a
basic knowledge of the factors that characterize effective
teaching and an expertise in identifying them. As well, this
knowledge must not only be shared by both the evaluators and
the teachers, but must be accepted as valid (Babiuk, 1988).
From the ratings that core French teachers gave the eleven

criteria in the questionnaire as present and preferred
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practices, there appears to be a reasonable degree of
expertise and belief in what constitutes the characteristics
necessary for effective teaching. The four criteria
(organizational behaviours, presentation behaviours,
comportment behaviours, and academic qualification/subject
competency), that were rated very highly as presently
practised, were rated very highly, as well, as preferred
practices. However, these four criteria were rated even
higher as preferred criteria. In addition, other criteria,
such as observable student behaviours and school-related
behaviours, were rated by the respondents as preferred more
than they were presently practised. Therefore, further work
is required between core French teachers and their
evaluators in sharing the knowledge of which criteria
constitute effective teaching.

A trend in the literature, as to the sources used to
judge a teacher’s effectiveness, is that any one source of
data alone is not sufficient to judge the effectiveness of a
teacher (Duke and Stiggins, 1986). The three sources of
data, (classroom observation, written report(s) of classroom
observation, and written report at the end of the evaluation
period), which core French teachers indicated were dominant
in present practices, are in fact just a duplication of the

same source. The assumption, of course, is that the written
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report at the end of the evaluation period is based on
classroom observation. To complicate the problem, the
respondents suggested that their evaluators generally did
not spend enough time in the teacher’s classroom. This is
not a different trend. It is generally agreed among current
researchers that classroom observations are too few to
obtain reliable data on the teachers’ routine instructional
behaviour.

As to the sources that core French teachers preferred
to see practised, they basically chose these same three
sources. However, the respondents did place another source
at the top of the list. Core French teachers, unlike their
evaluators, recognized, to a greater degree, the importance
of self-evaluation as a source of data in the teacher

evaluation process. The research has shown that when self-

are incor into classroom observation
reports, teachers become more willing to engage in follow-up
growth activities (Koehler, 1990).

The literature has suggested that the use of the
results of standardized tests and the use of video-taped
lessons, as sources of data, are considered to be unsuitable
practices. Standardized tests are too imprecise to serve as
valid performance criteria and there are too many factors

that are beyond the control of the teacher which influence



Py &)

student performance on these tests (Duke and Stiggins,

1986) . Video-taping lessons is not encouraged because time
retrieval prevents immediate feedback (Freer, 1987).
Therefore, it is a positive step for the teacher evaluation
process in this province that these two sources were rated
in the questionnaire as neither widely practised nor desired
by core French teachers.

Although the use of the standard form (checklist) was
not widely practised or preferred as a source of data, the
finding that over 1/2 of the respondents indicated that this
source was always or sometimes practised and preferred is an
issue that should be resolved. The literature on teacher
evaluation has suggested that the use of data collection by
means of checklists is on the way out (Blake and De Mont,
1990) . The teacher characteristics, such as knowledge of
subject matter, effectiveness in disciplining, and quality
of lesson plans, which checklists frequently gauge, are
often not highly correlated with effective teaching (Stake,
1989) .

Another concern coming out of the results of the
questionnaire is the lack of use of sources, such as peer
assessments, results of teacher-made tests, student
assessments, parent input and daily plan book/lesson plans,

for present practices. The research has identified many
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benefits of their use in the teacher evaluation process.
Tests, quizzes, assignments and lesson plans reflect the
extent to which teachers have clarified their expectations

of and linked to instruction (Duke and

Stiggins, 1986; Freiberg, 1987). Student evaluation of
teachers is a viable data source because teachers are
especially concerned with student views of their teaching
and students are good reporters of many classroom conditions
(Peterson, 1990). Parent evaluation can indicate whether or
not the teacher has provided parents with the information
needed to understand the class and has created an
opportunity to learn (Peterson, 1990). Peer evaluation is
not only a means for teachers to communicate professional
knowledge, but also a way to give credibility and
reassurance to colleagues (Peterson, 1990). Although core
French teachers recognized, to some degree, the benefits
derived from the use of these sources, especially peer
evaluation, in their preferred choices, it would appear that
these sources of information for teacher evaluation should
be explored more by both teachers and evaluators.

The literature on teacher evaluation has shown that a

dized sy ic of steps is a common trait
of almost all teacher evaluation models. The planning

conference and the post-teaching conference represent two of
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these steps. The characteristics and objectives of the pre-
and post-conferences, which core French teachers were asked
to rate in the questionnaire, are, in fact, not only ideal
practices, but are recommended guidelines (Freer, 1987;
Wareing, 1990; Hickman, 1992). The respondents, in
identifying which characteristics and objectives they would
prefer to see practised, generally supported these
guidelines.

Although the post-conference, as to present practices,
fared slightly better than the pre-conference, the results
of the questionnaire demonstrated that the time has arrived
for evaluators to rethink about the purposes and, as a
consequence, the characteristics for appropriate pre- and
post-conference sessions. In some cases, it would also
appear that teachers need further education in the
importance of these aspects of teacher evaluation.

According to the literature, the principal has
traditionally fulfilled the role of evaluating teachers
based on classroom observation (Ondrack and Oliver, 1986).
This tradition was certainly evident from the responses of
core French teachers when they rated the evaluators
presently involved in the teacher evaluation process.
However, there are indications in the research on teacher

evaluation that this method has been subject to bias on some
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occasions. In addition, this method represents only a small
portion of the teacher’s total behaviour in the school
environment (Ondrack and Oliver, 1986).

The literature on teacher evaluation suggests
alternatives to this traditional role, such as teacher self-
evaluation, multiple appraisers (a combination of the
principal, department head and assistant superintendent),
evaluation by outside experts, peer evaluation, appraisal by
students, and parent input. The respondents to the
questionnaire were thinking along the same lines when they
showed a preference for the principal/vice-principal, French
co-ordinator, and teacher self-evaluation as evaluators,
Although there was an increase in their preference, over
what was presently practised, for the French department
head, another teacher, students, and parents to serve in the
role of evaluators, the reluctance on the part of some core
French teachers to accept these alternatives appears to be
still quite strong. Further learning and encouragement is
needed, not only on the part of core French teachers, but
even more so for teacher evaluation policy makers to explore
these additional alternatives.

As to the proper training of the evaluators, the
research on teacher evaluation has stressed that evaluators

need to be credible, persuasive, trusting, and trustworthy,
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must develop a proven track record, and have to be willing
to model a new idea (Duke and Stiggins, 1986). In addition,
the evaluators have to be trained in instructional analysis
(Wareing, 1990) and be good facilitators of communication
(Hickman, 1992).

The research, however, has also suggested that the lack
of proper supervisory training is quite commonplace in
teacher evaluation (Ritchie, 1990; Everton, 1989; Cressman,
1987). This trend was evident from the ratings core French
teachers gave the characteristics of their evaluators. The
findings of the questionnaire left little doubt as to the
perceived lack of training on the part of the evaluators who
are presently overseeing the evaluation of core French
teachers. The results also demonstrated that these
characteristics are the same ones that core French teachers
in this province would like for their evaluators to possess.
Therefore, it would appear that work needs to be done to
insure that evaluators possess the desired characteristics
and to encourage core French teachers in accepting that
every effort is being made to include these characteristics
in the training of evaluators.

As to s being i in of all the

steps in the evaluation process, the research clearly

suggests that this is one of the aspects which is essential



«..118

and critical to providing due process (Macy, 1988). Present
practice for core French teachers indicates that this aspect
of due process is being somewhat adhered to, but not to the
extent core French teachers would like to see it practised.
Evaluators in the province may need to be sensitized to the
importance of this aspect of the evaluation process.
Research has consistently advocated that teachers, as
professionals, should take primary responsibility for their
own professional development (Parkinson, 1991). "All too
often, teacher evaluation is something that is done to

teachers, rather than a process that is done with teachers"

(Ripley and Hart, 1989, p. 14). When the respondents rated
to what extent evaluation procedures were co-operatively
designed by both teachers and administrators, they
identified that co-operation occurred very seldom or that
they did not know. However, that procedures be co-
operatively designed was a concept that core French teachers
recognized should exist.

School boards who do not regard teacher evaluation as a
high priority, according to the literature, are in fact
encouraging evaluators to take shortcuts which in turn will
drive teachers to not take the evaluation process seriocusly
(Duke and Stiggins, 1986). Core French teachers who

responded to the questionnaire indicated that teacher
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evaluatlon was given some degree of priority. Nevertheless,
the respondents suggested that they would prefer to see
greater emphasis on teacher evaluation.

The research on teacher evaluation has suggested, as
well, that school boards must make resources available for
development if teacher evaluation is expected to contribute
to teacher growth (Duke and Stiggins, 1986; Freer, 1987;
Burger and Bumbarger, 1991; Cousins, 1990). Present practice
for core French teachers in this province appeared to
suggest that some effort is being made to provide the
necessary resources for teacher development. However, core
French teachers would prefer an increase in the availability
of such resources. It may be that the availability of
resources needs to be stressed more in discussions with
teachers.

The only reference in the literature on teacher
evaluation where differences are encouraged is in relation
to the criteria used to judge a teacher’s effectiveness. No
one set of criteria that adequately suits all teaching
situations can be established since effective teaching
behaviours vary for different grades, levels, subject areas,
types of students, and instructional goals (Hunter, 1987;
Thorson, Miller, and Bellon, 1987). Based on the results of

the questionnaire, there appeared to be a reasonable amount
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of consistency in both the present and the preferred
practices for core French teachers.

However, the results do suggest that the evaluation
process at the present time seems to be perceived more
positively by elementary core French teachers than by those
teachers at the junior high school level or those teachers
with greater than 20 years of experience. Several reasons
may be advanced for these differences. The latter groups may
be less familiar with the evaluation process and less sure
of its necessity. In addition, current practices may respond
less to the needs of these two groups.

The analysis of the data by the independent variables
also suggests some anomalies in the present evaluation
practices for core French teachers in the province.
Evaluators appeared to be using the presage criterion
‘personal qualities’ and the process criteria ‘observable
student behaviours’ and ‘co-curricular involvement’ in their
evaluation of elementary school teachers, but not in their
evaluation of core French teachers at other grade levels. A
post-conference after each classroom visit occurred less
frequently for high school core French teachers than for
other teachers. The evaluator’s perception of the teacher’s
lesson was shared less with those teachers with greater than

20 years of experience, but more with inexperienced
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teachers.

In addition, there were some anomalies in the preferred
evaluation practices. Unlike teachers at other levels, both
elementary and high school teachers appeared to desire the
process criterion ‘co-curricular involvement’ in judging a
teacher’s effectiveness. Core French teachers at the
elementary level seemed to be the only group to show a
preference for the summative purpose ‘to make administrative
decisions of tenure or dismissal’ and the sources of data
‘daily plan book/lesson plans’ and ‘involvement in co-

curricular/system activities’.

5.3 ions and ion:

As a result of the foregoing discussion, the rollowing
recommendations and suggestions are proposed for the
improvement of the evaluation process for core French
teachers in the province of Newfoundland and Labrador:

1. School boards should establish i1 their evaluation
policies, if they already have not done so, that the primary
purpose is to improve instruction by promoting the
professional development of teachers in order that the
learning environment of students may improve. However, the
development of this policy should not be done unilaterally,

but through co-operation with teachers so that a consensus
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can be reached. This can be accomplished through in-service
or through a committee-type structure which should ensure
that core French teachers and evaluators are in complete
agreement on the purposes of evaluation.

2. Whatever the purposes are, school boards should make
certain that all core French teachers are quite clear as to
the purposes of teacher evaluation. A written statement to
core French teachers via a memo or a French department
meeting is probably appropriate to ensure that all core
French teachers are aware of the school board policy.
However, more personal contact, through discussion, would
also be desirable.

3. Greater co-operation between core fFrench teachers and
evaluators is required in identifying the factors that
characterize effective teaching so that there is consensus
on the validity of these characteristics. A committee-type
structure, with representation from both sides, is
recommended to draw up a list of suitable characteristics.
However, the committee should be so structured as to b~ able
to accept input from everyone involved.

4. The frequency of classroom observations should be
increased. Two to three hours for each evaluation cycle is
recommended.

5. Evaluators should use a variety of sources to properly



judge a core French teacher’s effectiveness. Classroom
observation, written report(s) of classroom observation,
written report at the end of the evaluation period, self-
evaluation, peer evaluation, parent input, student
assessments, daily plan book/lesson plans, and results of
teacher-made tests are suggested sources. However, both
evaluators and core French teachers should agree on the
sources used.

6. Both evaluators and core French teachers should be
further educated about the merits of peer evaluation, parent
input, student assessments, and daily plan book/lesson plans
as sources of data and about the weaknesses of the standard
form (checklist) as an appropriate source. This goal can be
accomplished through some type of in-service.

7. More evaluators should be used in assessing a core-
French teacher’s effectiveness. A combination of the
principal/vice-principal, French co-ordinator, French
department head, self-evaluation, and students is

: - When s are involved however, it is

important that evaluation instruments and procedures are
carefully designed and used. Appropriate student evaluation
should not result in a popularity contest or the rewarding
of a particular style of teaching or marking (Peterson,

1990) .
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8. School boards should provide oppertunities for
evaluators to become better trained so that they are aware
of the characteristics of an effective evaluator, know how
to conduct a pre- and post-conference, and are knowledgeable
of the steps involved in the concept of due process. In-
service or university courses, such as Administration 6550
offered at Memorial University of Newfoundland, are possible
means to this end.

9. Core French teachers should be more involved in the
development of evaluation procedures. If many of the

r ions and ions, previously reported in this

thesis, are adopted, this involvement should be
accomplished.

10. School boards should place a higher priority on teacher
evaluation. This priority can be perceived by all
stakeholders if school boards take the time, money, and
effort to train the evaluators, allow for in-service during
regular class time, and make other resources more available,
such as staff development activities, peer mentors, and,
even, guest speakers.

11. The teacher evaluation process at the junior high level
should be examined. Some type of in-service may be required
for junior high teachers in order to better familiarize them

with the evaluation process and to reassure them of its
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necessity. In addition, in-service may afford them the

opportunity to express any special needs that they have.

5.4 igns for further research

Based on the findings of this thesis, the following
recommendations for further research are proposed:

1. Since there are many teachers in this province teaching
core French less than 80 percent of the time, their
attitudes on the teacher evaluation process should e
studied.

2. Further research should be completed on the attitudes
that core French teachers living in metropolitan St. John's
have to the evaluation process. This would enhance the
findings of this thesis.

3. A national study of the attitudes of core French
teachers on the teacher evaluation process may be
appropriate at this time.

4. The ability of an evaluator with little or no knowledge
of the French language t> effectively evaluate a core French

teacher should be appropriately researched.

5.5 Conclusion
The focus of this thesis was an examination of the
attitudes of core French teachers in Newfoundland and

Labrador to the teacher evaluation process. The
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questionnaire was the vehicle which offered core French
teachers an opportunity to express their opinions not only
on the way teacher evaluation was presently practised, but
also as to how they would like to see it practised. The
current litera*nre on teacher evaluation was the basis on
which the results of the questionnaire were interpreted.

From this comparison, some differences, similarities, and

patterns were drawn and some r ions and ions
were made. It is now hoped that school boards, core French
teachers, and evaluators in this province will react in a
positive and co-operative manner by using the findings of
this thesis in order to make the teacher evaluation process
more effective for core French teachers. In this way, the
study of French should become z more effective learning
experience for all students in the province of Newfoundland

and Labrador.
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APPENDIX 1

I am presently in the process of completing my thesis entitled
teit e the Te: AL i

As you are probably aware, there is no existing list of Core
French teachers for the province. However, a part of my thesis
requires that a questionnaire be sent to a random sample of full-
tine (or teaching French at least B0% of the time) Core French
teachers in the province of Newfoundland and Labrador in order to
elicit their views.

With this /n mind, I am requesting your assistance in providing
for me a complete listing of each Core French teacher in your
district who, if evaluated, would be evaluated in the French
class. It is assumed that they would be teaching mostly at the
Intermediate and Senior High levels.

Along with his or her name, I would appreciate the name, address,
and postal code of the appropriate school in order that a copy of
the questionnaire could be directly sent to each selected
candidate.

Your co- i is greatly preciated

Yours truly,

HMax Symonds

P.s. A self-addrassed stamped envelope has been enclosed for
your use. If you are interested in a copy of this list,
please let me know.
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APPENDIX 2

T b Qaaban Cansobidated S chaol Baard

P O. BOX 1980, ST JOHN'S, NEWFOUNDLAND A1C SRS
TELEPHONE (709) 7540710 FAX (709) 7540122

February 4, 1993

Mr. Max Symonds
6A Woodford Place
Mount Pearl, NF
AlA 252

Dear Mr. Symonds,
Thank you for dropping off your questionnaire earlier today.

Beverley Park has prepared a list of french teachers which ls
attached.

many now continue with the adminlstration of yo
questionnaira. I ask that you approach the teachars in the school
by consulting first with the principals.

Every success in your research.

Yours truly,

JFfed B. Rowe,
‘Assistant Superintendent
FBR/1g.

c.c. B. Park
H. Hodder
F. Tulk
G. Mayo
H. Hillier
D. Hookey
G. Coombs
c. Flight
D. Dibbon
D. Moore
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APPENDIX 3

orar Fzllow colle

4

I am in the process of completing my thesis entitled Attitudes of
Frenzh Cora Taachers on the Teacher Evaluation Broce!
fmplic ot

As part of my thesis, I have devised a questionnaire vhich seeks
your opinion on both present practices and what should be
practizad in teacher evaluation in your system based on your own
axperiences.

I am kindly requesting that you take the time from your busy
schedule to complate the attached questisnnalre and to return it
to me in the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope.

Your responses are important and will remain conEidential.

vours tzuly,

Max Symondd

2.5, € you wish to recelve a summary of the results, please
complete and forward to me the information sheet belov.
Please do not mail this sheet vith your completed
questionnaire.

[ vish to receive a summary of the results.

Name:

Address:

t

dail to: Mr. Max Symonds
6A Woodford Place
Mount Pearl, NF

ALN 252
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TEACHER EVALUATION
QUESTIONNAIRE

FOR CORE FRENCH TEACHERS
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Pact on

fdentitica

n
L. What i3 your sex? (Cizcle one)

(177 T SR ———

Fenale

2. How old are you? (Clircle one)

Tuenty to thirty.

Thirty-one to forty......

Over forty................2

3. How many years have you been teaching? (Circle one)
Less than ten.............l
Eleven to twenty.... e
Greater than twventy.......3

4.

In what type of 3chool do you vork? (Clrcle one)
High School...

Central High..

Juntor High.......

All-grade. .

Elementary..........

other........

5. What s the population of the community where your school is located?
(Circle one)

Less than 5000......

Greater than 5009.......

Metropolitan St. John's...3
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Part Two: Prascnt and Prsferrsd Practices

Listed belov are 8 major components of the teacher evaluation
process. Each component is accompanied by a series of items. In the
Elve-polnt rating scale, circle the rating for each ltem that best
represents yaur opinion as it Ls presently practised in your school
systen and as it should be practised in your school system.
scale: 5 - alvays

4 - sometimes

3 - rarely

2 - never

1 - don't know

A. Purposes of teacher evaluation:

1. To make administrative decisions of 5 432 1 5 4
tenure or dismissal.

2; "o laprove Instzuction by proncking 54321 5 4
profesaional development af
teacher

3. To allov for teacher and school 54121 5 4
board accountablllity.

4. To focus on student learning. 54 32 1 5 4

B. Criterla to judge effectlve teachlng:

1. physical characterlstics (personal 5432 1 5 4
appearance; general health; dress;

2. organizational behaviours (clearly 54 32 1 5 4
defined objectlves; well-developed
lez >n plans; etc.).

3. Students' test results. 54 32 1 5 4
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Seate: 5 o< Alwayz; 4 - sometimes; 3 - rarely; 2 - asver; L - don't know.
Prefeszed
Parsonal qualities (self-inage; 543 21 543 21
4ge/3ex; enthusiasm; personality;
arc.d.
presentation behaviours (varlety; 543 21 5 43 21

creakivity; catars to Individual
(student) differences; vnice
control; ate.).

Teaching experlenca. S 4321 543 21

Comportmeat behavionrs (raspectful 5 4 3 21 5 4 3 1L
o students; warm and consliderate,
y=t good classroom control;
rrquires acceptable standards of
vork; etc.).

Academic quallfications/subject 5 4 3 21 5 4 03 @ :
competency.

Observabls student behaviours (sager; 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1
cespectful tovards teacher; desire
to learn, etc.).

Co-curricular involvement (school S 43 21 5 43 2 :
activities; professional/community
organizations; curriculum
development; etc.).

school-related behaviours (promptness 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1
vith reports; vell-kept student
records; co-operation; punctuality;

etc.)

Sources of data for ton:

Standard form (checkllst). 5 4031 21 5 43 2 1
Results of teacher-made tests. 5 403 21 5 4 3 2 L
Results of standardized tests. 54 32 1 5 4 3 2 1
video-taped lessons. s 4031 21 5 4 3 2 1

Classzoom observation/vritten report. 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 03 2 1



Szala: 5 - 3lvays; 4 - somectimes; J - rarely; I - never; 1 - don't Anow.

Brasent sfarray
6. Fritten report at end of evaluation $ 1314 54221
od.

7. opaily gan book/lesson plans. §$ 4% TR & &S
8. Self-svaluation. 4323 AL
9. Peer evaluation. $4FIL BAI A
14. Student svaluation. 5403 T TR (A ¢
11. Parent input. $ 42 28 moA Yy
12. Involvement in co-curricular/system $ 433k BaEda

activities,

D. charactaristics of the p

2-confarence Eor clysseoom

1. To take place before each classzoom 54 3 2L 54 EF 21
visit,
2. To take place In the teacher's 5 431 21 5 48 2 i

classroom or resource centre.

3. To establish rapport betveen teacher 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1
and evaluator.

4. To receive information about class Sa¥rr 3 a3z
composition.
To reviev inforsation about the s 4321 54321

esson or series of lessons to be
observed (content; methodology;
goals; materials; evaluation; etc.).

6. To classify and establish criterla 54321 54321
7. To clarlfy stages of the evaluatlon §4 321 54331
8. To agree on practical questions $4330 5 4 320

(introductlon of evaluator to the
class; the recording instrument;
the Eeedback procedurs; =tc.).
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Seale: 5 - always; 4 - somertimes; 3 - rarely; 2 - naver; 1 - don't know.

e

at 33

red

E. Chagacraristics of the post-confersnce for classroom obssrvation:

1. To take place after each classroom 543 21 S5 43 21
visit.
2. To taks place In the teacher's 5 403 2t 5 4 3 2 L

room or rasourcs centrs.

3. To reviev records of class 50403 2 1 54 3 21
nbservation.

4. To recelve the teacher's percaption 50403 21 5 4 3 2 1
n€ the lesson.

5. To share the avaluator's perception 5403 21 5 4 3 2 1
of the lesson with the teacher.

6. To clarify and establish job targets 5 4 3 2 1 5.4 3 2 1
and arrangement for follow-up with
support services.

7. To record the contributlon of the 543 21 5 4 321
teacher to the school generally
and to the system.

8. To record the teacher's strengths 543 21 54 3 2 1
and veaknesses.

9. To secure committment on the part of 5 43 21 5 4 321

the tracher to change, where deemed
desirable and appropriate.

F. The svaluator(s) lInvolved ln the teacher evaluatlon process:

1. The principal/vice-principal 5 403 2 1 5 4 3 2 1
2. Assistant superintendent. 5 43 21 5 4 321
3. French co-ordinator. 5 43 21 5 4 3 2 1
4. French Department Head. 5.4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1
5. Peer (another teacher). 543 21 5 4 31 21

6. Self-evaluation. 5 4 3 2 1 5 43 2 1
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Scale: 5 - always; 4 - sometimes; 3 - rarsly; 2 - never; L - don't know
fzasent Pragarres

7. Students. 540321 05 403 1

8. Parents. $ 4321 543 21

Charactaristics of the evaluator(s): Although you may have ons or

more than one evaluator, you ate asked to respond hov you genecallv
view him, her, or them

Teach part of the day. 5403 21 5 43 21

Encourage the teacher to experiment 5 43 2 1 5 4 3 2
in the classroom.

Cut corners to save time. 5 4 3 21 5 4 3 2

Maintain teacher contidentiality. 543 21 5 43 1

Demonstrate a desira to vork vith 5 4 3 21 5 43 11

the teacher to solve a problem.

Model a nev ldea or technique in an 5 432 1 5431 21
ctual classroom setting.

Rely on the teedback of others vho 5 43 21 5 4 3 21
y be more knovledgeable in
Curelculon coneent matters.

Consistent in applying evaluatlion 543 21 5 4 121
rules and regulations

Spend a reasonable amount of time 5 43 21 s 43 21
Ln a teacher's class.

Knowledgeable on vhat constitutes 543 21 543121
effective teaching.

Good faclilltators of communication 5 43 21 543 21
(value vhat others say.; Keep an
open mind.; Communicate that they
have heard vhat vas said to them.;
etc.).



Ale: 5 - alwaya; 4 - zometimes; ] - rarely;

The organizational context nf teacher evaluation (rhe School Board):

Teschers are informed in advance of 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2
all steps in the evaluation process.

Evaluation procedurss ars co- S 4.3 21 5432
operatively designed by both
teachers and administrators.

Taacher evaluation is placed as a 5.4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2
high priority.

Avallable resources ars made for 543 21 5432
trachec development (released
time from regular classroom duties
Eor conferences; staff devalopment
activities; peer mentors; etc.).

Comments :
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APPENDIX 5

Dear Fellow Colleague:
I anm in the process of completing my thesis entitled Attitudes of
m.mnmmu.mﬂnunﬂ.m_ummm:

f tions ange. The thesis proposal
has been approved by my Supervisor, Mrs. Joan Netten, an
study meets the ethical guidelines of the Faculty of eltcatian:

As part of my thesis, I have devised a questionnaire uhich seeks
your opinion on both present practices and wi

Iractioed in teacher evaluatiom in your System based em your oun
experiences.

I am kindly requesting that you take the time from your busy
schedule to complete the attached questionnaire and to return it
to me in the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope by April
22, 1993.

Your responses are important and will remain confidential. As
well, you are free to refrain from answering any questions you
wish to omit.

Yours truly,

Hax Synonds,
Core French' teacher, Mount Pearl Junior High

B.S. If you wish to receive a summary of the results, please
complate and forward to me the information sheet balow.
Please do not mail this sheet with your complated
questionnaire.

1 wish to receive a summary of the results.

Name: Mail to:

Address: Mr. Max Symonds
6A Woodford Place
Mount Pearl, NF

AIN 252
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APPENDIX 6

TEACHER EVALUATION
QUESTIONNAIRE
FOR CORE FRENCH TEACHERS

= _on ckarou =

1. wWhat Ls your sex? (Circle one)

Mala...

Female...........

2. How old are you? (Circle one)
Twenty o thirty.......eseul
Thirty-ona £o forty........2

over forty. RerEEed

3. How many years have you been teaching? (Circle one)
Less than ten..............l
Eleven to twenty...........2
Greater than twenty........3

4. In what type of school do you work? (Circle one)

O

High School..

Central High.

Junior High..

ALL-grade....coeceesereneaid

Elementary...

What Ls the population of the community where your school is located?
(Circle one)

Less than 5000............
Greater than 5000..........2

Matropolitan St. John‘s....3
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Rart one (continued)
6. When did your last formal teacher svaluation occur? (Circle one)

Within the past two years.

Three to five years ago.
More than five years ago....3

More than ten years ago.....d

7. What waa your teaching status when you were last evaluated?
(Circle one)

Probationary teacher........l

Tenured teacher.............2

8. Regarding tne anoun of time during the evaluation period that an
evaluator spend: ving your teaching, what would you consider
2t reasonabler (Clrels one)

©Ona hour or 1ega............1
Two to three hours..........2
Four to five hours..........3

More than five hours........4

Part Two: _Present and

Listed on the remaining pages are 8 major components of tha teacher
evaluation process. Each component is accompanied by a series of Ltema.
In the five-point rating scale, circle the rating for each item that beat
nts your opinion as it is presently practiced in your school
it should be practiced in your school system.

repra;

system and
Scale: 5 - always; 4 - sometimes; 3 - raraly; 2 - never; 1 - don’t know.




Scale: 5 - always; 4 - sometimes; 3 - rarely;

Al

s

@

oses of teacher evaluation:

To make administrative decisions of
tenure or dismissal.

To improve instruction by promoting
profesaional development of
taachers.

To allow for teacher and school
board accountability.

To focus on student learning.

ato ctive teac

Physical characteristics (personal
appearance; general health; dress;
o

organizational behaviours (cleacly
dofined objactives; well-developed
on plans; etc.).

le
Students’ taest results.
Personal qualities (self-image;
a

ge/sex; enthusiasm; personality;
etc.).

Presentation behaviours (variety;
creativity; ca to Lndividual
{student) diffecences; voice
control; etc

Teaching exparience.

to students; warm and considerate
yet good classroom control
requires acceptable standards of
work; etc.).

Acudenmic qualifications/subject
competency

i

5

2 - never; 1 -

Present
43

2

1

ve.146

3

don’t know.

Exeferzed
43 21
43 21
43 21
43 21
43 21
43 2 1
43 21
43 2 1
43 21
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el
Scale: S - always; 4 - sometimes; 3 - rarely; 2 - naver: 1 - don’t know.

B. Cziteria (continued)
Present Pretacsed

9. Observable student behaviours (eager; 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1
respectful towards teacher; desire
to learn, etc.).

10. Co-curricular involvement (school 54321 54321
activities; professional/community
organizationa; curriculum
development; atc.).

ated (

with reports; wall-kept student
records; co-operation; punctuality;
etc.)

Sources used to obtain information about a teacher's

1. Standard form (checklist). 5 4 3 21 5 4 3 2 1
2. Results of teacher-made tests. 5 4 1 2 1 5 4 3 2 1
Results of standardized tests 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 31 2 1
4. Video-taped lesson s a4 21 54321
5. Classroom obsarvation. S 4321 54321
6. Written report(s) of classroom 5 4 3 21 5 4 3 2 1
observation.
7. Written report at end of evaluation 5 4 21 s 4321
period.
8. Daily plan book/lesson plans. 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 31 2 1
9. Self-evaluation. 54321 s 4321
10. Peer evaluation. S 4321 s 4321
11. Student aevaluation. 5 4 3 2 1 s 4 31 2 1
12. Parent Lnput. 54321 54321
lar/sy S 4321 54321

I in
activities.
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Scale: S - always; 4 - sometimes; 3 - rarely; 2 - never; 1 - don't know.

o. istics obiact ive e-confere: before a
a 4 obsere: ing:
Preferred
1. To take place befora each classroom s 4321 54321
visit.
2. To take place in the teacher’s s 4321 54321

classroom or rescurca centre.

3. To establish rapport between teacher 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1
and evaluator.

4. To recelva information about class 5§ 4321 54321
composition.

5. To raview information about the 54321 54321
esson or secies of lassons to be
observed (content; mathodology;
goals; materials; evaluation; etc.).

6. 7o claasify and sstablish critoria 54321 54321
that will be ob: uring the
Teaton or aeries of lessans.

7. To clarify stages of the evaluation 54321 54321
cycle.

8. To agree on practical questions 54321 54321

(introduction of evaluator to the
class; the recording instrument;
the feedback procedure; etc.).

E. object ives @ post-=c ce_held afte:
o g
1. To take place after sach classroom 54321 54321
visit.
2. o take placs in the teacher’s 54321 54321
om or resourca centre.

3. 7o raview records of pravious 5 4321 54321
classroom observations

4. To receive the teacher's perception s 4321 54321
of the lesson.
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)
Scale: S - always; 4 - sometimes; 1 - rarely; 2 - never: 1 - don't know.

E. Post-conference (continued)
Present Prefected
5. To share the evalustor's peccaption 543231 4330
of the 1 with the teacher.

6. S9clatey dad aatablish dcheasomta 54 24 B 32 A
tor follow-up with
upport service

7. To record the contribution of the s 4321 54321
teacher to the school generally
and to tha system.

8. To record the teacher’s strengths and § 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1
weakne:

committment on the par!
“che teachar to change, where
desirable and appropriate.

F. The evaluator(s) involved in the teacher evaluation procesy:

1. The principal/vice-principal. s 43 21 5 4 321
2. Assistant suparintendent. 343 21 5432
3. French co-ordinator. $43 3L s 4331
4. French Department Head. 543 21 s 4321
5. Peer (another teacher). s 4321 R R
6. Self-evaluation. s 43 21 5 4321
7. Students. 543 21 5432 1
8. Parents. S @33 K s 4321
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ST
5 - always; 4 - sometimes; 3- rarely; 2 - never; 1 - don’t know.
G. Charactecistic the evaluator(s) wh a_teacher:
S T e e o) e s o i s,
you are asked to respond how you generally view him, her, or them.
Pregent Preferr:
L. They teach pazt of the day which 54321 54321
ws them to remain in contact
v ng environment.

2. They encourage the teacher to 54321 543 21
experiment in the classroom.

3. They cut corners to save time. 54321 5 43 21

4. They maintain teacher confidentiality. 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1

5. They demonstrate a desire to work s 43 105 43 21
with the teacher to solve a problem.

6. They model a new idea or technique 54321 54321
in an actual classroom setting as a
way to provide support for the
teacl

7: i¥hey rely;onithe. fasdback of others 54321 543 21

may be more knowledgeable in
A elom contant aatiogar
They are conaistent in applying S 4321 54321

avaluation rules and regulations.

9. They spend a reasonable amount of S 4321 54321
time in a teacher’s class.

10. They ara knowledgeable on what s 4321 54321

constitutes effective teaching.

11. They are good facilitators
Cqomanicacion.  (Thay vaiue  hat
others say.; They keep an opan
mind.; Communicate that they have
heard what was said to them.; atc.).
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...8

Scale: S =~ always; 4 - sometimes; J - rarely; 2- navar; 1 - don’t know.

H. The izational context of teacher eval (the schoo) Board):
Present.
Teachers are informed in advance of 54321 54321
steps in the evaluation process.
Evaluation procedures are co- 54321 54321

operatively designed by both
teachers and administrators.

Teacher evaluation Lo placed as &
high priority.

4. Available resources are iads for 54321 542
teacher development (released
time from regular classroom duties
for conferences; staff development
activities; peer mentors; etc.).
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APPENDIX 7

This letter is to inform you that several core French teachers in
your district have been sent a questionnaire to determine their
attitudes on present and preferred practices in the teacher
evaluation process.

I have enclosed for your perusal a copy of not only the
questionnaire but also the accompanying letter which outlines in
detail the purpose and the procedures followed for the study.

If you have any concerns or questions, I would appreciate if you
direct them to me at the above address or to Mrs. Joan Netten,
c/o Faculty of Education, Memorial University of Newfoundland.

Yours truly,

Max Symonds

Enclosures



APPENDIX 8
TABLE A. Frequency of use for Present Practices
of Purposes for Teacher Evaluation b
Sex (N=102)
Independent
Variable Percent of Respondents
Don’t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
Male 15.7 47.6 21.6 9.8 5.9
Female 20.0 36.C 20.0 8.0 16.0
Male 17.6 41.2 23.5  11.8 5.9
Female 21.6 29.4 29.4 9.8 9.8
Male 7.8 37.3 29.4 7.8 17.6
Female 24.5 24.5 28.6 4.1 18.4
Male 10.0 32.0 32.0  12.0 14.0
Female 8.2 32.7 36.7  12.2 10.2
TABLE B. Frequency of use for Present Practices
of Purposes for Teac! valuation b
Years Teaching (N=102)
Independent
Variable Percent of Respondents
Don’t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
<10 18.6 41.9 20.9 2.3 16.3
11-20 23.3 30.0 20.0 23.3 3.3
>20 10.7 53.6 21.4 3.6 10.7
<10 18.2 29.5 36.4 9.1 6.8
11-20 26.7 36.7 23.3 10,0 3.3
>20 14.3 42.9 4.3 14.3 14.3
<10 18.2 29.5 27.3 4.5 20.5
11-20 11.3 33.3 23.3  10.0 20.0
>20 15.4 30.8 38.5 3.8 11.5
<10 6.8 36.4 16.4 4.5 15.9
11-20 13.3 33.3 26.7  13.3 13.3
>20 8.0 24.0 40.0  24.0 4.0

..153

3.57
3.36

1.53
3.43

3.09
3.32

3.12
3.16



Item

TABLE C. Frequency of use for Present Practices
of Purposes for Teacher Evaluation by
ype of School (N=102)

Type o

Independent

Variable Percent of Respondents
Don’t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
gh 22.7 27.3 18.2 22.7 ¥
Central High - 50.0 35.0 5.0 10.0
Junior High 9.1 54.5 9.1 9.1 18.2
All-Grade 25.0 42.9 17.9 - 14.3
Elementary 30.8 38.5 15.4 7.1 1.7
High 22.7 36.4 13.6 9.
Central High 30.0 40.0 25.0 5.
Junior High 27.3 18.2 45.0 9
All-Grade 10.3 41.4 20.7 6.
Elementary 231 15.4 8.5 5.
gh 18.2 36.4 18.2
Central High 15.0 45.0 20.0
Junior High 18.2 36.4 36.4
All-Grade 14.3 21.4 35.7
Elementary 25.0 16.7 33.3
igh 9.5 28.6 42.9
Central High 15.0 35.0 15.0
Junior High 9.1 27.3 45.5
All-Grade - 5.7 32.1
Elementary 25.0 25.0 41.7
TABLE D. ency of use for Present Practices
of Purposes for Teacher Evaluation by
Community Population (N=102)
Independent
Variable Percent of Respondents
Don‘t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
<5000 18.2 40.9 22.7 7.6 10.6
>5000 14.3 42.9 17.9 107 14.3
Metro St. John's 16.7 50.0 16.7 167 --

L..154

3.32
3.25
3.27
3.64
4.77

3.45

3.48
3.32
3.67

(continued)



TABLE D. (continued

Independent

Variable Percent of Respondents
Always Sometimes Rarely Never

<5000 13.9 5.8 20,9  13.4

>5000 17.9 39.3 3201 3.6

Metro St. John’s  16.7 16.7 50.0  16.7

<5000 16.4 29.9 29.9

>5000 15.4 8.5 19.2

Metro St. John’s  16.7 16.7 66.7

<5000 7.5 2.8 32.8  13.4

>5000 16.0 28.0 36.0 8.0

Metro St. John's - 33.3 50.0  16.7

Don’t
Know

..155

ean



APPENDIX 9
TABLE A. Frequency of use for Preferred Practices
of Purposes for Teacher Evaluatio
Sex (N=102)
ndependent
37 able Percent of Respondents
Don‘t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
Male 12.0 46.0 20.0  18.0 4.0
Female 29.2 47.9 4.6 8.3 -
Male 70.0 28.0 - 2.0
Female 311 22.9 e
Male 18.0 40.0 22.0  12.0 8.0
Female 34.0 29.8 19.1 8.5 8.5
Male 50.0 32,0 8.0 4.0 6.0
Female 62.5 313 4.2 - 21

TABLE B. Frequency of use for Preferrai Practices
of Purposes for Teacher Evaluation bv
Years Teaching (N=102)

Indepe:
Variable e o 8] lents
Don‘t

Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
<10 30.0 50.0 17.5 2.5 -~
11-20 16.7 43.3 6.7 23.3 ==
>20 10.7 46.4 7.9 1.9 7.1
<10 71.4 28.6 -
11-20 66.7 333 -
>20 84.6 1.5 -
<10 36.6 31.7 17.1 4.9
11-20 16.7 40.0 30.0  10.0
>20 19.2 34.6 5.4  19.2
<10 61.9 28.6 2.4 4
11-20 50.0 33.3 13:3 ==
>20 .8 34.6 3.8 )
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3.44
3.98

4.64
4.77

3.48
3.72

4.16
4.52

Hean



TABLE C. Frequency of use for Pre

red Practices
of Purposes for Teacher Evaluation by
Type of School (N=102)
Independent
Variable Percent of Respondents Mean
Don't
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
High 15.0 3.45
Central High 3.53
Junior High 3.73
All-Grade 3.89
Elementary 4.00
igh 4.57
Central High 4.79
Junior High 4.82
All-Grade 4.79
Elementary - - 4.67
High 4.8 3.81
Central High 21.1 3.47
Junior High 18.2 3.13
All-Grade 7.4 3.82
Elementary 8.3 3.00
High 28.6 - 4.24
Central High 26.3 5.3 4.37
Junior High 27.3 - 4.18
All-Grade 42.9 3.6 4.25
Elementary 25.0 - 4.58
ABLE D. Frequency of use for Preferred Practices
va b
Community Population (N=102)
ndependent
Varisble t esponde: Hean
Don't
Always Somatimes Rarely Never Krow
<5000 18.8 45.3 203 12.5 3.64
>5000 22.2 51.9 1 148 3.81
Metro St. John’s 33.3 50.0 - 16.7 4.00

(cont Lnued)



TABLE D. (continued

<5000
>5000
Metro St. John's

<5000
>5000
Metro St. John's

<5000
>5000
Metro St. John‘s

Always Sometimes

72.7
76.0
83.3

26.2
24.0
33.0

53.0
60.0
66.7

25.8
24.0
16.7

espondent

Rarely Never

oo

-
o Yown

B

Don‘t
Know

...158
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APPENDIX 10

L] £ use esent. o

Criteria for Teacher Evaluation by
Sex (N=102)

den
Variable Percer t Mean
Don’t
. Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
Male 1.8 41.2 29.4 5.9 118  3.35
Female 9.8 37.3 29.4 137 9.8 3.24
Male 39.2 47.1 7.8 2.0 3.9 4.6
Female 43.1 37.3 5.9 5.9 7.8 4.02
Male 7.8 47.1 31.4 9.8 3.9  3.45
Female 8.0 32.0 28.0  12.0 20.0 2.9
Hale 7.8 62.7 17.6 2.0 9.8 3.57
Female 30.6 36.7 22.4 41 6.1 1.8
Male 32.0 52.0 10.0 - 6.0  4.04
Female 45.1 1.4 1.8 2.0 9.8  4.00
Male 11.8 43.1 23.5 13.7 7.8 3.37
Famale 14.0 32.0 26.0 6.0 22.0 3.10
Male 39.2 54.9 3.9 - 2.0 420
Female 52.0 32.0 6.0 2.0 8.0  4.18
33.3 45.1 17.6 3.9 4.04
55.1 26.5 8.2 0.2 4.16
18.0 50.0 22.0 6.0 4.0 372
19.6 51.0 15.7 2.0 1.8 3.65
20.0 32.0 28.0 14.0 6.0 .46
27.5 29.4 21.6 9.8 11.8  1.51
22.0 46.0 14.0  10.0 8.0  3.64
19.6 45.1 17.6 5.9 11.8  3.55




Va

Independent
riable
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TABLE B. Frequency of use for Present Practices of

r P;
Criteria for Teacher Evaluation by

Years Teaching (N=102)

Always
13.6
6.7
10.7

Percent of Respondents

Sometimes Raraly Never

31.8
43.3
46.4

45.5
36.7
42.9

30.2
50.0
42.9

W wew
5ok Swd 838 wwe

NN e
3%
00 NWH VWW WON Huwk

11.4
10.0

(continued)
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Item
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TABLE B. (continued)
Independent
Variable cent o! Mean

Don‘t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know

<10 43.2 27.3 4.5 11.4 3.4
11-20 40.0 3.3 133 1333 360
o 55.6 1.1 7.4 3.7 3.8
en £l i o
teria T .on_b:
of School (N=102)
nden
Variable Percent of Mean
Don‘t
Alvays Sometimes Rarely Never Know
High 13.6 40.9 9.1 13.6
Central High 15.0 25.0 200 -
Junior High 9.1 18.2 9.1 18.2
All-Grade 3.4 27.6 103 17.2
Elementary 23.1 -~
High - 9.1 -
Central High 10.0 5.0 5.0
Junior High - -~ 18.0
All-Grade 13.8 3.4 10.3
Elementary 7.7 - -
High 33.3 - 4.8
Central High 35.0  15.0 10.0
Junior High 18.2 - 273
All-Grade 20,7 27.6 10.3
Elementary 8.5 - 1s.2
High 18.2 - . 3.8
Central High 20.0 0.0 3.70
Junior High - 20.0  3.40
All-Grade 35.7 143 .21
Elementary 15.4 - 4.46

(continued)
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11.

High

Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

High
Central High
igh

Elementary

gh
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

High
Central High
Junior High
Ali-Grade
Elementary

High
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

High
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

High
Cantral High
Junior High
All-Grade

Elementary

23.1
61.9
63.6

41.4
30.8

18.2

5.0
10.7
23.1

22.7

...162
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TABLE D. ency of use for Present Pr. 8 of
ite lor Tea Evaluatio:
Community Population
Independent
tem Variable Percent of Respondents Mean
bon‘t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
<5000 10.4 37.3 31,3 10.4 10.4  3.27
1. >5000 10.7 45.3 21.4 2.4 14.3. 332
Metro St. John's  16.7 16.7 50.0  16.7 -- 3.33
<5000 40.3 41.8
2. >5000 42.9 42.9
Metro St. John's  50.0 33.3
<5000 6.1 40.9
3. >5000 10.7 35.7
Metro St. John's  16.7 50.0
<5000 15.2 50.0
4. >5000 33.3 40.7
Metro st. John's 83.3
<5000 40.9 39.4
5. 5000 39.3 46.4
Metro St. John's  16.7 50.0
<5000 14.9 12.8
>5000 1.1 40.7
Matro St. John's . 66.7
<5000 45.5 42.4 6.1 - 6.1 4.21
7. >5000 50.0 42.9 - 3.6 3.6 4.32
Metro St. John’'s  33.3 50.0 16.7 - - 407
<5000 43.9 36.4 13.6 6.1 4.12
8. 5000 46.4 35.7 10.7 7.1 4.14
Metro St. John's  40.0 40.0 - -~ 20.0 3.80
<5000 19.4 49.3 19.4 6.0 6.0 3.70
>5000 22.2 51.9 14.8 -- 111 74
Metro St. John's - 50.0 33.3 --  16.7 3.17
<5000 17.9 4.3 28,4  10.4 9.0 3.42
10.  >5000 40.7 25.9 7.4 18.5 7.4 3.74
Metro St. John's  16.7 16.7 50.0 -~ 16.7 3.17

(continued)



tem

Independent
Variable

Metro St.

caBL ont inued
Percent of Responde

Rarely Never

Adware; Sometinee
23.9 40.3 boeH 39
14.8 59.3 i =
6.7 0.0 187 -

John's

bon‘t
Know

9.0
1.1
1

...164

3.61
3.63
0




APPENDIX 11

eri. eac| uatios S
(N=102)
Independent
Variable Percent of Respondents

Don’t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know

Male 15.7
1

19.6 11.8 5.9
Female

30.0 20.0 4.0

Male
Female

2
2.
7
2

Male
Female

bwB 00
'
!

&

Male
Female

Male
Fenale

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Fezale

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

++165

3.55
3.4

4.44
4.60

3.51
3.47

4.08
4.04

4.54
4.62

3.53
3.57

4.61
4.92

4.57
4.72
4.12
4.32
3.78
3.96

4.14
4.49
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TABLE B. Frequency of use for Preferred Practices of
Criteria for Teacher Evaluation

Teaching (N=102)

Independent
variable Percent of Respondents Mean

Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know

<10 23.3 27.9 25.6 16.3 7.0 3.44
11-20 6.7 43.3 23.3  23.3 3.3 3.27
>20 14.3 50.C 25.0 7.1 3.6 3.64
< 60.5 27.9 2.3 2.3 4.42
11-20 60.0 36.7 3.3 - 4.53

66.7 -~ - 4.67
< 11.9 47.6 26.2 9.5 4.8 3.52
11-20 3.3 43.3 43.3 10.0 -~ 3.40

3.6 57.1 28.6 10,7 -~ 3.54
< 31.0 38.1 26.2 4.8 3.90
11-20 31.0 62.1 6.9 - 4.24

29.6 51.9 18.5 - - 4.11
<10 62.8 30.2 4.7 2.3 4.51
11-20 70.0 30.0 S - 4.70
>20 63.0 29.6 7.4 - == 4.56
<10 17.1 36.6 26.8 9.8 9.8 3.41
11-20 10. 48.3 13.8 17.2 10.3 3.31
>20 25.0 53.6 17.9 3.6 -- 4.00

88.1 74 2.4 2.4 4.79
11-20 82.8 13.8 3.4 - 4.79
>20 67.9 32.1 - - - 4.68
<10 72.1 20.9 - 2.3 4.60
11-20 70.0 30.0 - = 4.70
>20 64.3 35.7 - - 4.64

46.5 48.8 2.3 - 4.37
11-20 36.7 43.3 16.7 3.3 - 4.13
>20 22.2 63 14.8 - - 4.07

27.9 53.5 7.0 7.0 4.7 3.93
11-20 25.0 46.4 21.4 7.1 - 3.89
>20 25.9 37.0 22.2 14.8 - 3.74

(continued)
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TABLE B. (continued)

Independent

Variable

Always

46.5
44.8

51.9

Somet imes

Percent of Respondents

Rarely Never

Hean
Don’t
Know
4.7 4.23
- 4.38
- 4.37

TABLE C. Freguency of use for Preferred Practices of
Criteria for Teacher Evaluation by Type

Independent
Variable

High
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

ch
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

High
central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

High
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

of School (N=102)

Always

19.0
20.0
1

Sometimes

19.0
20.0
27.
27.6
23.1

5.0

Percent of Reapondents

Rarely Never

(continued)
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11.

gh
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

gh
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

High
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

igh
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

High
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

High
Central High
Elementary

High
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

Always Sometimes

55.0
7

Percent of Respondents

Rarely Never

...168



TABLE D. Frequenc: use for Prefa ed
Criteria for Teach

Community Population maxoz)

Independent
soce

Percent of Responde:
Always Some.imes Rarely Never

<5000 16.4 26.9  13.4

>5000 14.8 22.2  18.5

Metro St. John's  16.7 16.7  33.3

<5000 51.5 1.5

>5000 81.5 -

Metro St. John's  83.3 - - 16.7

<5000 47.8 343 10.4

>5000 55.6 25.9 7.4

Metro St. John's 40.0 20.0  20.0

<5000 47.8 19.4

>5000 54.2 16.7

Metro St. John's 33.3 16.7 -

<5000 29.9 4.5

>5000 3.6 3

Metro St. John's 16.7 -

<5000 45.5 19.7  10.6

>5000 40.0 24.0 8.0

Metro St. John's 50.0 16.7  16.7

<5000 16.9 3.1

>5000 18.5 -

Metro St. John's - -

<5000 26.9 1.5

>5000 33.3 -

Metro St. John's 16.7 16.7

<5000 47.8 10.4

>5000 57.7 7.7

Metro St. John's 50.0 16.7

<5000 23.9 53.7 11.9

>5000 29.2 41.7 20.8

Metro St. John's  50.0 - 16.7

ractices o
ion

1.5 4.55

(continued)



TABLE continued
Independent
variable Percent of Respondents Mean
Don‘t
Know

Item Va
Always Sometimes Rarely Never
<5000 44.8 44.8 4.5 3.0 3.0  4.25
56.0 36.0 8.0 - 4.48
50.0 3379 16.7 - - 4.33

11.  >5000
Metro St. John's
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APPENDIX 12

enc:

Sex (N=102)

Independent
e

Variabli

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female
Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female
Male
Female
Mala
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Always

24.5
24.0

2.1
2.1

54.2
51.0

68.8
53.1

12.0
16.0

12.5
16.3

Practices

Percent of Respondents

Sometimes

34.7
28.0

o
S

oY
L oo

7
6
0
8
6.
6
0
3

Rarely

14.6
15.7

20.4
2

Never

8.2
12.0

20.8
27.1

22.9
29.2

66.7
53.1

e _fo se:
Sources for Teacher Evaluation by

3.43
3.08

2.717
2.31

2.56
2.23

2.27
2.20

4.67
4.23

4.23
4.08

4.44
3.94

3.30
3.04

3.33
3.18

2.25
2.38

2.73
2.44

2.27
2.31

3.04
3.16



TABLE B.

Independent

v o172

use for Present Practices of

Years Teaching (N=103

Always

t o

Somet imes

1.9
46.7
44.4

1.9
10.0
14.8

28.2

Rarely Never

16.7
6.7
3.7

25.6

e
Blo

of us:
Sources for Teacher Evaluation by
)

Don‘t
Know

Hean

4.04

3.98
4.37
4.31

2.88
3.27
3.50

3.31
2.93
3.54

2.37
2.23
2.33

(continued)



Item

TABLE B. (continued

Independent
Variable

Always

Independent
ble

Varial

Always
Jligh 9.5
Central High 3.6
Junior High 30.0
All-Grade 24.1
Elementary 46.2

High

Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

High
Central High

Elementary

Perc

Somet imes

Frequency of use f

Sources for_Teacher F.
of School (N=102)

Somet imes

ndents
Rarely Never
5.0 62.5
20.0 60.0
22.2 37.0
16.7 57.1
10.0 3
18.5
20.9
23.3
18.5

Percent of Respondents

Rarely Never

19.0

50.0

9.5
5.3
20.7
747

Mean

t
by
Mean
Don't
Know

28.6 2.86
26.3 3.37

20.7 3.14
15.4 3.69

30.0 2.40

(continuad)



TABLE C. (continued)

Independent
Vaciable

High

Central High
Junior Righ
All-Grade
Elementary

High

Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

1gh

Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

gh
Central High
Junior High

Elementary

High

Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

High

Central High
Junior High
All-Grada
Elementary

High

Contral High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

Always Sometimes

4.8

percent

9.5

de;

Rarely Never

-
o

w
wias

Swow

!

47.6

Laa174

88888 ©

ANLLUN Wasss &
oakie oo
8835 8&RNUS

oW oowai

o8

RN BLLWw
-
)

&
o1

2.23

(continued)



TABLE C. (continued)

Independe;
tem Variable

Percent of Respondents

Always Sometimes Rarely

High 9.5 23.8 23.8 .00
central High 5.3 21.1 1s.8 2.63
11. Junior High 10.0 20.0 2.20
All-Grade 1. 4 19
Elementary 38.5 3.00
High 18.2 9.1 2.41
Central High 5.3 10.5 2.11
12.  Junior High 20.0 2.40
All-Grade 14.3 2.00
Elementary 7.7 23.1 23.1 2.92
gh - 1.8 2.96
central High 15.8 15.8 3.32
13.  Junior High 10.0 20.0 2.80
All-Grade 13.8 27.6 2.93
Elementary 23.1 3.69
TAELE D. Freauency of uge for Present Practices of
Sources Teal Eion by
Commanity papulatien (N=102)

Independent

Item Variable ercent of Responden jean
Don’t
Always Sometimes Rarely Naver Know

<3000 24.2 33.3 12,1 10.6 19.7  3.32
1. >5000 30.8 26.9 115 7.7 231 3.34
Metro St. John's - 33.3 16.7 -- 50.0 2.3
<5000 23.8 7.5 2.63
2. >5000 3.8 23.1 346 2.42
Metro St. John's  16.7 - 50.0  2.17

<5000 23.4
3. >5000 32.0
Metro St. John's 50.0

(continued)



10.

st.

ste

st.

st.

st.

st.

st.

st.

st.

st.

TABLE D. (continued

John’s

John’s

John's

John‘s

John's

John‘s

Joun's

John’s

John's

John's

Always

1.6

Percent of Respondents

Sometimes Rarely Never
6.3 203 39.4
35 65.4
16.7 3.3
22.7 9.1 3.0
22.2 3.7 3.7

16.7 16.7 -
24.6 12.3 31
30.8 3.8 1.5
33.3 - 16.7
21.9 3.1 4.7
i 19.2 3.8
33.3 - 16.7
27.7 23,1 32.3
32.0 12.0  24.0
16.7 50.0  33.3
31.3 25.0
34.6 19.2
16.7 16.7
7.7 61.5
1.5 50.0
- 50.0
17.2 59.4
26.9 42.3
16.7 50.0
6.2 10.8  73.8
22.2 22,2 48.1
= 33,3 3.3
27.3 22,7 30.3
40.7 8.5  14.8
33.3 16.7 333

...176



e

ZIndependent
Variable

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female
Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

APPENDIX 13

ac
Sources for Teacher Evaluation by
Sex (N=102)

Per:

t

Always Sometimes Rarely

16.0
16.7

46.0
as.8

65.3
31.5

30.6
29.8

26.5
40.4

46.0
34.7

46.9
35.4

38.8
16.7

39.6
40.8

66.0
45.8

51.0
52.0

42.9
42.9

34.7
40.8

52.0
50.0

24.0
22.9

20.4
39.6

32,7
34.0

34.7
21.3

7

3.56
3.56

3.47
3.33

3.00
2.89

2.88
2.96

4.54
4.47

4.24
4.44

4.49
4.54

3.65
3.61

4.10
4.38

3.51
3.50

3.31
3.20

2.92
3.04

3.52
3.75



Independent
Variable

AB]

¥

ency of use f:

o

...178

ctices o
e:

Sources for Teacher Evaluation by Years
Teaching (N=102)

Always

Percent o

Somet imes

Rarely Never

RN

(continued)
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TABLE B. (continued

Independent
Y

.179

Variable Percent of Respondents Mean
Don't
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
<10 5.0 55.0 17.5  17.5 5.0  3.38
11-20 .7 40.0 20,0 20.0 13.3  3.07
>20 10.7 28.6 39.3 214 -- 3.29
10 45.0 32.5  20.0 2.5  3.20
11-20 40.0 16.7  36.7 6.7  2.90
>20 - 25.0 28.6  42.9 1.6 2.5
<10 22.0 51.2 14.6 9.8 2.4  3.80
11-20 10.3 62.1 13.8 10.3 3.4 3.65
>20 14.3 39.3 4.3 32,1 -- 3.36
TABLE C. Freauency of use for Preferred Practicen g
ou Evaluation b
Scho ; (N-lUZ)
Independent
Variable Percent of Respondent Mean
Don‘t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
gh 30.0 40.0  10.0 3.20
central High 63.2 15.8  10.5 3.74
Junior High 50.0 10.0 - 3.90
All-Grade 48.3 24.1 3.4 3.52
Elemcitary 30.8 23.1 - 3.62
High 47.6 33.3 3.33
Central High 63.2 26.3  10.5 3.53
Junior High 36.4 8.2 27.3 9 3.09
All-Grade 48.1 40.7 3.7 3 3,48
Elementary 58.3 16.7 8.3 8. 3.50
High 28.6 19.0  28.6 14.3  2.90
Central High 2 42.1 26.1  21.1 5.3 1.21
Junior High - 9.1 45.0 27  18.2  2.45
All-Grade - 29.6 48.1  11.1 11.1 2.9
Elementary 9.1 36.4 27.3  18.2 9.1  3.18

(continued)
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TABLE C. [continued)
Indesendent :
Variible erce; denta
Don‘t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know

igh 5.3 26.3 31.6  26.3 10.5  2.89
Central High - 316 e 2.
Junior Hign - 4505 18.2 P
All-Grade - 37.0 25.9
Elementary - 38.5 15.4

gh 42.9 52.4
Central High 68.4 316
Junior High 54.5 36.4
All-Grade 57.1 35.7
Elementary 61.5 8.5
High 42.1 47.4
Central High 68.4 31.6
Junior High 45.5 36.4
All-Grade 44.8 24.8
Elementary 50.0 3323
High 47,4 42.1
Central High 78.9 10.5
Junior High 54.5 45.5
All-Grade 67.9 28.6
Elementary 69.2 15.4
High 15.0 40.0
Central High 26.3 42.1
Junior High - 40.0
All-Grade 17.9 46.4
Elementary 8.5 38.5
high 26.6 71.4 -

entral High 47.4 42.1 5.3
Junior High 27.3 54.5 9.1
All-Grade 2.1 57.1 10.7
Elementary 41,7 50.0 8.3
High 19.0 52.4 14.3
Central High 15.8 63.2 10.5
Junior High - s4.5 9.1
All-Grade 10.7 39.3 21.4
Elementary 7.7 53.8 23.1

(continued)
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TABLE C. (continued)

Independent

Variable Percent of Respondents Mean
Don‘t

Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know

High 14.3 57.1 4.3 143 == 3.71

Central High 5. 52.6 21,1 15.8 5.3 3.37

Junior High - 18.2 27.3  36.4 18.2  2.45

All-Grade 7.4 29.6 29.6  25.9 7.4  3.04

Elementary 7.7 46.2 30.8 7.7 1.7 3.38

High 47.6 28.6  23.8 -~ 3.24

Central High 3.6 26.3 42,1 -- 2.89

Junior High 18.2 36.4 36.4 9.1 2.64

All Srade 25.9 3.3 333 7.4 2,78

Elementary - 53.8 15.4  30.8 - 3.23

High 9.5 57.1 9.5 23.8 - 3.52

Central High 15.8 63.2 15.8 5.3 - 3.89

Junior High - 45.5 9.1  45.5 == 3.00

All-Grade 25.0 39.3 21.4 107 3.6 371

Elementary 25.0 58.3 8.3 8.3 - 4.00

T equency of us Preferred ces of
ces for aluatio
Community Population (N=102)

Independent

Vi ab. Percent gapondent: lean
Don’t

Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know

<5000 16.9 46.2 6.2

>5000 15.4 42.3

Metro St. John’'s  16.7 66.7

<3008 3.1 53.1

>5000 77 46.2

Metro St. John's  -- 50.0

<5000 1.6 32.8 35.9 2.98

>5000 8.0 24.0 28.0 2.76

Metro St. John‘'s  16.7 16.7 33.3 317

(continued)



<5000
>5000
Metro

<5000
>£000
Metro

<5000
>5000
Me:ro

<5000
>5000
Metro

<5000
>5000
Metro

<5000
>5000
Metro

<5000
>5000
Metro

<5000
>5000
Metro

<5000
>5000
Metro

<5000
>5000
Metro

st.

st.

st.

st.

st.

st.

st.

st.

st.

TABLE D. (continued)

Independent
Variable

John's

John's

John's

John’s

John’s

John's

. John's

John's

John's

John's

Always

Percent o

Somet imes

Respondents

Rarely

29.0
29.6
16.7

don‘t
Never Know

33.3 4.8
333 7.4

3.1
3.7

16.7 16.7
10.8 1.5
23.1 3.8
50.0 --




APPENDIX 14
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TABLE A. ency o esent Pra of
Pre-Conference for Teacher Evaluation by
Sex (N=102)
d
Variab Percent of Respondents Mean
don‘t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
Male 19.6 33.3 23,5 21.6 2.0  3.47
Female 16.0 30.0 28.0 20.0 6.0  3.30
Male 12.0 28.0 22.0 28.0 10.0 3.04
Female 12.8 31.9 10.6  34.0 10.6 3.02
Male 35.3 27.5 21.6 9.8 5.9 3.76
Fomale 32.7 26.5 4.3 16.3 10.2 3.55
Male 13.7 33.3 23.5  19.6 9.8 3.22
Female 20.4 34.7 18.4 18.4 8.2 3.41
Male 15.7 9.2 21.6 17.6 =9 3.41
Female 20.4 30.6 8.4 22,4 8.2 3.33
Male 13.7 41.2 17.6  21.6 5.9  3.35
Female 22.0 28.0 16.0  26.0 8.0 3.30
Male 15.7 27.5 29.4  23.5 3.9 3.27
Female 24.5 26.5 12,2 24,5 12.2  3.27
Male 13:3 29.4 23.5  29.4 3.9 3.20
Female 18.4 32,7 12. 22,4 14.3 3.18
Per-Conference for Teacher Evaluation by
Years Teaching (N=102)
Independent
Variable cent o dents Mean
Don't
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
<10 16.3 25.6 30,2 23.3 4.7 3.26
11-20 26.7 33.3 20.0  13.3 6.7  3.60
>20 10.7 39.3 25.0 25.0 ~-- 3.36

{continued)
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c ued,
Independent
Variable Percen Respondents Mean
Don‘t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Ki

0 25.0 15.0  35.0 10.0  3.00
11-20 40.0 0.0 26.7 13.3  3.07

o 25.9 25.9  29.6 7.4  3.04
<10 26.2 19.0 119 9.5  3.62
11-20 23.3 13.3 10.0 1.3 3.7
>20 32.1 21,4 17.9 .

o 35.7 21.4 143 7.1 350
11-20 26.7 23.3  16.7 16.7  3.10
>20 39.3 17.9  28.6 3.6  3.25
<10 42.9 19.0 2.4 .48
11-20 26.7 13.3 16,7 3.20
>20 32.1 28.6 3.6  13.29
<10 37.2 27.9 4.7 3.33
11-20 26,7 16.7 13.3  3.30

0 39.3 25.0 3.6 3.36
<10 21.4 23.8 4.8 3.31
11-20 16.7 20.0 20.0  3.10
>20 46.4 28.6 - 3.29
<10 19.0 26.2 28.6 7.1 3.21
11-20 16.7 26.7 23.3 20.0  2.97
>20 10.7 42.9 25.0 - 3.39




Independent
Variable

Hi

Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

igh

Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

igh

Central High
Elementary
High

Central High
Elementary

High

Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

igh
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

...185

ency of use fo tices of
Pre-Conference for Teacher Evaluation by
Type of School (N=102)
rcent o ts Mean
Don‘t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
40.9 13.6 - 3.45
30.0 10.0 3.80
27.3 27.3 9. 3.36
17.9 32.1 7.1 3.00
46.2 15.4 - 3.62
23.8 4.3 38.1 14.3  2.76
26.3 21,1 31.6 5.3 3.16
27.3 18.2 36.4 9.1 2.90
23.1 23.1  30.8 15.4  2.77
53.8 - 231 - 3.7
318 13.6  13.6 9.1  3.64
25. 15.0 5.0 10.2  3.90
45.5 18.2 8.2 9.1  3.27
18.5 29.6 14.8 7.4 3.48
15.4 15.4 231 - 3.8s
22.7 31.8 22.7
45.0 5.0  15.0
45.5 27.3 18.
29.6 2.2 22.2
30.8 0. 15.4
36.4 13.6 22.7
45.0 15.0  15.0
18.0 45. 18.2
33.3 22.2 29.6
38.5 - 15.4
22.7 36.4
35.0 15.0
45.5 18.2
39.3 25.0
30.8 23.1

(continued)
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IABLE C continued
Independent
Variable Percent of Respondents lLean
Don't
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
High 18.2 18.2 318 22.7 9.1 1.4
Central High 25.0 30.0 20,0  15.0 10.0  3.45
Junior High 18.2 45.0 18.2  18.2 364
All-Grade 14.8 22.2 25.9 29.6 7.4 3.07
Elementary 23.1 30.8 - 8.5 7.7 323
High 22.7 13.6 27.3 273 9.1 3.4
Central High 25.0 30.0 15.0  20.0 10.0  3.40
Junior High 9.1 45.5 27.3 18.2 - 3.45
All-Grade 3.7 33.3 4.8 37.0 11.1  2.81
Elementary 23.1 8.5 - j0.8 7.7 3.38
T cy_of us ces
Pre=cConfe: e Vi i b
Comnunity Population (N=102)
Independent
Variable Percent of Respondents Mean

Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know

<5000 19.7 28.3 25.8  22.7 3.0
>5000 17.9 29.3 21.4 17.9 3.6
Metro St. John's - 33.3 33.3 16.7 16.7
<5000 29.0 19.4 27.4 11.3
>5000 35.7 7.1 3507 7
Metro St. John‘s - 16.7 33.3 33.3 16.7
<5000 38.5 23.1 18.5 10.8 9.2 3.71
>5000 32.1 32.1 10.7 17.9 7.1 3.64
Metro St. John's - 50.0 33.3 16.7  -- 3.33
<5000 16.9 33.8 18.5 20.0 10.8 3.26
>5000 21.4 35.7 25.0 10.7 7.1 3.54
Metro St. John's - 333 33.0 33.3 - 3.00
<5000 16.9 35.4 20.0 20.0 3.34
>5000 21.4 32.1 17.9  21.4 .29
Metro St. John's 16.7 333 33.3 16.7 3.50

(cont Lnued)



TABLE D. (continued)

Independent
Varisble

ercent of R dents
Don’t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
<5000 18.2 34.8 5.2 24.2 7.6
>5000 17.9 35.7 17.9 2.4 7.1
Metro St. John's  16.7 33.3 16.7 333 --
<5000 21.5 21.5 24.6 231 9.2
>5000 17.9 39.3 10,7 25.0 7.1
Metro St. John‘s  16.7 33.3 3.3 167 —-
<5000 16.9 25.2 18.5  26.2 9.2
>5000 17.9 32.1 14.3  25.0 10.7

Metro St. John's - 50.0 33.3 16.7 -=-
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IABLE A. Frequency of use for Preferred Practices gg

Pre-Conference for Teacher Evaluation by

Sex (N=102)
Independent
Item Variable Percent of Respondents Mean
Don't
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
1. Male 64.7 33.3 - 2.0 - 4.61
Female 63.3 24.5 8.2 2.0 2.0  4.45
2. Hale 32.0 3a.0 6.0 1.0  3.56
Female 46.0 38.8 2.0 6.1 4.18
3. Male 72.5 19.6 - 4.65
Female 69.6 28.3 2. 4.63
4. Male 51.0 35.3 9.8 2.0 2.0 4.31
Female 68.8 29.2 4 - - 4.67
5. HMale 56.9 39.2 3.9 - 4.53
Female 75.0 20.8 2.1 - - 4.69
6. Male 56.0 36.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 4.42
Female 77.6 18.4 4.1 e 4.73
7.  Male 56.9 29.4 9.8 -- 4.39
Female 77.1 16.7 6.3 - - 4.71
8. Maie 51.0 35.3 9.8 3.9 " 4.33
Female 70.8 16.7 10.4 == 2.1 4.4
'ABLE Frequency of use

o
Pre-conference for Taache; Evaluation by
Years Teaching (N=102)

Independent
Variable

Item ble Bercent of Respondents
Don't.
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
10 61.9 28.6 .8 2.4 2.4 4.
1. 11-20 73.3 23.3 3.3 L 4.
>20 57.1 35.7 3.6 3.6 — 4.

45
70
46

(continued)



TABLE B. (continued)
ZIndependent

Vagiab Percent of Respondents
Always Sometimes Rarely Never
<10 45.2 31.0 73 7.1
11-20 36.7 40.0 3.3
>20 333 40.7 -
<10 64.1 28.2 5.1
11-20 86.7 13.3 -
>20 64.3 28.6 7.1 -
<10 61.0 34.1 4.9 -
11-20 63.3 30.0 3.3 3.3
>20 53.6 32,1 10.7 -
<10 68.3 24.4 4.9
11-20 66.7 33.3
>20 60.7 35.7 3.6 -
<10 69.0 26.2 2.4 2.4
11-20 70.0 23.3 6.7 -
>20 59.3 33.3 3.7 -
<10 71.4 16.7 9.5 2.4
11-20 75.9 13.8 6.9 3.4
>20 50.0 42.9 7.1 -
<10 61.9 23.8 9.5 2.4
11-20 69.0 10.3 17.2 3.4
>20 50.0 46.4 3.6 -

.e.189



tem

TABL

igh
Central High
Elementary

High
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

High
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

High
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

High
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

High
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

High
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

cy of uf

...190

&
Pre-Conference for Teacher Evaluation by

~Confe!
Type of School (N=102)
Percer dents

Always Sometimes

Rarely Never

4.67
(continued)



tom

Item
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TABLE C. (continued

Independent
Variable

High
Central High
Junior High

All-Grade

Elementary

TABLE ©.

Independent

Variab

<5000
>5000
Metro

<5000
>5000
Metro

<5000
>5000
Metro

<5000
>5000
Metro

<5000
>5000
Metro

<5000
>5000
Metro

st.

st.

st.

st.

st.

st.

John‘s

John‘s

John's

John’s

John‘s

John's

Percent of Respondents Mean
Don’t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know

57.1 23.8 19.0 4.38
60.0 25.0 5.0 4.35
63.6 27.3 9.1 4.55
60.7 32.1 3.6 4.46
58.3 33.3 8.3 4.50
enc. se
Pre-Conference for Teacher Evaluatjon by
Community Population (N=102)

Percent of Respondents Hean

Don't

Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
65.2 28.8 4.58
63.0 29.6 4.52
66.7 16.7 4.17
3.8 40.0 3.78
€l.9 29.6 4.1s
50.0 33.3 - - 16.7 4.00
68.8 25.0 6.3 - 4.63
76.9 19.2 - 3.8 4.65
66.7 33.3 - - -— 4.67
52.3 36.9 — 4.40
77.8 18.5 3.7 4.67
50.0 50.0 e 4.50
58.5 36.9 4.6 - S 4.54
77.8 18.5 - ER - 4.70
83.3 16.7 — - - 4.83
59.1 33.3 4.5 1.5 1.5  4.47
80.8 15.4 3.8 - - 4.77
83.3 16.7 - - - 4.83

(continued)
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TABLE D. (continued)

ndependent

Item Variable Percent of Respondents Mean

Don’t

Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
<5000 59.1 28.8 9. 3.0 4.43
7. >5000 76. 1s.4 947 = 4.69
Metro St. John's 100.0 - e - 5.00
<5000 56.1 28.8 12.1 3.0 -- 4.38
8.  >5000 69.2 2351 3.8 - 3.8 .54

Metro St. John's 66.7 16.7 16.7
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APPENDIX 16
._Freque: r_Present Practices of
Post-Conference for Teacher Evaluation
by Sex (N=102)

Independent

tem Variabie Percent R s Mean
Don’t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know

1. Male 49.0 27.5 13.7 5.9 3.9 4.12
Female 44.0 4.0 8.0 10.0 4.0 4.04
2. HMale 12.0 36.0 22.0 22.0 8.0 3.22
Female 16.0 32.0 20.0  20.0 12.0  3.20
3. Male 1.8 29.4 31.4  19.6 7.8  3.18
Female 6.0 26.0 24.0  28.0 16.0 2.78
4. Male 17.6 45.1 15.7 15,7 5.9  3.53
female 22.0 42.0 14.0  14.0 8. 3.56
5. Mal 43.1 37.3 9.8 3.9 5.9  4.08
Female 54.0 0.0 6.0 4.0 6.0 4.22
6. Male 11.8 35.3 31.4 9.8 11.8 3.2
Female 12.8 47.7 10.6  14.9 17.0 3.2
7. HMale 13.7 29.4 27.5  21.6 7.8 3.20
Female 19.1 .9 14.9  17.0 17.0  3.19
8. HMale 3.3 45.1 5.9  4.08
Female 47.9 33.3 4.08
9. Male 23.5 35.3 3.58
Female 27.1 13.3 3.38
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TABLE B. Frequency of use for Present Practices of
Post-Co; ce for Teacher Evaluation b:
Years Teaching (¥=102)

Independent
le

Item Variab: Percent of Respondents Mean
Don‘t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know

<10 58.1 23.3 9.3 7.0 2.4 4.28

1. 11-20 43.3 36.7 6.7 3.3 10.0  4.00
>20 32,1 35.7 7.9 14.3 - 3.86
<10 14.3 40.5 19.0  19.0 7.1  3.36

2. 11-20 13.3 30.0 20.0  20.0 16.7  3.03
>20 14.3 28.6 25.0 25.0 7.1 3.18
<10 9.3 25.6 25.6  27.9 11.6  2.93

3. 11-20 6.7 26.7 26.7  23.3 16.7  2.83
>20 10.7 32.1 321 17.9 7.1 3.21
<10 32.6 46.5 1.6 7.0 2.3 4.00

4. 11-20 10.0 40.0 16.7  16.7 16.7  3.10
>20 10.7 42.9 7.9 25.0 3.6  3.32
<10 60.5 27.9 7.0 2.3 2.1 4.82

5. 11-20 50.0 23.3 10.0 3.3 13.3 0 3.93
>20 28.6 53.6 7.1 7.1 3.6  3.96

<10 19.5 a9 7.1 14.6 17.1  3.22

6. 11-20 13.8 41.4 7.2 10.3 17.2  3.24
>20 50.0 32.2 10,7 7.1 3.25
<10 19.5 26.8 22.0  19.5 12.2  3.22

7. 11-20 17.2 2.1 17.2 20.7 20.7  2.97
>20 10.7 42.9 25.0 17.9 3.6  3.39
52.4 28.6 24 4.8  4.21

8. 11-20 34.5 48.3 3.4 13.8  3.86
>20 35.7 6.4 -~ 3.6 411
<10 28.6 7.1 16.7  3.48

9. 11-20 EPN) 6.9 17.2  3.52
>20 14.3 17.9 3.6  3.46
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c. -equency o P) N
Post-Conference for Teacher Evaluation by
Type of School (N=102)

Variable Bercent of Respondents Mean

Don‘t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know

High 22.7 50.0 13.6  13.6 - 3.82
Centzil High 55.0 20.0 15.0 5.0 5.0 4.15
Junior High 36.4 36.4 9.1  18.2 - 3.91
All-Grade 60.7 14.3 14.3 3.6 7.1 4.8
Elementary 46.2 46.2 - 7.7 - 4.30
igh - .8 3.6  2.73
Central High 10.5 36.8 5.3 3.16
Junior High 9.1 36.4 8.2 3.09
All-Grade 14.3 35.7 1.7 3.21
Elementary 0.8 8.5 - 3.92
igh 4.5 18.2 8.3 2.55
central High 10.0 30.0 15.0  3.05
Junior High 9.1 27.3 8.2 2.91
14.3 21.4 7.1 3.04

Elementary - 53.8 - 3.38
High 13.6 40.9 9.1 3.32
Central High 30.0 40.0 5.0 3.75
Junior High 18.2 45.5 - 3.73
All-Grade 21.4 39.3 7.1 3.50
Elementary - 61.5 7.7 33
High 36.4 3.8 9.1 3.77
Central High 45.0 45.0 5.0  4.25
Junior High 36.4 36.4 - 4.00
All-Grade 57.1 32.1 7.1 4.32
Elementary 61.5 23.1 -- 4.38
High 9.1 36.4 9.1  3.14
Central High 15.0 35.0 25.0 3.1
Junior High - 66.7 1.1 3.33
All-Grade 18.5 33.3 1.1 3.33
Elementary 2:7 53.8 7.7 3.38
High 9.1 22.7 8.2 2.82
Central High 15.0 25.0 15.0  3.15
Junior High 10.0 50.0 10.0  3.30
All-Grade 19.2 30.8 71 337
Elementary 15.4 46.2 7.7 3.46

(continued)
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TABLE C cont inued
ndepend

Variable Percent of Respondents Hean

Don’t

Always Sometimes Rarely Never Ki
High 36.4 31.8 9.1 3.68
Central High 45.0 35.0 15.0 a5
Junior Righ 40.0 40.0 20.0 4.20
All-Grade 40.7 48.1 3.7 4.15
Elementary 46.2 46.2 7.7 4.38
High 19.0 33.3 14.3 3.19
Central High 35.0 30.0 10.0 3.65
Junior High 10.0 60.0 20.0 3.60
All-Grade 25.0 39. 14.3 3.57
Elementary 30.8 23.1 231 3.46
TABLE D. Frequency of use for Present Practices of
~Cos valuatio
Community Population (N=102)
nde

Vi cent 8, Mean

pon‘t

Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know

<5000 51.5 24.2 13.6 6. 4.12
>5000 39.3 39.3 3.6 143 3.99
Metro St. John’s  33.3 50.0 16.7 - 4.17
<5000 12.3 33.8 20,0  24.6 9.2 3.15
>5000 21.4 32.1 25.0 143 7.1 3.46
Metro St. John's  -- 50.0 - 16.7 333 2.67
<5000 9.1 24.2 0. 25.8 10.6  2.95
>5000 10.7 35.7 179 21.4 143 3.07
Metro St. John's  -- 333 EEN 16.7 16.7  2.83
<5000 24.2 39.4 15.2 6.1  3.61
>5000 10.7 53.6 10.7 0.7 3.39
Metro St. John's  16.7 50.0 133 - - 3.83
<5000 53.0 34.8 4.5 15 61 4.27
>5000 46.4 28.6 7.1 107 7.1 3.96
Matro St. John's  16.7 50.0 3.3 - - 3.83

(continued)



<5000
>5000
Metro

<5000
>5000
Metro

<5000
>5000
Metro

<5000
>5000
Metro

TABLE (continued)

Independent
Variable

Always Sometimes

18.5

st. John‘s -

st. John's

St. John's ad

st.

36.9
48.1
40.0

27.7
1.1

percent of Respondents

Rarely Never

v.e197
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APPENDIX 17

TABLE A. Freguency of act jce
—Conference Evaluati
sex (N=102)
Independent

Item Variable Percent i Mean

Don‘t

Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
1. Male 84.3 1.8 3.9 4.80
Female 85.7 10.2 2.0 4.80
Male 4.0 8.0 12.0 3.80
Female 57.1 0.6 8.2 4.3
3. Male 45.1 43.1 7.8 4.29
Female 45.8 1.5 8.3 4.17
Male 64.7 35.3 - - - 4.65
Female 85.7 12.2 - -~ 2.0 4.80
5. Male 78.0 22.0 - - - 4.78
Female 93.9 4.1 - 2.0 - 4.90
Male 50.0 36.0 8.0 -~ 6.0 4.24
Female 5.6 1.8 2.2 - 4.4 4.0
7. Male 49.0 9.2 2.0 5.9 3.9  4.24
Female 57.4 n.9 8.5 - 2.1 4.8
8. HMale 72.5 21.5 - - - 4.73
Female 85.1 12.8 2.1 - - 4.83
9. HMale 74.5 21.6 2.0 2.0 -- 4.69
Female 63.8 19 - 21 2.1 4.8



Item

u refe
t-Confe: = ache: Vi
Years Teaching (N=102)

Percen ts

Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know

85.7 9.5 2.4 2.4

90.0 10.0 - -

8.6 14.3 7.1 -

53.7 31.7 9.8

40.0 36.7 10.0  10.0

9.3 35.7 10.7 -

41.5 39.0 12.2 4.9

60.0 30.0 3.3 3.3

5.7 53.6 7.1 3.6 -
88.1 1.9 -
6.7 20.0 3.3
53.6 46.4 - -
90.5 9.5

90.0 6.7

74,1 25.9

59.0 25.6

55,2 37.9

40.7 51.9

52.4 35.7

53.6 28.6

53.6 42.9

92.7 7.3 - -
72.4 24.1 3.4

64.3 35.7 - — bt
68.3 29.3 2.4 o .
65.5 24.1 - 6.9 3.4
75.0 25.0 - - -

w199
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TABLE C. Frequency of use for P
for

Variable

High
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

High

Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

High
Central High
Elementary

igh
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

gh
Central High
Junior High

Elementary

High

Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

High

Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

Teacher Evaluation by

Type of Scheo”.

Always Sometimes

71.4

(N=102)

Percent of Respondents

23.8

Rarely

Never

tean

Don’t
Know

- 4.70
3.6 4.29
4.17

(continued)



Item

TABLE C cont inued)
ient

Variable e rcer dent: Mean

Don't

Alvays Sometimes Rarely Never Know
High 85.7 9.5 - 4.81
Central High 75,0 25.0 - 4.75
Junior High 90.0 10.0 -- 4.90
All-Grade 85.2 1.8 -- 4.85
Elementary 61.5 8.5 - - 4.62
High 70.0 25.0 4.60
central High 75.0 20.0 4.65
Junior High 0.0 30.0 4.70
All-Grade 1.4 28.6 4.71
Elementary 69.2 23.1 - - 4.46

ABLE D. ency o efe o
€ ~Co ac v b
Community Population (N=102)
ndent

Variable Percent of Respondents Mean

Don’t

Alvays Sometimes Rarely Never Know
<5000 86.4 10.6 3.0 - e 4.83
25000 85.2 7.4 3.7 37 - 4.74
Metro St. John's  83.3 16.7 - - - 4.83
<5000 43.1 12.3 12.3 3.98
5000 48.1 40.7 3.7 4.22
Metro St. John's  66.7 16.7 16.7 4.50
<5000 8.5 47.7 9 - 4.20
5000 55.6 29.6 3 7.4 422
Metro St. John's  66.7 16.7 5. - - 4.50
<5000 75.8 2.2 - - 2.76
>5000 70.4 25.9 3.7 - 4.59
Metro St. John's  100.0 - - - - 5.00
<5000 83.3 15.2 -- 4.80
5000 92.3 7.7 - 4.92
Motro St. John's  83.3 16.7 - & o 4.83

(contLnued)



Independent
Variable

<5000
>5000
Metro

<5000
>5000
Metro

<5000
>5000
Metro

<5000
>5000
Metro

st.

st.

John‘s

John's

. John's

. John's

Always

ed

36.
37,
20.

34,

9
o

8

38.5

20.

18.
25.

[

s
9

25.8

33

3

Percent of Regpondents

6.2
4.2

Sometimes Rarely Never

bon’t
Know

Souw
©o oWk

3.
3.
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Inde;
Variable

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Hale
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

nt

Independent
variable

<10
11-20
>20

APPENDIX 18

TABLE A. se for Present Practices of
Evaluators for Teacher Evaluation by
Sex (N=102)
Percent of Respondents Mean
Don’t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
66.7 27.5 5.9 - == 4.61
6.5 1.8 5.9 2.0 3.9  4.55
18.4 0.6 16.3  32.7 2.0  3.31
30.6 12.2 18.4  28.6 10.2  3.24
22.0 24.0 14.0  40.0 - 3.28
24.0 18.0 18.0  28.0 12.0  3.14
12.2 9.8 9.8  56.1 12.2  2.54
- 7.1 11.9  52.4 28.6 1.98
4.1 8.2 10.2  75.5 2.0  2.37
- 2.0 8.0  68.0 22.0 1.90
18.4 36.7 18.4  24.5 2.0  3.45
32.0 20.0 10.0  26.0 12.0 3.34
4.1 12.2 24.5  59.2 - 2.61
8.0 18.0 10.0  52.0 12.0  2.58
- 6.1 12,2 8l.6 -—- 2.24
- 8.2 6.1 67.3 18.4  2.04
TABLE 8. e or_Present tices of
e e maraes v
Years Tenchu\g (N-loz)
Percent of Respondents Mean
n’t

Always

70.5
66.7
78.6

Somet imes

Rarely Never Rnow

6.8
1

4.57
4.40
4.79

(continued)



Independent
Variable Percent of Respondents Hean
Don‘t
Never Know

<10 19.0 4.8 .64
11-20 34.5 10.3 314
>20 44.4 3.7 2.8s
<10 3 37.2 47 130
11-20 7 30,0 13.3  2.90
>20 8 333 .41
<10 2.9 8.8 55.9 29.4 1,94
11-20 8.3 8.3 54.2 20.8  2.29

0 8.0 6.0 52.0 8.0 2.64
<10 2.4 2.4 9.5  73.8 119  2.10
11-20 - 6.7 6.7  66.7 20,0  2.00
>20 37 7.4 .1 7401 37 2,33
<10 a0 26.2 16.7  16.7 9.5  1.52
11-20 23.3 23.3 16.7 26.7 10.0 3.23
>20 18.5 37.0 7.4 37.0 - 3.37

0 7.1 21.4 4.3 54.8 2.4 2.76
11-20 - 1.3 23.3  $6.7 16.7  2.13
>20 1.1 18.5 4.8 55.6 2.85
<10 - 9.8 9.8 73.2 7.3 2.22
11-20 - - 10.0
>20 - 1.1 7.4  8l.5 - 2.30
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cy of use for Present Practices of
Evaluators for Teacher Evaluation by
Type of School (N=102)

Independent

Variable ercent . ¢ Reg lents Mean
Don't
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know

igh 68.2 18.2 4.5 - 4.50
Ccentral High 85.0 10.0 - - 4.80
Junior High 81.8 18.2 - - 4.82
All-Grade 72.4 17.2 - 6.9 .48
Elementary 76.9 7.1 -~ - 4.62
High 22.7 9.1 36.4 3.00
Central High 36.8 21.1 36.8 3.58
Junior High 1.1 333 44.4 311
All-Grade 25.0 14.3 17.9 3.25
Elementary 30.8 30.8 30.8 3.46

oh 22.7 18.2 40.9 3.05
Central High 26.3 21.1 26. 3.37
Junior High 18.2 9.1 36.4 3.09
All-Grade 21.4 17.9 35.7 311
Elementary 30.8 23.1 30.8 3.38
High 15.8 52.6 2.58
Central High - 45.5 27 2.09

Junior High 10.0

All-Grade 3.9 61.5 19. 2.11
Elementary - 50.0 1.92
High 72,7 13.6  2.09
Central High 77.8 5.6 2.11
Junior High 63.6 18.2  2.18
All-Grade 67.9 14.3 2,07
Elementary - 76.9 15.4  2.00
High 31.8 3.6 18.2 - 3.82
Central High 22.2 16.7  16.7 111  3.39
Junior High 18.2 - 36.4 18.2  2.91
All-Grade 21.4 25.0 28.6 7.1  3.18
Elementary 30.8 7.7 30.8 7.7 3.38
High 9.1 18,2  45.5 4.5  2.86
Central High 5.6 22.2  55.6 5.6  2.55
Junior High - 18,2 63.6 9.1  2.27
All-Grade 3.6 21.4  57.1 7.1 2.46
Elementary 15.4 53.8 7.7 2.85

(cont inued)



Item

TABLE .
ZIndependent
Variable Percent s Mean
Don't
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
High 18.2 3.6 59.1 9.1 2.41
Central High 5.6 77.8 5.6  2.22
Junior High 9.1 72,7 1B.2  1.91
All-Grade 1.1 8ls 7.4 2.04
Elementary - - 84.6 15.4  1.85
TABLE D. Freguency of use for Present Practices of
Evaluators for Teacher Evaluation by
ommunity Population (N=102)
ZIndependent
Variable Percent of Respondents Mean
Don't
Always Sometimes Rarely Naver Know
<5000 71.6 19.4 6.0 - a.57
>5000 17.9 3.6 3.6 a.64
Metro St. John's 3.3 - - 4.67
<5000 20.0 21,5 24.6 3.26
>5000 18.5 1.1 44.4 3.26
Metro St. John's 40.0 40.0 3.40
<5000 18.5 3.8 369 6.2  3.18
>5000 32.1 179 214 7.1 3.39
Metro St. John's - 33.3 s0.0 -- 2.83
<5000 7.5 5.7 7.5 58.5 20.8 2.21
>5000 4.3 17.4 17,4 43.5 17.4  2.48
Metro St. John'e - -y 16.7 50.0 33. 1.83
<5000 7.8 7.8 73.4 9.4 2.19
>5000 -- 143 67.9 14.3  2.11
Metro St. John's -- - 66.7 33.1  1.67
<5000 26.6 28.1 203 203 4.7 3.52
>5000 28.6 28.6 - 35,7 7.1 3.36
Metro St. John's == 33.3 - 33.3 333 2.3

(cont inued)



TABLE D. (continued)
Independent
Variable ent.

Always Sometimes

<5000 3.1
>5000 14.3
Metro St. John's e e
<5000 1.9
>5000 7.1

Metro St. John's

Rarely Never

20.3
14.3

54.7
50.0
83.3

69.8
82.1
83.3

+..207



APPENDIX 19

TABLE A. Frequency of use for Preferred Practices of
Evaluators for Teacher Evaluati v

r Evaluation b

Sex (N=102)
Independent
Item Variable Percent of Respondents Mean
Don‘t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
1. Male 56.0 38.0 6.0 - - 4.50
Female 63.3 28.6 8.2 - - 4.55
2. Male 18.4 32.7 24.5 22,4 2.0  3.43
Female 29.8 29.8 23.4 8.5 8.5  3.64
3. Male 45.1 35.3 1.8 3.9 3.9 414
Female 49.0 36.7 10.2 2.0 2.0  4.29
4. Male 33.3 37.8 8.9 133 6.7 178
Female 14.6 8.8 9.9 9.8 17.1 3.3
5. Male 12.2 4.9 18.4 224 2.0 .43
Female 6.1 30.6 14.3  34.7 14.3  2.80
6. Male 6.9 40.8 4.1 4.1 4.1 4.23
Female 66.0 30.0 2.0 2.0 -- 4.60
7.  HMale 8.2 46.9 18.4 22,4 4.1 3.3)
Female 8.2 40.8 22.4 26,5 2.0  3.27
8. Male 2.0 32.7 16.3  42.9 6.1  2.82
Female - 22.9 29.2 41,7 6.3 2.69
Freguency of use foi refe d actices o
Evaluators for Teacher Evaluation by Years
Teaching (N='02)
Independent
tem Variable Percent of Respondents Mean
Don‘t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
<10 57.1 8.1 4.8 - 4.52
1. 11-20 60.0 33.3 6.7 4.53
>20 63.0 25.9 1.1 - 4.52

(cont Laued)



TABLE B. (continued)
Independent
Variable Percent o
Always Sometimes
) 32.5 45.0
11-20 27.6 24.1
20 7.4 185
<10 57.1 35.7
11-20 33.3 43.3
o 46.4 28.6
<10 20.6 52.9
11-20 16.0 40.0
>20 37.0 333
0 4.9 31.7
11-20 10.0 40.0
20 14.8 44,4
<10 61.9 31.0
11-20 60.0 333
0 444 44,4
<10 3 51.2
11-20 7 433
>20 1 333
0 31.7
11-20 21.6
>20 22.2

Rarely Never

12.5
27.6
31.0

4.8
13.3
17.9

2.9
16.0
1.1
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TABLE C. enc: for Pre: act
Evaluators for Teacher Evaluation by Tvpe
of School (N=102)

Independent
Variable Perce, es) Mean
Don’t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
High 50.0 45.0 5.0 4.45
Central High 73.7 15.8 10.5 4.63
Junior High 54.5 as5.5 - 4.55
All-Grade 65.5 27.6 5.9 4.59
Elementary 69.2 15.4 15.4 4.54
High 19.0 28.6 28.6 9.5 14.3  3.29
Central High 42.1 15.8 15.8 211 5.3 3.68
Junior High 22.2 1.1 3.3 333 == 3.22
All-Grade 22.2 48.1 22.2 7.4 - 3.85
Elementary 23.1 15.4 3.8 231 7.7 3.23
igh 42.9 42.9 9.5 - 4.19
Central High 50.0 30.0 10.0  10.0 4.20
Junior High 36.4 36.4 18.2 .91
All-Grade 50.0 32.1 10.7 4.21
Elementary 61.5 23.1 15.4 4.46
High 26.3 52.6 5.3 5.3 3.79
Central High 26.7 53.3 - 13.3 3.80
Junior High 20.0 20.0 20.0 3.20
All-Grade 26.9 38.5 11.5 3.50
Elementary 18.2 36.4 9.1 .27
High 9.5 47.6 28.6 3.29
Central High 1.1 33.3 8.9 3.06
Junior High 18.2 36.4 27.3 3.45
All-Grade 3.4 37.9 24.1 3.00
Elementary 8.3 25.0 33.3 2.58
High 57.1 42.9 - 4.57
Central High 66.7 16.7 5.6 4.22
Junior High 54.5 36.4 - 9.1 4.36
All-Grade 58.6 34.5 6.9 - 4.52
Elementary 8.5 53.8 - 7.1 - 4.23
High 9.5 52.4 23. 4.3 - 3.57
Central High 5.6 44.4 2.2 22.2 5.6 3.22
Junior High - 36.4 9.1  45.5 9.1  2.73
All-Grada 6.9 a1.4 24.1 241 3.4 3.2
Elementary 16.7 33.3 6.7 333 - 3.33

(cont Lnued)
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Independent
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Variable of Respondent Mean

Don‘t

Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
High 38.1 28.6  23.8 9.5  2.95
Central High 33.3 16.7 44.4 5.6  2.78
Junior High - 18.2 727 9.1 2.09
All-Grade 17.9 35.7  39.3 3.6  2.79
Elementary 25.0 8.3 58.3 8.3  2.50

TABLE D. Frequency of use for Preferred Practices of
Evaluators for Teacher Evaluation by
Community Population (N=102)
lependen

Variable t ndents Mean

Don’t

Always Sometimes Rarely Naver Know
<5000 60.0 32.3 4.52
>5000 59.3 33.3 4.52
Metro St. John‘'s  50.0 50.0 4.50
<5000 21.9 0.6 3.61
>5000 26.9 7.7 3.23
Matro St. John's  40.0 20.0 4.00
<5000 36.4 10.6 3.0 3.0 4.21
>5000 25.9 4.8 3.7 3.7 419
Metro St. John's 66.7 - - - 4.33
<5000 8.3 3.59
>5000 33.3 3.67
Metro St. John's 3. 3.33
<5000 35.4 2.99
>5000 38.5 3.27
Metro St. John's 50. 3.67
<5000 33.8 4.38
>5000 3.8 4.48
Metro St. John's 50.0 4.50

(continued)



TABLE D. (continued

ndependent

Variable Percent of Respondents
Always Sometimes Rarely Never

<5000 6.2 47.7 21.5 21.5

>5000 1 26.9 23 34.6

Metro St. John’s 66.7 16.7

<5000 1.6 29.7 26.6 34.4

>5000 - 19.2 9.2 57.7

Metro St. John's - 33.3 - 66.7

Don’t
Know



tem

Independent
Variable

Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

APPENDIX 20

TABLE A. Freguency of use for Present Practices o

S 5k |

£

Characteristics of Evaluators for Teacher
Evaluation by Sex (N=102)
Percent of Respondents Mean
Don’t

Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know

18.0 4.0 22.0  24.0 2.0  3.42
22.4 18.4 22.4 32,7 41 322
18.0 44.0 24,0  12.0 4.0  3.56
30.0 28.0 22.0  14.0 6.0  3.62

8.0 34.0 22.0  22.0 14.0  3.00

6.1 28.6 28.6  16.3 20.4  2.84
64.0 22.0 2.0 -~ 12,0 4.26
60.0 26.0 2.0 4.0 8.0 4.26
30.0 40.0 22.0 6.0 2.0 3.9
3.4 43.1 13.7 3.9 7.8 3.86

8.0 16.0 34.0 34.0 8.0  2.82

3.9 17.6 25.5  37.3 15.7  2.57
14.0 20.0 28,0 16.0 22.0  2.88
10.2 28.6 22.4  14.3 24.5  2.86
22.0 4.0 16.0 4.0 14.0  3.56
36.7 30.6 6.1  10.2 16.3  3.61
14.0 32.0 30.0 16.0 8.0  3.28
16.0 34.0 32,0 12.0 6.0 3.42
20.0 54.0 16.0 2.0 8.0 3.76
28.0 50.0 12.0 4.0 6.0 3.9
24.0 48.0 18.0 6.0 4.0 3.82
32.0 46.0 14.0 3.0 6.0 3.96



Independent
Variable

<10
>20

BLE

en:
S ReragtoritEice s

Eva
Evaluation by Years Teaching (n-lu:)

or_Prese; L

Percent of Respondents

Always Sometimes Rarely

22.7 25.0 22.7
22.2 25.9 18.5
14.3 28.6 25.0
34.9 25.6
31.0 20.7
42.9 21.4
23.3 23.3
7.9 24.1
37.0 29.6

27.3

14.3

28.6
43.2 13.6
41.4 6.9
3 35.7
4.5 22.7 27.3
6.9 17.2 27.6
7.1 7.1 35.7
11.9 21.4 26.2
10.3 31.0 24.1
14.3 21.4 25.0
30.2 34.9 11.6
41.4 37.9 3.4
14.8 40.7 18.5
18.6 27.9 34.9
13.8 41.4 17.2
10.7 32.1 39.3
25.6 58.1 9.3
31.0 44.8 10.3
14.3 .0 25.0

Never

27.3
25.9
32.1

...214

sact: o

3 3.39
4
- 3.25

(cont inued)
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TABLE B. (continued)
Independent
variable Percent of Respondents Mean

Den’t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know

<10 32.6 48.8 11.6 2.3 4.7
11-20 34,5 48.3 3.4 3.4 10.3
>20 14.3 42. 35.7 7.1 -
TABLE C. Freque e_for Pr ctices of
Characf stics of Bv: ors
Evaluation by Type of School (N=102)
Independent
Varjiable Percent of Re de; Mean
Don‘t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
High 31.8 22.7 27.3 3.68
Central High 20.0 15.0 25.0 3.15
Junior High - 36.4 27.3 3.00
All-Grade 24.1 27.6 13.8 3.34
Elementary 10.0 0.0 40.0 3.30
High 22.7 18.2 3.73
Central High 40.0 10.0 3.90
Junior High - 27.3 3.36
All-Grade 14.3 35.7 3.29
Elementary 233 3.3 3.s8
High 4.5 27.3 3.09
Central High 5.3 31.6 3.00
Junior High 9.1 18.2 3.00
All-Grade 10.7 25.0 2.68
Elementary 8.3 25.0 3.00
High 57.1 28.6 4.8 4.29
Central High 80.0 15.0 - 4.65
Junior High 72.7 4.45
All-Grade 48.3 4.03
Elementary 75.0 - 4.58

(continued)



Var

gh
Central High
Junior High
Kll-Grade
Elementary

High
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

High
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

High
Central High

Elementary

High
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

High
Central High
Junior High
All-orade’
Elementary

High
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

ued

o Responds

Always Sometimes Rarely Never

13.6




TABL]

Independent
Variab

<5000
>5000
Metro St. John's
<5000
>5000
Metro St. John's
<5000
>5000
Metro St. John's
<5000

>5000

Metro St. John's
<5000
>5000
Metro John's
<5000
>5000
Metro St. John's
<5000
>5000
Metro St. John's
<5000
>5000
Metro St. John's
<5000
>5000
Metro St. John's
<5000
>5000
Metro St. John's
<5000
>5000
Metro

St. John's

o 5
Frequency of use for Present Practices of
hazacser;-:£=s of Evaluators for Teacher

Evaluation by Community Population (N=102)

Per of Respondent Mean
pon‘t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know

25.8 22.7 22.7 3.42
11.1 33.3 18.5 3.14
- 33.3 33.3 3.00
36.4 24.3 3.62
10.7 3.64
66.7 3.00
23.1 2.92
35.7 2.82
- 3.33
4.23
4.25
4.67
17.9 3.96
14.3 3.71
33.3 3.83
28.4 2.88
35.7 2.32
16.7 2.33
30.8 3.04
14.3 2.50
16.7 .67
3.0 12.1 3.79
18.5 11.1  3.44
- 66.7 .00
3.3 12,1 4. 3.48
25.0 17.9 10.7 3.14
33, 16.7 16.7  2.83
27.3 51.5 13.6 1.5 6.1 3.92
21.4 50.0 14.3 7.1 7.1 371
- 66. 16. - 16.7 .33
31.8 48.5 13.6 1.5 4.5  4.02
21.4 42.9 17.9 10.7 7.1 3.61
16.7 50.0 33.3 - - 3.83



Independent
Variable

Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Maie
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

TABLE A. Fre:

Practices of

Percent of Respondents

Always

64.7
56.3

7
7

56.9
59.2

84.3
89.6

76.0
7761

90.2
91.8

90.0
91.8

ency of use. Eat Pr
3

o
volissors for Teacher
Evaluation by “Sex (N=102)

4.65
4.48

4.66
4.70

2.62
2.75

a.88
4.94

4.92
4.88

4.48
4.32

4.33
4.40

4.71
4.83

4.72
4.67

4.84
4.90

4.84
4.86



Item

TABLE B. F)

Independent
Variable

Always

59.5
58.6
64.3
69.8

76.7
66.7

enc

£ _use Practice
Characteristics of Evaluators for Teacher
Evaluation by Years Teaching (N=10

Percent of Respondents

Sometimes

Rarely Never

o259
o

2)
Mean

Don't
Know

(cont inued)
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TABLE B. (continued

Independent
Variable

TABLE C. Frequency o

Independent
Variable

High
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

gh
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

High
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

High
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

Percent of Respondents tean
on' &

Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know

88.1 1.9 - - 4.88

96.7 -~ 33 a8t

88.9 7.4 -~ 37 a8

use io 7
Characterist

er:ed Fract ices o

Evaluato, ac!

Evaluation by Tyg of ‘School (Ne102)
Percent of R Mean

Don’t

Always Sometimes Rarely Know
71.4 4.8 4.57
50.0 - 4.45
66.7 4.67
65.5 4.66
46.2 - 4.46
85.0 4.85
75.0 4.70
72.7 4.73
62.1 4.55
61.5 4.62
- 2.67
10.5 2.68
e 2.36
14.3 2.79
8.3 2.92
95.0 4.95
100.0 5.00
5.00
4.86
100.0 - - 5.00

(continued)



TABLE C. (continued)

In o

Yariable

High

Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

igh
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

High
Central High
Junior High

Elementary

High

central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

High
Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

Central Hign
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

8

Central High
Junior High
All-Grade
Elementary

Always
90.5

zces

Somet imes

nd

Rarely Never

Don‘t
Know
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10.

1

TABLE D. uen oL ue gefarzed Pra
uatore
!v.lgj(lcn by an ty Population (N=101)
nde!
Variable Percent of Respondents Mean
Don’t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know

<5000 65.7 32.8 - 1.5 4.61
>5000 48.1 48.1 3.7 - 4.44
Metro St. John’'s  75.0 25.0 - - - 4.75
<5000 71.6 23.9 - 4.67
>5000 73.1 26.9 4.73
Metro St. John's  50.0 50.0 - 4.50
<5000 7.7 18.5 20.0 477 6.2 2.74
>5000 7.7 11.5 19.2  50.0 11.5  2.54
Metro St. John's - - 50. 50.0 - 2.50
<5000 90.9 4.86
>5000 100.0 - 5.00
Metro St. John‘s 100.0 - 5.00
<5000 88.1 11.9 4.88
>5000 92.6 7.4 93
Metro St. John's 100.0 - 5.00
<5000 50.0 48.5 4.45
>5000 63. 25.9 4.33
Metro St. John's  66.7 16.7 4.17
<5000 57.6 34.8 4.45
>5000 59.3 22.2 4.18
Metro St. John's  66.7 16.7 4.33
<5000 10.6 4.80
>5000 7. 4.77
Metro St. John’s  83.3 - 4.33
<5000 76.1 20.9 4.73
>5000 76.0 12.0 4.56
Metro st. John's  80.0 20.0 4.80
<5000 89.4 10.6 4.89
>5000 92.6 - 4.78
Metro St. John's 100.0 - 5.00
<5000 89.4 - - 4.89
>5000 92.3 - 7.7 4.69
Metro St. John‘s 100.0 = - - - 5.00
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TABLE A Frequency of use for Present Practices of

Organizatior ontext for Teacher

Evaluation by Sex (N=102)

Independent
tem Variable Percent of Respondents Mean

Don’t

Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
1. Male 50.0 30.0 10.0 6.0 4.0 4.16
Female 56.9 23.5 9.8 3.9 5.9 4.2
2. Hale 18.4 8.2 30.6 2.84
Female 1.0 20.0 30.0 2.86
3. HMale 16.0 44.0 26.0 3.54
Female 4.0 44.0 16.0 3.30
4.  Hale 22.0 42.0 28.0 3.78
Female 19.6 35.3 23.5 351

TABLE B. Frequency of use for Present Practices of
Organizational Context for Teacher
Evaluation by Years Teaching (N=102)
Independent

Item Variable Percent espondents Mean

Don’t

Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
<10 47.7 3.8 9.1 6.8 4.5 4.1
1. 11-20 51.7 24.1 13.8 3.4 6.9 4.10
21.4 7.1 3.6 3.6 4.39
<10 7.1 14.3 33.3 14.3 31.0  2.52
2. 11-20 20.7 17.2 24.1  17.2 20.7  3.00
>20 25.0 10. 32.1  21.4 10.7  3.18
<10 14.0 41.9 18.6 o 3.26
11-20 20.7 37.9 24.1 3 3.55
>20 10.7 53.6 3.4 .1 3.54
<10 18.2 38.6 27.3 3.57
4. 11-20 20.7 41.4 20.7 3.66
>20 25.0 35.7 28.6 3.75




B] requency of use fo: P(enent Practices of

Organizational Contex e:
Evaluation by Tupe of Schesl (N=102)
ndependent
Variable Percent of Respondents Mean
Don't
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
gh 50.0 21.3 4.5 4.14
Central High §0.0 35.0 - 4.45
Junior High 72.7 18.0 4.64
All-Grade 37.9 31.0 3.8
Elementary 75.0 16.7 4.67
gh 31.8 22.7 3.50
Central High 15.8 - 2.42
Junior High 18.2 9.1 2.91
All-Grade 3.6 14.3 2.46
Elementary 16.7 25.0 3.08
High 18.2 3.8 18.2 3.32
Central High 20.0 55.0 5.0 3.80
Junior High 9.1 54.5 - 3.36
All-Grade Tk 39.3 10.7 3.07
Elementary 25.0 50.0 - 3.83
igh 36.4 36.4 18.2 3.91
Central High 35.0 30.0 10.0 3.90
Junior High 18.2 9.1 27.3 3.8
All-Grade 6.9 4.8 10.3 .41
Elementary - 58.3 16.7 3.42
TABLE D. FZE ency of u esan: za l:
Context
Fvraen by Copmunity opulacion (Ne102)
Independent
Variable Percent of Respondents Hean
Don’t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
<5000 47.8 29.9 11.9 6.0 4.5  4.10
>5000 67.9 21.4 3.6 3.6 3.6 4.46
Metro St. John's  50.0 16.7 16.7 -~ 16.7  3.83

(continued)



'ABLE D.

Independent
Variable

Always
<5000 16.9
>5000 17.9
Metro St. John's -
<5000 19.7
>5000 7.1
Metro St. John’s -
<5000 23.9
>5000 17.9

Metro St. John's -

ent

15.4
14.3

39.4
57.1
33.3

41.8
39.3

nds

29.2
28.6
50.0

Sometimes Rarely Never

20.0
10.7
16.7

9.1
3.6
16.7

10.4
10.7
66.7

000225

2.33
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TABLE A. Frequency of use for Preferred Practices o
Oraanizational Context for Teacher
Evaluation by Sex (N=102)

Independent

Item Variable Percent of Respondent Mean

Don't

Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
1. Male 94.1 5.9 - - - 4.94
Female 98.0 i - - - 4.98
2. Male 82.0 - - 4.80
Female 76.0 -~ 4.0  4.60
3. Male 56.0 40.0 -~ 2.0 4.8
Female 55.1 4.7 2.0 -- 4.43
4. Male 78.4 21.6 - - 4.78
Female 82.4 17.6 - - 4.82

TABLE B. Frequency of use for Pre actices of
I onal Context 14 ac!
Evaluation by Years Teaching (N=102)
Independent

Item Variable percent of Respondents Hoan

Don‘t

Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
<10 97.7 2.3 - 4.98
1. 11-20 93.3 6.1 - 4.93
>20 96. 3.6 - - 4.96
<10 69.0 23.8 4.8 -~ 2.4 457
2 11-20 86.7 10.0 - - 13 a7
>20 8s.7 10.7 3.6 - - 4.82
64.3 33.3 - 4.60
3. 11-20 50.0 40.0 10.0 4.40
48.1 40.7 7.4 e 4.30
<10 79.5 30 4.80
4. 11-20 80.0 20.0 4.80
82.1 17.9 - - 4.82




B

Fna2d
TABLE C. erggeucx of use for Preferred Practices of

Organizational Context for Teache;

gva;uag; n by Type of Schesl (N=102)
Independent
vVariable ercent of Respondents Mean
Don’t

Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know

High 95.2 4.8 - 4.95
Central High - 5.00
Junior High -- 5.00
All-Grada - 4.97
Elementary - - 4.85
gh - - 4.81
Central High 10.5 -~ 5.3 4.5
Junior High - - 4.91
All-Grade - - 4.76
Elementary -~ 7.7 4.4
High - 4.35
Central High -- 4.70
Junior High - 4.73
All-Grade 3.6 4.50
Elementary 23.1 - 4.23
gh - 4.91
Central High - 4.90
Junior High - 4.91
All-Grade - 4.76
Elementary - - 4.62
TABLE D. Frequency of use for Preferred Practices of
Organizational Context for Teacher
Evaluation by Community Population (N=102)
Independent
Variable Bercent of Respondents Mean
Don’t
Always Sometimes Rarely Never Know
<5000 97.0 3.0 - 4.97
>5000 96.3 3.7 - 4.96
Metro St. John‘s 100.0 - - - 5.00

(continued)



TABLE D. (continued!

Independent
Variable

Always
<5000 77.3
>5000 5
Metro St. John’s 100.0
<5000 55.4
>5000 55.6
Metro St. John's 66.7
<5000 79.1
>5000 82.1
Metro St. John's 100.0

Sometines

18.2
1

Percent of Respondents

Rarely Never

3.0 -
3.7

pon“t
Know
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