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oL S ABSTRACT . ° . .

° ) ';

v

ThlS study was conducted ln order to’ examlne the ;
O

" criteria of evaluatlon'employed by Newfoundland distrlct

. v Y.

superlntendents when evaldatlng teachers for (a) teacher

competence, and (b) promotlon tQ an: admln;stratlﬁe P

position, L
hd ' N " : : - ’ " .;’. " ¢

The instrument consisted of two sections: a

- o>, ‘ -

. e . . . .

. . ; S .
personal ¥nd school distric¢t questionnaire, and two teacher -

'evaluation,ﬁuestionnaires. The latter section contained

. *
the same thirty“criteria,'evenly distributed into‘Mitzelfs
three categorles of presage, process and product for

each evaluative situation. Each crlterlon was scored on '§

a'four'point scale. Thelinstrument provided space for ,

. R U . ‘oh tha
rsuperintendents to include additional.criteria which they

'_employ for each'eValuative situation, as well as to

express thelr comments on the study. The instrument was,

malled to all Newfoundland dlStrlCt superlntendents, and

’”- .
1

94 per cent responded.

o

The statlstlcal procedures utlllzed incIuded
’ N t

_frequency counts to place crlterla in rédnk order to ]

v

determlne whethér or not a coﬁmon bodyhof~cr1ter1a ‘was:

employed in each'evaluatiye>%ltuatioh; the ranking of
I ,1 ‘12 . 'al\" ' . . ) )
-all thirty criteria for both Fvaluatiye situations to

_enable comparisons to be made between each criterion z

] '
. . * A
PR » -
. . ¢
L K .

.o
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. presage criteria when evaluating teachers for admihi-

_-district~variables. - = . ="

i ) . s !. ‘ « ‘ . ' . . 5
and the evaluative situations; thge use of Pearson's - .- [ .- |

' contingendy coefficients tq ascertain whether or not the

emohasis placed upon the particular créteria changed with

'the evaluatlve 51tuat10n, a factor analysis to see if |

7

crlterla tended. to cluster 1nto Mitzel's categorles ‘of

presage, process and product chi square tests to ascertaln

.whether or not significant differences existed in the /)' .

\ .

'responses accordlng to the“flve personal and school dlstrlct

varlables, and .the ranking“a cordlng to welghted scores of

ﬁ

o)

additional cr1ter1a employed b superlntendents but not'

listed’ on the 1nstrument
?

Analy51s of -the data reveal that superlntendents

employed a common body of crlterla in each evaluatlve

» 51tuatlon. The empha51s placed’ upon most of the ‘criteria

“ >,

changed w1th the evaluatlve 31tuatlon. Procéss.crlterla

were empha51zed-when evaluatring teacher competence, and'

™. e ) .

-

strative promotion. Factor analysis revealed that there

was a-clustering into Mitzel's categories of presage,

- . -

'brecess and product criteria. Some significant relation- i&’

ships were established between certain. criteria of :

.eyaluation and the superinténdents' personal and school

o
e
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THE PROBLEM AND ITS SIGNIFICANCE.

. '_ o . I. INTRODUCTION =~ = 7';/;,lw
» .L . ” . ' .‘ N .‘ \ ' , . R = .

During the past decade tremendous strides have

"

‘ N .been made toward the improvement of teacher'qualificationgm“~;:}“:
in Newfoundland.\ Ten years ago there were many unquallfled
’&«teachers in Newfoundland schools. It was not.uncommon to “
IR t‘ have teachers ‘whose only credentials mere a grade eleven
diploma.' Indeed, some cases have been ‘cited- where hlgh

v ﬂSChool students were taught by teachers who had not
/ ) , L

' . completed hlgh3§chool themselves.. (Statlstlcal Supplement
to the Annual Report of the Department of Educatlon, 1962,

> P. 1). Today, the need to hire untralned teachers has

largely disappeared. = e - . :
; ,

Durlng the 1971 salary negot1at10ns between the'

Newfoundland Teachers' Assoc1at10n and the Prov1ncial
. Government the duallty of Newfoundland: Teachers was
questloned rather exten51vely by the general publlc. The
- . varloue publlc forums 1ndicated,a‘rather_w1de-spread a
f{consenens that there were many ill—prepared teachers‘in
| ﬁewfonndland’schools. Yet they recelved the same
” P4,

f1nanc1al beneflts as the better prepared teachers. In‘

a world where an 1nd1v1dual's 1ncome is largely determlned

- . - .
Y . - ’ - M N A . ”
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-

by his productivity, such a situation was considered to be
absurd. People in general find it difficult to accept the /., .
idea of an automatic salary scale for all teachers wheén

their own compensation depends directly on their continual

. demonstratlon of effectiveness on the jOb 4

‘ The new Prov1nc1al Teacher (Certlflcatlon) o
'_Reguiatlog§|(1972, p. 7) attempt'to 1nsure that candidates |
'aspiring to become teachers will be competent. B&,granting
interim certificates for a perioq of two years, the |

Department of, Education has virtually eliminated,the

,certirication of teachers based solely on academlc pre-

"~

paration. In order for a teacher to receive permanent
certification within the present regulatlons, he must be

recommended for same either by the district superintendent
'

or the supervisor.of the schoel board employing him.

Y

Wwhenever teacher evaluation occurs in Newfoundland

-schools{-ib is usually done'either by the sch0611board
snpervisor or thefschool principal who generally -employs
the method of ¢lassroom visitation. Whether the analysis
of the teacher's performance is done by the principal,
the supervrsor or the snperintendent,'the final.respon—‘
'sibility for teacher evaluation restsiwith the snper—-
intendent. Judging the capabilities of teachers who
‘differ greatly ?é'their methpds;'behaviors.and interests

L4

is no -easy task. Regardless of who performs. the
. . . . . ’

evaluation, or whether jit is done formally‘br.informaily;

h .
I | 1

.
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' the following gquestions: . f

:the deferminatiég of -the criteria employed will alwajé be
‘pf'péramoqnt imporﬁance;, Henée, the evaluétor-ié con-
ffoptéd with the necessity Qf,haviﬁg cléarlk;defineﬁ
criteria so fhét he{;an better, make objective juggm;nts

.ébéut;ﬁpe teacher's qohpetencé.

| ' From £hedabov;,fi£ iélevident that thg eyaluatiop
sf,teaqher effectiveness which should insurei;hat New-, -
.foﬁndland schools are staffed with pompeté;t'teachers is

‘of utmost importance. A valid method of evaluation is -

of pressing interest to the teachers concerned, the

. school boards .and their administrative staffs, the

.Department of Education, and the community-at-large.
TR « : . ;

II.- STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

A

~ The major problem of this study was to anminé
the c;ite;ia used by‘diétrict'superintengeﬁts when
evaluating teaEher.competence. i‘ (

| &Qghie séecifically, the study was concerned with

.

1. Do district superinﬁendents use a common body

.of criteria when evaluating teacher competénce?'

2. Is there a common body of criteria used by district

superintendents when evaluating teachers for
. 1 * N

promotion to administrative- positions?

3, 1Is emphasis placed upon the same criteria in the
. o . . -
different situations referred to in (1) and (2)?

n

e \



’ ﬂxpotheses\

Ny

.
7

7

. Is there a siﬁnificant emphasis placed upon

particdlar categories of presage, process, or
prqgrct criteria when evaluatlng ‘teachers for.

either or both situations?

. i
What are the most frequently used and the least

-

- frequently used criteria in each evaluative

e

situation’ .

&

What is - the relatlonshlp (1f _any) between the
criteria of evaluation used and varlables such
as the age and length of expefiehce of the super-

lintendeht, and the sizé of his school district?

¢

Ate there evaluative criteria employed by super-

intendents in addition to those outlined on the

-

-instrument?

Iy

The following null hypotheses, which are a reflect-

L

ion” of some of the questlons positéed in thlS study, wére

tested.

,

.1- ..

‘y
-

- - -
1
o

' No significant relationships exist between the
emphasis that Néwfoundlahd superiﬁtendeﬁts place upon
tﬁe-same-criteria when"evéfuating for (a) teacher

competence and (b) for administrative positions.

.
]

- There are no‘significant relationships between
rFd

the criteria used" by superlntendents and

dlfferent categorles of the personal and

¢ . ’ .

.
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"school data variables. S e ‘

Ll

‘III.  SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

s _ .
ST a . o

. This study, the” first of its kind in Newfoundland,
. o IR . { . .
© should be significant.in the following ways: .
. ; ' el ,
1. It follows upon research undertaken concerning- .

Ay

¢ L4 13 1 . L7
et . evaluative criteria at the University of Alberta.

o

'Moore (1966) examined the criteria used by N ’

school 1nspe tors in Vlctorla, Australla. Thomas

[

(1949) exzflned the crlterla used by high school

pr1n01pa1 in the same Australian state. Rogers

0"

(1970) analyzed the evaluative criteria used by

hlgh school prlnc1pals in Alberta. A’ compag;son

of ' the flndlngs-of this study w1th.those of the <, |

prlor studies should be of interest to the

1nqulsit1ve educator.
2. ’Isdlation of commonly—used criteria shquld be L
valuable to teachers,,tﬁe school boards and A
their administrative staffs, the~Newfoundland u
Teachers! Association? the Department of Education,
. .~ and the community-at-large.. . -
3. Tt should-enable superintendents to look at their.
own evaluative practices in relatioa to those of

their fellow superiﬁtendentsﬁ - ' ' .
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- °

IV. DEFINITION GF TERMS

Evaluation . ' .

| Evaluation in this. study pertainsvto the subjectiven

L]

4

~out the inyplvement of the teacher being’ judged. ) ) .
S ‘ g -
Criterion - . i ) . v -

, A standard on which evaluative judgments dre made.-

- ’ N o
e v s L "
Criteria L

L

The criteria used 1nsthe study are those catego ized

|.
I

by M1tzel (1960, pp. 1488 -91) as presage process, and

s

‘product criteria.

;

1. vFresagg criteria, In this category whe teacher's

* competence is’ judged according to his personal’
attributes such as intelligence, speech, manner, °

"and ‘'so on.. . . L

B 9 ' ’ )
2. Process criteria. In this category the teacher's

) . . . A RN | .
competence is judged according to thespehaviour

@

displayed by him, and to a lesser extent, <
according to student behavior whlch is a
reflectlon of the teacher's behav1or. Teacher—

student interaction, methodology, and classroom

K3 13 M \ ! - o .
- discipline are some examples of process-crlterla.

3. Product criteria. Jn thls category the teacher S

- An

competence 1s judged.- acco dlng to the amount

- -
. . R .

\

judgment'ﬁy a’superordinate of a teacher's.competeﬁbe with=..



* . . ) ' ! 't;.

of student growth; galns, or change that

v-occurred as a result of.the teacher s performance.

2

The criteria in thfs category are.dépendent upon

-

the establlshlng of a 'set of goals toward whlch

' teaching is dlrected.

et
-on . . . “ ' -

;eacheré' l T T
"Teacneré'in:this étudy~r§fér.%89q%l teachers.
:, employed by school boards excluding schooi administrators,
central"office administratars and consﬁltants. ‘"i
L. , .

Euperlntendents -

The chlef admlnlstratlve offlcers employed by the
el
school boards to a551st 1n the formulatlon of dlStrlCt

-

policies and.to insure that these p011c1es:are\1mplemented.

- N - . '
i - N v

e

— —

i
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‘

'done on teacher evaluat;on. Yet, desplte this long

tradition and the numerous, studies on teacher evaluation,

‘with an attitude of pessimism. By

. states that

CHAPTER IT. - |\ - S

'
7

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

‘ .
- . ~

" 1, ¥NTRODUCTION- . - ~

-

[

Teachers have been evaluated as long as there have

been teachers, and llterally hundreds of studies have been .

I~

e \

there still exists a lack of consensus among educatots as

t0 how teachers should be evaluated. The two basic

: . S
problems seem to be:! (1) to defing effective teaching;

and (2) to define appropriate criteria for the evaluation

of teacher effectiveness.

Such a state of affairs woyld taint the -researcher -

e (1962, pp. 20-21)

1]
A

‘No other issue has received soé much attention

from research workers. An unki itic might

be inclined to observe that never hgs there Y -

been so mich effort expended fox so few results.

Nevertheless, the studies continue to accumulate.
"Mere. recent publications, however, appear to be

more optimistic. There are indications that efforts to
define effeCtive.teaching and how it shguld be-evaluated
have-not been in vain.’ Various research projects.that’

have been' undertaken withxn the past decade appear to be

1 N

)
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. [N



. making e\bouraging progres;l‘ age (1968, P. 403) is

U convinced éhat research flndlngs w1ll soon make a worth—

/Whlle contrlbhtlon to the evaluatirn of teachers. ,
- 1] " N .
More complex research designs'capable of taking - C e
more categories of significant variables intd ot
account are being propounded. The psychological,
educational, and methodologlcal sophistication of .
research workers is being greatly raised by L.
greatly 1mproved predoctoral and postdoctoral '
training programs. And more adequate financial’
support is providing -better organizations.and _—
- . .facilities for’ educational research and develop-
ment. THe faith presists that educationally
significant differences can be consistently
produced in the future as new intellectual and
_material resources-:are. brought to bear on edu-
cational programs.

Id

Smith'and,Gremillion-(1971, p. 4)., who.surveyed

]

studles conducted on teacher evaluation 51nce 1900 are

., on

enthu51ast1c about recent developments in teacher

evaiuataon. - S e o " ' ; 1
Educational researchers have earneétly studied R
teacher effectiveness since 1900 ... . So far,

after nearly 70 years of effort, "the results

"have been disappointing. Discrimination between

good and ,poor teachers still can be made only at. .
the grossest levels. However, some breakthroughs

have been made recently, and hopefully these hold
promise for the future.-

Flanders (1969, p. 1423) , who examined research

- that was conducted.on teacherpevaluatipn from 1960 to 1966,

- ’ ._ -" . " 0 ' ’
asserts that | ‘ -

'The research which is reviewed herein permits

. cautious optimism and indicates; that the tools
long needed for the analysis of the teaching-
Jlearnlng process are gradually being developed.

. This optimism is in contrast with the conclusion

'.reached in past reviews.-

\“-
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Flanders, then, 'is of the opinion that the tools necessari'

for the evaluation of teacher effectiveness will soon .

receive. the endorsement of educatoréL

s MacKay (1971, p. 18) is also optimistic about -the

-future of teacher evaluation.

The picture is fairly bright and becomlng brighter;
howqur, indications from practitiopers .are that
there seems to be a substantlal gagxgetween
practice and currently avallable the&ry and
technlque.

Thls/statement made by MacKay 1nd1cates the need for
f@esearchers and practltloners to work more closely to-

gether SO ;hat the major problems confrontlng the
evaluation of teacher effectlveness may be resolved.,

. The remalnder‘of'thls review of 11terature shall:
(1) analyze the problem of‘teacher evaluation by 1ook1ng

at some questlons germane to this problem; and (2) pré-

sent-the positions and conclusions of varlous researchers

-y .

who have studied this problem. . -

o

-+ II.  ANALYSIS OF THE PROBLEM

"Arqguments for Evaluation - .

Administrators usﬁally-justify.their evalhating'
of teadhers with the following arguments:

1. The public argument. The public finances the

operation of the schools, including teachers'

salaries, and can therefore demand that teachers

be held accountable. ‘"It is impossible. to render'
\)
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a true and complete account without evaluating

ptEachiﬂg and its' effects (Bargen, 1965, p. 16)."

«~>. 2, The administrative argument. - Evaluation forms

#*Z-°  .the basis for administrative decisions such as
transfer, dismissal, tenure, certification and

’ promotion (McNally, 1972, p. 353). !

3. The instructional argument. Teaéhefé.are,

"evaluated for ‘the purpose of improving the
‘teaching .and 1earniﬁg situation (McNally, 1972,
p. 353). '

L u
How Do Teachers View Evaluation?

1

. PR

Brown (1962, p. 29) carried out..a-study o

’

ascertain how teachers perform under stress. He con-

cluded that .
Where the inspector-observes teaching under
stress he seed”’a performance that may or may
not be a.typical one, depending on the indi-
vidual teacher. The performance may be either
close to or far from  the teacher's best efforts.

L4

Quite obviously, the quality of one's performance under
stress‘depenésﬁhpt upon the individuélis teacHing

abilities, but - rather upon his ability to perform under

» In. discussing why teachexrs do not like to be

. evaluated for their teachinglperférmancg Ryans (1954,
' 28 . . .
pp. 695-96), posits four possible reasons:
1. There is a distrust of those who serve as
judges and assign the ratings.

a /
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2. There is awareness of the much pub11c1zed
unreliabillty of ratlngs.-
3. Teachers claim they are ‘professional!"
persons and therefore should not be subjected
.. . to a prestlge—weakenlng experience as competency
- . of "job behavior.
4. Many individuals, and many. teachers in parti-,
cular, are introverted and mildly insecure. '~

.'z The reasons posited by 'Ryans are some of the

- principal reasons éiven by teache;§~for theixr dislike : .
. . e .:‘ - - . B
of teacher evaluation. -Another reason often given by

teachers is that when a superordinate is observing the i
teacher's performance an artifical atmosphere is created -

in the classroom. . .o

a

+In spite of teacher attltudes, Ryans (1954, p. 696)

concludes that teacher evaluation must be contlnued

L)

.because . A ' S - N N
Job performance cannot be improﬁed, indeed it is -
likely to show progressive deteriorxieation, if
the issue of quality of behavior is avoided and.
standards of classroom performances are -neglected. o

Rose (1963, p. .81) admlts that teachers do /2

. 9 ) ,
experience anxiety when belng,evaluatedﬂ but contends

that "the greatest reducer of unwholesome role anxiety'

is doing a good Jjob and.knowing it."Jnﬂe‘fhrther states.'
that L
) Teachers can and do respond in terms of anxiety : .
reduction when they_have been through an

appropriate process of observation, analy51s,
and evaluatlon of thelr teaching.

L)

- . Beecher (1963 p. 52) suggests that teacher fear.
'l
of appralsal would be dispelled if teachers were thoroughly



'mpst understand that evaluat;on is a worthwhile and

- that 'personal values and biases play a major'role'in the

acqpalnted both with what is- expected of them- and with»

the appraisal technlques being used Teaohers, then,

) ] - - ).
necessary operation. ' -

¢ ) ” J ! . T .

/’ v

~

How Should Effectlve Teachlnggbe Evaluated? S e T

The number of self- styled~experts 1# the appralsal_,

Iy

of teachers is alm§01«¢nfiﬁ”t**ﬂ’There are pumerous eval~ .

.uators among.students, parents, school board members, and

other non-teaching members of .the oommunity. "It would seem -

~

that everycne has the answers except those fho are confronted~h:

. 3 . , - 2
with the task of evaluating teacher effectﬂveness—*the

2 -

-adminis§rators. This is not unique, of course, for many

jobs look quite simple to the outsider who.is not c@grged

E}

with the responsibility of execdting them. Byrne:(1962,

p. .20) says that ". . . in the evaluation of instruction

. one is_faced with a problem as cemplex as the nature of .-

reality." 'Byrne,‘no doubt, 'by implying that what is real -

for. one person may nét be..real for another, kanowledges

evaluation of teacher-effectiveness..g

_— f -

Fox and Jones (1970, p. 541) demonstrate theixn . -

awareness of the magnltudenof this problem When they

state - L -

i One of the most dlfficult tasks fac1ng the ,
~academic administration--principal, supetr- PN
.1ntendent or college dean-rcentres argﬁnd

o

O



~y

¢

-

A

]

<

(\.

i ) EE ]

the development and use - of approprlatelf
“criteria for judglng effectlve»teachlng._

Most admlnlstrators woulg probably agree that there is no;

p v

51mple answer to the questlon of teacher competence. It

<'|

:
o, o

when his jOb ﬁoes nbt have results that ‘are clearly

~measurab1e. Admlnlstrators reallze that many other

1nfluences, beSLdes the teacher s, play a role in the
° : e 0

‘ development of students. .

A ‘ : L -
Thompson (1962, p. 169) contends that before/;ood :

a

‘teachlng can be evaluated it must be deflned% 'The_

¢ ~

deflnlng of a good teacher or good teach;ng is a most

-7d1ff1cult task.. Evans (1959 p.,33) states that there is’
Ed 2 6 ~
much contradlctory and 1nconclu51ve 1nformat10n available

about teachers and teachlng’eff1c1ency /Turner (1970”-.

-

"p. 155) ma;ntalns that "a loglcal degence that good '
fteachlng is- s1tuatlonal rests squarely on the procedures

by whlch one determines what good' teaching means.

0 ! ©

" I

_Bantjck (1968 p<\1759 1s:most emphatlc when he states

"that "before ‘the questlon of crlterla can be ralsed,_lt

i o

i

A

is necessary to undertake a conceptual clarlflcatlon oflﬂ

a P -4

'j \what 1t means to teach what in fact is 1nvolved in the

concept of teachlng " Owens (1971, P. 77) states that

P v

the main problem in measurlng teacher competence 1s

twofold- (l) the esfsﬁllshlng of an- accepted deflnltlon

. qf teachlng competence- and - (2)‘the developing of .|

ld

:is most.dlfflcult to measure .an. 1nd1v1dual's effectlveneSs-'

v
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~quantitative criteria for measuring thrf qualitative

" process. ’ .

Bantock (1968, p. 176), for ekaﬁple,'says'that "therejare'

- 'to the teaching @f a particular subject but to the

s oo 8

Ta
Many authors who have written abqut criteria for =
evaluation have EXpressedidifferent viewS'on'the sﬁbjsct.
, . e
o . C s~ ‘«"_
no universally applicable criteria of what constitutes a ‘ :

good teacher." Mltzel (1960, pP. 1481) states "No

standards ex1st»wh1ch are commonly agreed upon. as, the

'crlterla for teacher effectlveness. He further states ).

that it is difficult té'isolate,&riteria which are - . -

relevant,.rellable, free from blas, and - practlcal

Bobble (1968 € 1) contends éhat there. is not agreenent

on What an effective teacher is or does. Martln (1961 T
_B, 185) on, the\?ther hand, is conv1ncé§ that- unlversally

; ~
applicable crlterla can be. applled in teacher evaluation.

Having establlshed er position that,there are -traits

common to - good teach1 - for various. subjects, she states \

e . a>cr1ter1a can be formulated which -apply not merely

teaching of all SUb]ects.f Smlth and Gremllleon (1971

p. 4) take A very deflnlte p051t10n when they state o
A teacher's pr1nc1pal role-‘is to produce de31rable .

) changes in the lives of pupils--to improve their .. _
knowledge, their skills and their attitudes. An , 'Y

effective teacher, then is. one who produces these
desired changes in’ pupils and does it with some,

3

" degree ‘of efficiency. - . o -
. _f‘ Rose (1963, pp. 42~52) consiiers the two most
S - ) ) < ) E o . .
: ' S . ! -
- B > / :
\ . @ ) v =



important steps in the methodology of evaluation to be
(1) the obtaining.of objective data, and (2) making
- proper use of.theée"datal Inkdiséussing the methods

and criteria used in teacher evaluation Lucio and McNeil
& B
(1962,. pp. 207 208) state
i}

. Methods' of judglng teacher effectlveness are:

subject to yarious kinds of difficulties.,

First, the various methods which have ‘been

utilized yield results which do not correlate

highly with each other; hence they do not

measure the same aspects. Second, the methods

which appear most valid are oftem the most’

difficult to administer.™ Third and most '

important, the. determlnatlon of teacher ef-

fectiveness depends to a large extent on the

criteria used. In essence, if different _

methods_and different criteria are used in

measuring the factors which contribute to

teaching success, the results w111 inevitably

differ. .

Undoubtedlyr the method employed in teacher

evaluation_depends upon the purpose of conducting the.

/

evaluation. The literature on teacher evaluation indicates

that evaluation is conducted for the purpose of improving:
instriction more than for any other purpose.. Lucio and
- McNeil (1962, .PpP. 212—18), as well as Fox and Jénes (1970,

pp..54l 43), propose that the"agﬁzggstrator and the

teacher establxsh goals or educational 6bject1ves towards

» which the teaching should be directed. These goals or

educational .objectives are established early in the

school year, and'several meetidgs'are held between 'the

admlnlstrator and the teacher throughout the school year

_ to dlscuss strategles and solve any problems that may

W
»

A\

-
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- that his pérformance is evaluated on his year s work
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hive arisen. At the end of the school year, “the teacher

.

is evaluated in terms of the: success that he had in the

achieving of those goals.

The method of teacher evaluation discussed above

-

has the obvious advantages of: (1) assuring the teacher ,

L
e

LY
»

and’ (2) both the administrator and the teacher are .

aware of the criteria employed in the evaluatlon.

#ho Should Evaiuate?

As with the many other qﬂestions related'to
*\

teacher evaluation there is mujh disagreement among

writers regarding who should evaluate. teachers. Allen

gé al, (1970,-p. 13) indicate that almost'all people

" directly concerned with the’teaching;learning process

get involved. L -
. .. the business of evallaticn goes on all the.
time in every school. Not only supervisors but
students, principals,  teachers, parents and
superintendents are busily judging what is going
on. :

In this section, then; writers) opinibns and research
/

) findings concexrning teacher evaluation by students, the

teachers. themselves, department chairmen, superv1sors

:and pr1nc1pals w111 be presented. The writer recognizes

«that this 1lSt is by no means exhaustlve but 1t does

represent the kinds ‘of evaluators ‘most frequently.

ha °
discussed 1n the 11terature.,
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. Gage (1972, p. 185), in acknowledging that ratings
of teachers by their students have been used as a basis
for teacher self—improvemen;:, states ’
Provn.dlng feedback to teachers of students'
;atlngs seem- useful for the practlcal purpose
of improving teacher behavior. As described
by the students, teachers did change in the
direction of students' ideals as a result of
getting feedback:
Hickman (1970, p. 51) and his editorial staff at .
Nation's Schools surveyed administrators to ascertain
their attitudes toward the evaluation of teachers by
- students. The fdllowing results, based on a five ‘per. .
cent proportlonal sampling of 14,000 school admlnlstrators
in 50 stateé7 were obtalned "
. . . . administrators splitu about 40-40 over
the issue, with 17 per cent still weighing
the question. Administrators who favored
student participation often made side comments,
that the decision to participate should be - - ‘
left to .the discretion of the individual
teacher. _ ST L
The* evaluation- of teachers by students, then, is . not seen
as a very popular method of evaluation. It may be
ir?erred, however, that it can be most beneficial far
teachers ‘wishing to get feedback from students for the
purpose of improving instruction. - . : K @
Forbes (1965, . 106), suggests that the .teacher
is in the best pos:.t.x.on to conduct evaluatlon. He -
contends that a pre-test should e given and that it a Y

should be followed by dnstruction and post-test,

-~ .
’ °
4 f .
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Eeipeotiveiy. This will ‘give the teacher a good indication
“ o ' o [ - :
of his effectiveness. 7 ?3“ ’

. . . such a program of evaluation, carried on

over successive years, cannot help but make

you and me more aware of our capabilities and -
weaknesses ras teachers, . . . We are sure to

have established a sound basis for. self-

. evaluation, whicR, in turn will lead to im-

~ . proved education of our children, '

Hicks and Jameson (1957, p: 22) cite such authors
as Otto, Shane, Xauéh, Corey, Hrightstone, Ellsbfee, |
McCall,'Reutter,.and Barr, who contend that self;eyaluétiop '
‘ should béiemphésized in tedcher evaluation. They. also
estate‘t,hat'survéys, updertaken by several state elementéry

Y
school principal organizations, by some state departments

84 of education, and by classroom teachers' organizations,

o ) - , . '
{ indicate that self-evaluation is_the most benefig#al

in terms. f teaching iﬁp;ovement.

- o er.writers, however, are skeptical about
self-evaluat;on; Shaplin (1961, p. 36) is of'tﬁe opinion :
that teache{s vary greatly in theirﬂability for self--
analysis but that éroﬁably all can raiéé lheif levéls—of

dwareness and skill through practice.' Rose (1963, p. 51)

quotes -Sarbin as saying that pebple involbed_in\fole
enactment'are 1imited in. observing themselves as social
objects. ﬁose (1963, p. 52), who'suggesté that sélf—
evaluagion and effective role enactment are almost
mutﬁally exclusive:’concludeé that

/ It may be just wishful thinking to believe that v
. / ) .
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 teachers substantially improve their own teaching
alone, except  -haphazardly by long, imeffective
‘trial and error processes in which.a large amount -
of relevant data is not accessible’ to them. |
« 4/’
.The'argument presented by Rose appearé to be a
. - ‘ o“‘
sound one. When an individual ‘evaluates his own per-

-

-formance, he runs the risk of being suﬁjective.. Others

“can-see our weaknesses much mofe readily and objectively

than we can. " Many individuals ‘are reluctant ‘to admit

weaknesses when they are pointed-out by others. . To
'3

dlscover one?s own @ueknesses is even more difficult.
;)

Squite and Applebee (1964, p. 9) hold that the -

.

. department chairman as an’ agent of liaison within the -

~ i
school is in .the best\positionvto evaluate_teachers.

‘. . + the teacher has‘a right to éxpect that the
. person who ig most Knowledgeable about him, his .
- subject, and the variety of teaching methods oben
to him should| judge his competence. Although
the school principal can judge in.-gart, and in
larger districts, the. subject mattqr spec1allst
can judge, in part the department ¢hairman is .
probably the most highly qualified to weigh 'all
® - . R
Lucio and McNeil (1962, p. 212), who propoée that
the teacher?s performance be ;,evaluated in terms of_deﬁinéd
. ¢ - ,
teaching objectives, &ssert that the supervisor should
evaluate teachers."
)

The assessment of teacher performance is an
essential responsibility of the supervisor, not
of others less skilled or remote from the }
- teaching process and organizational goals. To
place this funetion in the hands of othexs
weakens the supervisor's power to effect his
major resgﬁnsibility toward improvement of
teaching and curricula. ' - . | .

N
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- - o . Articles by Enns and Bargen, in the February,

ﬁy' c 71965, issue of the CSA Bulletin, indicate that ‘there are

contradictory'opinions'concernlng the role dE the prinoipal‘
in the evaluatioén of teach®rs. Enns (1965 . 3l), who - ;
con51ders the princrpalshlp to be more of a staff than a |
‘line position, asserts

When evaluation becomes more spetifically the

inspection' and assessment of teacher efficiency

o and effectiveness, I think the principal must

! ‘ . ' withdraw if he is to continue to perform the ,
-+ other functions effectively. '

v ' Bargen (1965, p. 18), whd feels that the prln 1pal must
. evaldate teachers, states %\“

If he is truly ‘concerned and commltted to the

- ~1mprovement of teaching in his school, it is |
inconceivable to me that he can dlvorce himself
from the evaluation 'of the educational process
.which involves intimately the evaluat;on of the
work of teachers.

Shane (1952, P. 58) *who surveyed 35 elementary
school districts in the United States, found that it was

_the pr1nc1pal who most frequently evaluates teachers.
' In 85 per cent. of the schools the prthlpal had
.. complete or partial responsibility for appraisal,
. : while  fewer than 50 per cent of the superiptendents
and 30 per cent of the superv1sor made any klnd
of rating.

. ) s e From the above, it is quite obvious that'éducators

"are far from agreement on‘who should evaluate teachers.
The wrlter is conv1nced that whoever evaluates teachers
a

should have a thorough knowledge of- the 51tuatlon ‘in whlch

the teacher is performlng. It is most difficult to say



'qu'alificat:_.ions, ability to.get along with people, voice,

!
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precisely who should do the evaluating because this would

depe\nii, to a iarge extent, upon the organizational structure

of the sthool system. It may -be stated as an organizational -
/ f

principle, howevex, that the person to whom the ‘teacher is

IR
9

responsible “should be very actively involved in  the

evaluatidn of the teacher's performance. Q:.o

- i

III., THE RESEARCH

Introduction
This review of research is organized according to
Mitzel's three categories of: presage, _process, and :

product This is ba51cally the approach taken by

3

‘ Flanders (1969, pp! 1423-35), Smlth and Gremllllon

(1971), and Owens (1971, pp. 75- 82) o >

* Owens (1971, p. 75) maintains that researchers

have i;raditiopa}ly studied the following criteria:

1. The results produced or pupil gain as a

, measure of teaching competence.’

2. The process implied in teaching, or
actual classroom behavior.

*3. Teacher characteristics, or the equlpment _
the teacher possesses for teaching.

o . ¢

The. categories ocutlined by Owens are .essentially‘the same

as Mitzel's product, process, and presadé respectively.ﬂ

’ . < e
Presage Criteria <.
> Presage criteria are those which are indicative
/,of the teacher's personal characteristics such as *

W
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appearance, -and so 6n., . : o o

Ryans (1960, p. 5) asserts that “presage criteria .

can be a'valuable indicator of teacher efiiectiveness when
¢
-he stateé
Perhaps the first step tqward a better undexr-
standing of problems relating to teacher
competency may be thé intensive and extensive
- study aof teacher characteristics.,. . . It
should not be.too difficult to demonstrate
these characteristics to a considerable -
degree. Certainly teachers who were found
to rank high--say, in the top twenty per
cent--on a number of sets of teacher
characteristics generally agreed to be important
in a particular culture could be. regarded as
being effective teachers. A

Byrne (1962, p. 23) says that'the study conducted
by Ryans attempted to reduce the .'rnuhitu?ie of behavior -
characteristics displayed by teachers to a few behavior

“clusters, each represented by a gro'u&of teachers. It was
‘felt that the behavior of teachers can be described
adequately by the following behavior dimensions:

Pattern one - Understanding, friendly.
' behavior, or aloof, égocentric and
‘ restricted behavior.
Pattern two - Responsible, businesslike,

systematic behavior, or evading’ -
unplanned and slipshod behavior.

Pattern three - Stimulating, imaginative, surgent,
. or enthusiastic behavior, or dull
- routine behavior. '

-

Anderson and Hunka (1963, p. 78), maintain that '
' v
such an evaluation with a statistical approach is. open
to attack. _— - \

The most ser::.ous cr1t1c1sm, over and above
-the obv1ous one that statlc teacher

I
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pro icepcy are strong, i® that in any culture o
in which the f£inancial return for teaching is

so poor that any good man is likely to be
excluded, the competent dictated few will
probably exhibit falrly unusual characteristics.

. Byrr,le (1962, pp. 22—23) cites studies that have
“found relations,ﬁips between .certain crii}eria and Eeaching
-competence. These $t1iciies indicated -a slight positive
relationship betévéen degrees of inte;lligerfce and rated _
competence, between_ knowledge of the subject matter and
- rated E:o;npetence, between attitudes toward the profe'ssi'on
and rated success, and between .socio-economic status and
rated success. They did show, as wéll, a consistent.
" positive relatidnship between academic achievement and
ﬁeaching effectiveness. No significant difference was’
‘. found either lbetween sex and ‘competence, or between
fmaritial status and competence. Experience was found
 to rel'ate. positvely with teaching effectiveness up to
the end of ‘fi\-le years, ,after which it céase's to have
further benefitét Byrne §1972, p. 23) concluded that
."Many teacher characteristics have a bearing on tea;chin'g
competence'but no ox;e stands out as the infallible
Predi_ctor of succes's\."' C e | C

| Allen et al. (1970, p. 16),. after having.

réviewed'findings of researchers who iﬁvestigated the
factors that maké up a model of the. s'uyc(:’_essful teaching'

bersc_mality, concluded that ", . . personality

—

\"‘ : ._ ‘ /o
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characteristics and pa{:ter_ns cannot be taken seriously

. for evaluation purposes at the present time." - - L &

Process Criteria

Process triteria are those which give an indication.

of the behavior displayed by the teacher in the classroom,

"

and to a lesser extent, the behavior of ‘the students which
. - ) « ’ - ] N :
-is a reflection of the teacher's behavior. - . " -

McNeil (1971, p. 14) says that there is a movement, .

in many professions, away from a person's being able to

attain and maintain his job 'o,n categorical grounds = -
~ h 1

'«(ascription) rather- than-on the basis of ,achievement:

' Moere 'emphasis is now placed upon what follows .from an

Y

. individual's work rather than' how hToes about it.

McNeil goes on to state that

- The failure to educate all students and the
' massive retardation which exists, especially
.among minority-group students, has brought
home the fact that one cannot judge a teacher |, . b e
as good solely because he is following )
recommended procedures or meets categorical
expectations. - ' ' . e

Byrne (1965, p. 300)'maintainé that the i:ér—
f(:ﬁ:mance of "the teacher has ;;raditj...on‘ally'been empi.oyed
.in-t};e evalué"t‘ion of ‘teaching and teachers. The ' /
administrator, with little or no help from research in
the evaluation of teaching a}hd teachers, start with - -

assumptions impossible to verify.

He follows procedures, that can be tested only
'by the logic of common sense. He arrives at’
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, dec151ons that are judgmental ‘rather than’
empirical. Though he may wish t© be objective, >
he is forced to be intuitive. He is more the
artist than the scientist, frequently capable
of sensitive perception but often rlgld and
1nflex1ble, dn.splaylng llmlted vision (p. 302).

Worth (1961, p 5) carrled out a study which he
contends casts some doubt upon, the ability of a‘t‘iminiétfator_s,

to evaluate teaching and teachers. He ‘found that many

<

' aspects of a teacher's work that were preceived.unfavorably

>

by one administrator_were often perceived favofabl by
‘another. Barr (1961, pp. 156—51) , as weil as Sm:‘.'th and

Gremillion (1971, p. 8) ,"arrived at the same conclusion .

o

as Worth , o ©

3 v s

Gage (1963, p. 257) attempts to explain why such |,
disCrepanc:.es exist among admlnlstrators when he states

Most classroom visitors go to the classroom
with definite preconceptions of what they are
looking for. They go to the classroom not to
find out what effective teacher behavior.is,
: but- to see. whether the teacher is behaving _
- ' effectively, that is, in the way they believe"
-he should behave. . . . No fallacy is more .
~widely believed than the one which says it is e
possible to judge a teacher's. skill by Y
- watching him teach. ‘ -

. Gage (1972, p. 172) writing in another context,

where he again refutes the observation of performance as -

aQ

»a valid measure of competency, states

Dbservers are hard enough to ignorre when they

are friends. or researchers, whose impressions : .
will not affectfme s standing. But when the

teacher knows h&is being looked over by scfie~ |

one .whose opinion will determine his promotion

or salary, his performahce may depend.:more on

his nerve than his teaching skill... . . there
are other obstacles-~like the difficulties of.

N
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adequate time ‘'sampling and- stafflng--to the .
success of each approach; even if we assume T >
that. such observations yield valid .eVvidence R '
on the effectiveness of teachlng. “And, S0 . T T e
far, research support for that assumptlon S
.is much too weak. L0 L e

While attempting to make the observation “of

teacher performance, as a method of‘evaluatlon mor
/

object1Ve Ryans (1954 pPp. 696= 67%’%uggests two

procedures: (1) the Forced- Choice Performance Report,

RS . . ..
and (2) g,ﬂlassroom Observatlon Scale. fhe ForcedTChoice

PR

Performance Report essentially consists of ". . . presénting
~a pair of equallp'popuiar-behavior desériptions; one of'

. which is hnown, on the_basié of empirical'validation, to

. discriminate between criterjon groups which the other

does not." The Classroom Obsérvation Scale has many.

& a Lo
unique. characteristics.

4 / L o°
(1) It. pr0v1des for judgment of teacher - / '
behav1or as 'based (a) on the lmmediate ~ S
observation of the teacher's performance in . ..

the classroom and (b) on dinferences regardlng
teacher behavior derived from pupil behavior; . -
(2) it assumes that many teacher traits or
qualities constitute dimensions of behavior,: s . .«
the opp051te poles of which may be deéscribed . ¢ .
with precise and meaningful terms” referrlng ,
to specific behaviokrs of the teacher; (3) it o a
demands that: the judge avoid the ‘central
tendency error' by forcing the rating in the
direction of one or the other &6f the poles;-
(4) it makdq@ use of a. _detailed 'Glossary'

" which provi supplementary descriptionsgof
the teacher behaviors under consideration, and,

+ of course, demands thorough acquaintance with

" the instrument (Ryans, 1954, p. 698). ‘

L

S "Ryans,(l§54, p. 701) cautions eualuators'who may- 0

) use.either~of his. suggested procedures that L v
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‘;~ _ Smlth and Gremllllon (lQ?lp p.- 9) cite studles, *

-

In the use. of elther of the procedures T
] suggested, ForgedrCh01ce Ratings or the
- Classrobém ObserVation Scale, .it is, of course,
necessary .that» the ]udges or raters, (l).base
.. . theix judgments on ]ob performance, i, .e., actual
» teacher behaviors. It is also necessary; - ' . o' .-
- (2) ' that opportunity for observation be . .
extensive enough to assume. a representatlve
- 'sampllng of the behavior belng ‘rated.
: ¢ 1 : _
. .-Elanders has developed a method of evaluating

)
v, e

"teachers by‘performance known as interaction analysis.

' Interactlon ana1y51s is: essentlally an ‘attempt—to analyze

. .
' classroo//lnteraction among teachers and puplls. o
. Technlques of interaction analy51s capture
- selggted elements of classroom verbal om-
" munication which’have proven to be.helpful in
. - the analysis of, teaching behavior; first, for
, * the. improvement of instruction; second, for
. the preparation of future teachers; and third,
‘for the predlct n of educational outcomes - 2

- '(Flander$, 1970, p. 7. . - -,

£
-

q{‘ Flanders further states that much can be 1nferred
. - AN ’ )
'about-cgassroom events by the -use-of this technlque,

It is possible, for example;.to reach conclusions
about the reinforcement and suppdrt that a .
teacher prowades during the classroom instructiom,
to decide whether the teacher or the pupilss e
suggested the ideas that are discussed, to

‘estimate the balance of initiation and response

-~ on the part of the teacher as well as on the L

- part of the pupils, and a.number of other o,
interesting features of teacher—pup11 relatlon- ) o

"ships (p. 7)

t

conduqted by Anderson and Brewer (1945), W1thal (1951),

' Medley and Mitzel (1958), and Flanders (1960), which have

attempted to 1dent1fy behavior cruc1al to pupil learnlng.

© - Smith and Gremllllon (lQZlL-p. 10) conc}ude the1r treatment

'n‘-_o
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by stating :

* .
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- of interection énalysis as a method;of teacher -evaluation

4 o .

Much research is belng done in this area today’ ’
.and- hopefully we may look forward to major break- -
throughs in identifying teacher behaviors wthh

" are cru01a1 to pup11 learnlng.

Product Criteria ' ' ‘ . ' ;

,Within-the catecory of prod&ct criteria, the -

" teacher's competence ds judged'acc0rdin§rto the amount of

performance.

Byrne (1962, p. 21) and Smlth ‘and Gremllllon
(1971, p.74) contend that the competence of the teacher
should beé - judged by what he produces--pupil growth The '
bonus here is on the outcome of one's-work--the product-—

rather-than on the personal characterlstlcs.of ‘the worker

.and how he goes about his work. The basic argument in’
‘ o

this context is\usually made by.looking at other pro--

3

fessions and ‘how “they are evaluated. The mechanic is

' competent’ if he repalrs the vehlcle the doctor is

- competent lf-the patient's ‘condition responds to his

prescriped treathent; the fisherman is c betent if he

*‘catches a certein-quota of fish.. It seems,.then, that

we ha&e'competent teaching when the primary goal of .

the school is attained——mupil growth:or,achievement.

- Smith and'Gremiltionr(197l, p. 21) state thet_in

"order for pupil achievement to be a-measure'of teaching

-4

'student growth thet occurred as a result” of the teecher's'
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ﬁfo‘ effectiveness three problems must be overcome.
! N
- , " One, we must know expllcltly what changes we’ . |
e/ want to produce in the lives of ‘our pupils. , ’
g/ Two, we. must be able to measure these changes.
Threé, we must be able through experimental
design to attribute the measured changes to
the actions of the teacher. . b ,
DI

.. Byrne (1962, p. 21) says that despite reservations such as

W,

the inadequacies of achievement tests in measuriang éither

- aceurately or completely the extent to which objectives
w0 are realized, and the difficulty in-determining whether’
‘°these galns result from the efforts of .a speclflc teacher,\‘
, pup11 growth cr1ter1a are the most fruitful to date.
Lucio and McNell (1962, pp. 211 12) propose that
S not only achlevement in subge;t matter but also areas that

- 4
‘are sometlmes thought to be intangible such as pupils"

. N ]
B .. . ‘ s

o self—understandlng, soc1al attitudes and 51m11ar behaviors

can be measured if defined in measurable terms.
Research results have -<indicated that-pupil gain . _
criteria can be used to determine the outcomes 1 . .
of particular teaching ‘acts rather precisely, \\v// _
since these criteria are focused on the essence
| of teaching--the achievement of pupils.

Frazier (1969, p. 21) asserts that no appraisal

~

L .

should fail to assist the teacher inldetermining her
’degree of success in obtaining desired objectivesi and

. carrying out a proposed program. '

[9) - -

i There is a good chance that evaluation based ° '
'on the achievement of agreed upon objectives is

L the only kind that W1ll be accepted hy educators .
in the future. <

. ' h Vo
. C- He furtherqargues that organizations are formedhbecause

[
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'there is a goaf'td be achieved. ‘Evaluatlon is carrﬁed out

to determlne whether they have’been accompllshed with the

best possible utilization of resources (efficiency).
Smith- (1967, p. 67) relates that

The Committee on Teacher Effectiveness of the - A
Amerigan Educational Research Association worked-
out a hierarchy of criteria leading from specific’
characteristics of the teacher such as intelligence,
.to the superlntendent's satisfaction, and finally
. to success of pupils in life. The lowest level

' of the hierarchy is the teacher's characteristics
and the highest level are the teacher's effects .
on the success of pupils in both school and life. -

s

Medley and Mitzel (1962, p. 317) discuss their

views in a study they carrled out to discover classroom
Lok

behaving characterrstlcs of education program graduates
who are effective teachers. -

The competence of the teacher is defined ‘as the
average success of all of his behaviors in
/“n/— achieving their intended effects. Strictly
- speaking; we cannot assess the competence of a
partlcular teacher unless we know what effects
he is seeking to achieve. We can, however, ' .
measure certain effects of his behavror and see
which of his behaviors are followed by which
effects. If this information were made known
. to the teacher, he could presumably modify his
" behavior and inerease his competence. There
are as many ways of being effective as there .
are effects to be produced; the competent
teacher is one who is able to produce those
effects he intends to produce.

Ryans (1960, pp. 1487-88), after pointing out the
various Iimitations of pupil growth as an indicator of
teaching effectiveness, concludes that

. . « if the rationale of the product (student
performance) criterion is accepted, and if

the complex control problem presented by a. _-3
multiplicity of producers and the multi-
31men31ona11ty of the criterion .can be

- ) o



‘satisfactorily coped with, student change
becomes an 1ntrigu1ng approach to teacher
effectiveness.

Recent .Research Related to the Present Study “
Three studies have been done at .the University of

¢

'Alberta'ﬁsing the same basic instrument which was.used

: a

"in this study. Moore: (1966):’who developed the instrument
.studied the criteria used by school 1nspectors in Victoria,
Adstralia, for the evaluation of teacher effectiveness.
Thomas (1969) etudied the criteria.u;ed in the same ﬁE
Australian state by high school principale, and Rogere
'(1970) studied the criteria used by both junior and senior
high schoor'prinCipals in Alberta. All three used the
Mitzel categoriéation of presage, process, and product

to determine'what criteria are acthally being;used hy
'school -administrators. Both Thomas and Rogers ‘factor
analyzed the data from their studies, and thus demonstrated '
that the instruhent was a valid indicator of the Mitzel
.categories, | | e

@ ' Moore's study attempted to determine whether or

not inspectors‘of the Debartment of Education in Victoria,
Australia, used a coﬁhon:body of criteria when evaluating
teacher effectiveness, . The‘study further sought to
determine any particular emphasis placed on Mitzel's
criteria of presage, %Focess; and product. The

instrument consisted of two parts: (a) an unstructured
' Y .‘.““““““”“'_“,_,‘.‘,.,...v...---l--l---"--""""""v."---'--u-u...,., [T



" part asklng for critaria they use in evaluatlng teachers
for teac¢hing competenéb, and the criteria they use when

evaluating teachers for promotion to .administrative

positions; (b) a structured part containing thirty ’
> :

criteria that can be used in either evaluative- situation.

‘Moore concluded that no common body of criteria could be

idenﬁified from the unstructured ihstrument. Having
arrlved at this conclu51on, Moore (1966 pp.'613”66)

stated v

This is regarded as an indication that inspectors
are better able to express their approach t® the
assessment of teaching performance when some
structure is provided and is furthe? evidence of
the need for the provision of some kind of guide
.. or check list to ensure that due regard is given
e ' to the major components of teaching performance.
It reveals too the fact that unless inspectors
are stimulated to 'consider criteria, they are .
, : likely to judge teaching performance on & limited
;o basis- resulting in a "halo" effect because the
: assessment is an indication of the total per-.
formance of the teacher.

+ Moore's findings 1nd;cated that a common body'of

13 : .
é}}iteria could be identified when criteria were andlyzed.

- Inspectors ehphasized process criteria when evaluating

teachers for teachlng competence, and presage criteria

—"

e e

e o e,

- ~when- evaluatlng teachers'for promotion to admlnlstratlve
A : positions. )

A follow-up to Meore's studyiwas.EOhductedﬂbY
ThoyES‘in 1969. He analyéed the ctiteria'used by high
school principals in Vidtoria,'Austfalia, when evaluating

teachers for (a) teeehing competence and (b) promotion

33
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to administrative positions. He examined the ékfeﬁé to
which a common body of criteria was used, the emphasis -
plaged‘upon parﬁiéular criferia gnd particular categories

~ of criteria, and the relationship betwgen the criteria used
and selected variables. ThOm;s discovered that a common
body of criter%a was used'when evaluating for teachind’ -
competence,'and that a aifferent common Body of criteria
was used vhen evaluating for byomotion to admini§trative
positions. Like Moore, he\foﬁnd that proéess'crifé;ia

were stressed in the first evaluative situétion, while :
Ipreééée criteria were stressedﬁin'the latter situation.
As in 'the,first study, prqduct‘criteria were not véry

highly emphasized. Thomas also found that a relation-

v
-

ship -existed between the criteria\used, and ceftqin,
variables such as -thé age. and lenéth of experienéé*of"’
the pfincipal, and the sizé'énd lgcation of the school.
He also found that principals used many criteria not
listed on the instrument.

- The Rogers study, conducted on high school , -
principals in Albexta, was basically a replication of the
study ézzriéd out by Thomas. Rggers' fiqdings were
.gssentially the same as Thomas'. He found that a common
body of criteria was uséd in ‘each evaluativk’sitﬁation,

and that tﬁere_was a considerable shift in emphasis on

, -
certain critéria when the situation changed. Again,
emphésis was placed on process criteria when evaluating
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L)

for teacher competence, and on preéage critéria when
evalﬁating for promotion to administrative posiﬁions. Like
Thomas before him,. he found some significant relationships

betﬁeen the evaluative criteria and the personal and Séhooi

-

data variables. Like his two predecessors, he discovered

that many criteria not listed on the instrument were used.

.

Vv .
IV, SUMMARY

- The review of literature, as presented in this
chapter, has looked at some of the majox issues concerning
teacher evaluation .that have been studied by educators.

particularly in the past decade. This review has con-

. centrated on the findings and opinions of educators who

have done extensive work in the area of teacher evaluation.
v . v

Reéeérchers haveﬁbéen primarily concerned with such
problems as the definingobf good teaching and how it shodld
be evaiuated, the attitudes of teachers toward teacher
evaluation, determininé who should evaluate teachers, and

the}problem which is of utmost?imbortance to this research--

determining the criteria to be used in evaluating teachers.

. The work of those researchers indicates the magnitude of

the problems relating to teacher evaluation, and that no

simple solution to thejproblém of evaluating the teacher's

' perfo;manée has regeived any wide-spread‘endorsement.

.The general findings of three studies from the

University of Alberta using the same instrument ‘as was l_‘
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.mused 1n ﬁhls study weré also pregsnted This wgs done éo

0

as to prov1de ‘a basis for’ comparisons to be made w1th the

criteria used by school district superintendents in New-

/

foundland and school inspectors in Victoria, Australia,

' A . , s
as well as with high school ppintipals in both Alberta

3 and Victoria, Australia.

- v

"
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CH@PTER‘III
o ' THE DESIGN OF THE STUDY
; I. SYNOPSIS OF THE PROBLEM
N :
Newfoundland district superintendente now play a
major role in the certification of teachers. Under the -

new teacher certificatioﬂbregulations, which became

effective-duly 1, 1972, 1nter1m certlflcates are granted

to candldates, aspiring to be teachers, for a period of
two years. The pérmanent certification of these
. candidates, by the Department’of Education, istsubject
to the recemmendations of their superintendents. The
- Department‘of‘Education does not provide euperintendents,
with a check list or guide to fevaluation. T v
A lWhen a teacher appliegikor an administrative
R Ca beeition, it'ie the suéerihteﬁdent who either decidesq
,that_the teaeher is suitable?for sﬁch a promotion. or "-
recommends to his board that the téachef be promoted.
Tt was the.purpose:of this study to examine the

criteria of teacher evaluation employed by district

- . - . Y ‘ .
supgrintendents when evaluating teachers regarding

: (a) their teaching competefice, and (b) their suitability

' @}for.promotion'to an administratiﬁe position. By using -

-

1dent1cal crlterla 1n both evaluative 51tuat10ns, it*w%s

p0951b1e to ascertain whether or not there was a change
v

37
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in empﬁasis from one evaluative situation/to the other.

-

1t was also possible to compare the emphasis placed upon

Mltzel's three categories of presage,,process, and producﬁ

The study also sought to 1dent1fy any relationships

which existed between the evaluative criteria used by

/superintendents and variables such as the age of the

superintendent, his administrative experienqé, and his-

total years of schooling.

_hot superintendents employed criteria of evaluation in °

addition to those listed on the instrument.

;

II. THE INSTRUMENT

~ The basic instrument consisteésgﬁ two sections;

a Personal and School District Questionnaire and a

Teacher Evaluation Questionnaire. The former included’

the fdllowing variables: .
l. The age of the superintendent - \\' .

2. Lengtﬁ of experience as an administrator

3. Total number years of schooling

4. Number of courses 'in Educational Administration

5. Size of the school district:
The latter section consisted of two, parts:
i .

1. A questionngi;é for the evaluation of teacher

competence

. . . . ) f\ . . =
-2, A questionnaire ‘for evaluation for promotion

.

eI S

’,

Finally, the study sought to ascertain whether or

-7
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tp 5ﬁ administrative position.
Both of these questionnéire; include the sdme thirty.
evéluative criteria, but the criteria were arrénged in a
different order in each section. The cr%fgria were thus

arr?hgéd s0 as to lessen the probability that answers to

. the! first paft, reiating to teacher competence, would

prejudice answers to the second part,.relating to - .

administrative promotion.
The superintendents were asked to score each
criterion on a continuum as follows: L

A - a factor always used

F - a factor frequently used
8§ ~ a factor seldom used
N - a factor never used. °

Théy indicated the importance'that'they attach to'eaqh}
criterion by'circling th® appropriate letter. -Both
questionnaires in the 1gtter éect;on were scored in
this manner. ‘ | : T <

Space was provided, on each evaluative question-

naire, to enable superintendents to list any additional

criteria employed by-them in each evaluative situation.

_____ LN\

They wére also asked to make any comments they wished on

the instrument, the évaluaﬁ;on of teachers,:or the

study itself.

The criteria of evaluation used in_the Teacher-

Evaluation Questionnaires wére prepared by Moore and
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used in his study. Moore (1966, pp. 30-31) stated
o K
This instrument contalned a list of thirty
. criteria drawn from the literature on the
evaluation of teachers. The criteria were
selected for inclusion on the instrument
after a pilot study had been carried out"
to isolate ten in each of the categories
- suggested by Mitzel; that is, Product,
- Process, and Presage criteria.

III. COLLECTION OF THE DATA'

Source of the Data

v e

o

The instrument was sent to alls 32 district super~
intendents. in Newfonndland} along with covering letters

nfrom'the researcher and Brother A. F. Brennan,'president
. /

of the A55001atlon of Dlstrlct School Superintendents, and

a stamped addressed envelope for return of the 1nstrui§nt” :
, by mail. AThe researpher s-letter outlined the purpose - “
" of the stngy, and indicated that the researcher~had the
approval ahd,supportlof his-snpervisor; Dr. K. W. Wallaoe,

. -
i .

Brother A. F. Brennan, and the Department of Educational -
. 7 - - - ' o .
Administration, Memorial University. ,The researcher also
/ &

expressedthis willingness to share his findings with all
Newfoundland dlstrlct superlntendents. Brother Brennan ,
appealed to dlstrlct superrntéﬁdeh;s to cooperate with
the researcher because he felt lhat the research would .
be of some ass15tance to théh.ﬁ o ,

Follow-up letters were sent tp superlntendents\

three weeks later. At that date, flfty—51x per cent of.

, . ‘ . “" . . (]
* o . ’ L N .
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N follow-up letters resulted in three more returns bringing-
. . . Va "

to nlnety four per cent "«\

.a graduate dlploma in- this area. Exactly two—thlrds of

: = , )
the superintendents had returned questionnaires, ' These

the number of responses'up ;p'twentyjpne or sixtyrsix

N ~

" per cent. . oo .

. - .. (/
‘Since returns .from the follow-up' letter were slow

Y qasas . . . ' c
in arriving, additional questionnaires with covering
o - .

letters were.mailed a week later. Responses from the

addltlonal questlonnalres ralsed t percentage of returns

-
4

~ -

Coples_of the*letters to ‘the Superintendents are
e - ¢ s - .

-

included in Appendix A. T :,"
Table I (p. 42) presents an analysis of returns
which were mailed by sdperintendentsé' '

Personal and .Schoocl Dlstrlct Data e

a [A) , - 0

- Detalls of the respondents and‘thelr school

dlStrlCtS are prov1ded 1n Table II (p. ). More than

half of ‘the superlntendents (57 6 per cent) were less than -

\

forty years of age three—flfths (60 per cent) had more

than ten years of experlence asg an admlnlstrator, more

»

i,

than two—thlrds (70 per: cent) had more than seventeen

) years of schoollng, more than’ half (53 3 per cent) had

s I
less than elght courses in Educational Admlnlstratlon

indicating that they had peither’a graduate degree nor

v 0

\ the superlntendents work in dlstrlcts of fewer than five

- ”~ 3

(ST

4
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L | TABLE I
) 'PERSONAL AND SCI—fOOL DATA ‘(FREQUENCIES BY PERCENTAGES)
. O L : N 30 -
Vafiable i Categories . . .
| L4 : i ‘ 3
' _— : . < 35 35-39 40-~46 47+ - -
. Age' of Superintendent : X . . -
R : S ' 33.3- .23.3: '23.3 - 20.0
~ — , .
. - . \ e < 10 '10-14 - 15-19 20+
Length of experience as an e ’ -
.admlyxstrator (in years?, o 40.0 - 20.0.1" “13.3 26.7
) : . ,
) o - . 16 17 18
Total number years of schpoling- ' .
. . . 6.7 23,3 * 53.3 (
\ N . .'- - - . - R .
' ' < 5 6-7 . 8-9 E\lp+
Number of coursE[(s) in Educatlonal — ' - - S
Administration . 43,3 10.0 - 20.0 26.7
' Size of school district < 2500 2500-4599 50006999 | 7000+
(number of puplls) -~ .o ' ‘
. 23.3 43.3" 16,7 16.7
. e ' - C.
N
. '. 4‘
‘.\_.:/‘ _ 2!

) gl'p .



: thousand students. ° ) C 5

© Table’ III (p. 45), which prov1des addltlonal
XN

informatlon concernlng.personal and'school.dlstrict

Avarlables, demonstrates rather 1arge ranges among the
-l
: 'superlntendents and among the school dlStrlCtS. The
. . %
‘ disparity.in the sizes of the school districts would

1nd1cate that the role bf the superlntendent would vary 4
qulte extensxvely fqu the very small to the very large o
distrjicts. Duties performed by supei}ntendents in the
smaller districts, such as the hlrlng of teachers and

o

the plannlng of new schools, would generally be delegated

Jto other profe551onal personnel in the larger distrlcts.

>0 s
3 AR
- L

. . ‘. . :
preparation. . _ . -

Statistical Procedure

T , T a freqnency count}was used to determine"whether
| or not'stperintendents apply a common bodyeof criteria
when evaluating téachers for (a) téachefgcompetence,_
. . and (b) administrative promotion. All thirty crlterla
_— used 1n»both evaluative smtuatlons were arranged 1n rank
H.order according to-the percentage of respondents who
;1nd1cated that they “always“ or “frequently“ used a
_spec1f1c crlterlon. .

T . ' - ) - e

ﬂThe establishment of a rank ordef of criteria used

.
. -

/ RN e, T \
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*','f:.'" TABLE III

S ADDIT;ONAL 'PERSONAL AND SCHOOL
SRR . DISTRICT DATA
Ty N=30

n

Vo, -

- . variable - - . 777

_ﬁedian

AN

-

‘Length of Experlence as an,

Administrator

A °

Total Years of Schqoiing--

4

Courses in Educat:.onal
Admin 1strat ion

39 .

N I .\I". ,‘. 3 s : . KN . .
"Size of School District’ *’ 3058 19,612
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categories of criteria. For this purpose, the data, .

- _ ' 46'

for the two evaluatlve 51tuatlons enabled comparlsons to
be'made of the empha51s placed upon an individual crlterlon
in each evaluatlve SLtuatlon. Pearson's contlngency
co—efflclents were also calculated'ro establish the degree
of relatlonshlp between the evaluatlve sxtuatlon and the
criteria of evaluation “used. ;

'~ When the thirty crlterla were ranked accordlng to

S

_frequency and c1a551f1ed according to Mltzel's categories

of preeage, process, and product, .it was possible to
compare the emphasis plaéed‘upon these categories of

criteria. A factor analysis, with an-absolute value of

.30 as the lowest level of significance, was.used to

determine whether criteria teéhded to cluster in Mitzel's
. _ . A

~

although ordinal in character, were assumed to be interval

scaling. . , - | o (.

Chi sqdare\tests'were used to determine whether

"significant differences existed in the respbnses of super-—

intendents according to specific caﬁegories'of personal

and district data variables. An alpha'level of .05 was

u

used to test.the null hypothesis,thaf no sign?ficant
differences existed; ' .

Criteria, nor listed on the'instrument bue used by
superlngengints were ranked accordlng to frequency of

mention, arbitary welghted score was a551gned to each

o -
critexion, on Fhe'ba51s of an allotment of five points for

>
Eod

0

L
- . N , .
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éaeh.A‘(“Always").an& tﬁree‘points forJeaéh F ("Frequeﬁtlyff.

CIV. LIMITATIONQ AND DELIMITATIONS

.OFTHE S'I'UDY : ,

, leltatlons

ThlS -study was 11m1ted tb the personal and school

dlStrlCt data varlables outllned in the study..

" It was further llmlted to the basic format of the'
e wt e - :
fhetrument used. - - S " fly

Dellmltatlons

The fleld from Whlch the data were gathered was

. .delimited to the_Newfoundland dlStrlCt superlntendents.

¢ The studywwas\delimited to he evaluation of

_profe351onal personnel who perform‘atithe operatlonal

' level in each‘school district.>~ No attempt.was ‘made to’.

Or supervisory personnel. -

study the evaluation of scheel district administrative

4



- CHAPTER IV.

-~ "\ !
. EVALUATIVE CRITERIA COMMONLY EMPLOYED BY:

NEWFOUNDLAND SCHOOL DISTRICT

SUPERINTENDENTS .
e r

’ One of the purposes!of this study was to ascertaln
whether or noezyewfoundland district superintendents employed
.a common body of criteria, chosen frem among the thirty
criteria contained in the instrument, when” Ka)'evalhatihg;
teachersf cdmpetence ahd when (b) evaluating teachers for

promgtion'ro an” administrative position. -
I. EVALUATION OF TEACHER COMPETENCE: J

Superlntendents were asked to score the thirty

Griteria on Teacher Evaluatlon Questlonnalre One accordlng
Ve

to rhe frequency w1th whlch they used each criterion when

evaluating teacher competence. Each criterion was scored ., -.

10

on . a- four point scale, according to whether it was always,’
frequently, seldom, or neyer used by the superintendent:

_ Those thlrty crlcerra, ranked accordlng to the
.frequency with which superlntendents indicated that they

]
always or frequently used a particular crlterlon, are

presented in Table IV (p. 49). The table indicatés that )/ -

a considerable number of criteria weré employed .in ,

evaluation. Seventeen of”the thirty criteria were always

ES

48 - .
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TABLE IV

FREQUENCY OF MENTION “OF CRITERIA EMPLOYED BY SUPERINTENDENTS IN
- EVALUATING TEACHERS FOR TEACHER COMPETENCE

: N=30
m-
Rank Criteria Percentage Response
. ) *A FRE . _Total
3.5 ' Concern with the all-around development 83.3 16.7 100
’ of pupils .
3.5 Class control S I 66.7 - 33.3 100
3.5 Lesson- preparatioﬁ and planning' 63.3 36,7 100 -
, 3.5 ,w”fhe loyalty and’ dependablllty of the teacher 50.0 50.0 . ‘100
3.5 The degree of co-operation of the teacher 50.0 50.0 100
with other staff members : o o
3.5 Qualities. of leadershlp displayed by the ,_46.7 53.3 -~ 100
teacher ' 2 : .
- 10 Prov151on made for 1nd1v1dual dlfferences 80.0 "16.7 ‘96.7.
s and group needs _ S . :
- }2”2 . B c
10 Teacher—pupil relationships s 76.7 20.0 . - .96.7
10 The energy, force, aﬁﬁ enthusiasm dlsplayed " 56.7 40.0 96.7
L in the teaching : By o -
.10 : ' 56.7 40.0

 The personal;ty‘of'the teacher. -

a

96.7

6V
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~ TABLE IV (Continﬁed)

-

17

- and to authority

t

6.7

76.7.

~ Rank Criteria - Percentage Response
*A (KRE " Total
10 The methods of lesson preparation used 46.7 50 06.7
'10. . Pupil participation in lessons 40.0 56,7 96.7
10 The profe351ona1 act1v1t1es cof the éeacher 23:3 | '573'3 96.6
15 Academic ‘qualifications and knowledge of 73.3 20,0 93.3:
the curriculum : -
15 The use of teaching aids - 40.0 53.3 93.3
;15 Supervision and, checking of written work 23.3 70.0° _93;3
Concern w1th the chardcter development of h 1‘43.3 46;7_ ~9Q.0
- the puplls ' ' :
19 _The teache;-s standing with the pupils 33.3 53.3  86.6.
19 The‘training of the pnpils in self-expreesion 13.3 73.3‘ 8616'
.i9 The development of, the process of individual 10.0 76.7 ° 86.7"
1nqu1ry in tﬁe(puplls _ o :”~
21.5 The .pupils work well w1thout supervision "13.3 70.0° © 83.3
21.5 The attitudes{of the puplls ‘to the school J ''83.4

0s
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“\\\\—' _ - TABLE"TIV fboqtinued)

) 5'\‘ P
ARank~ Criteria Percentage Response
an, . AXp Total
23.5 Pupil attitudes of couftesy, indusﬁry,-and l§.3' 66;7 80.0"
self~reliance , : ]
23.5. ~ The degree of self—evaluatlon of processes \ < 10,0 70.0 . 80.0
- employed L . ;
l . - .
25.5 The pupils” appre01atlon of moral and ethical -. ~ 23.3 °53.,3 '76.6
’ - 'standards ’ ) . -
. 25.5 Dress'and appearancé Of'the teacher ;16}7- " 60.0 76.7
{ T 27.5 The'leyel of intelligence of .the teacher . l3¢3. 50.0 ,63.3
27.5 The training of the pupils. in civic 3.3 60.0 - 6343
.competence and responsibility _ o N
29 ° The teacher's participation and standlng in 6;? ‘50.6 B SQ:T
the communlty ) K T
30 Examination results 6.7 46.7 “:53.4
-, *Always Used e
- . **Frequently Used \\X\Jf '

1N

-

18
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. or frequently emplc;yed by ninety per .cent of thé; ,super—
intendents. Twenty-four of the criteria were used by |
eighty per cent, and twenty-six of/tﬁe thifty criteria
were used b\y seventy-five per cent of the superlntendents.
These data led the researcher to conclude that(Newfound— '
land district supefigtendents empl‘oy'a common bot’iy of |
criteria when evaluating teachets fo_r teaching cxbxﬁpetence..‘;'
-The fdllowing six criteria were used by all -
respondents elther always or frequently when evaluat:mg
'teachers. concern: Wlth the all-round development of .
' puplls~ class control lesson preparatlon and plannlng,
the loyalty and dependablllty of the teacher the degree
of co-operation of the, teacher with other staff members ;
and the qualltles of leadership displayed by the teacher. .

~

Where more +than one cr:.terlon received the same-

a

percentage of total responses, the crlterlon with the

highest score in "the{cat—egory "always used" was"placed
before criteria wit']fx a “iower ecote ih_thi_s category.
Strongest supp_ort, then, '_Was given to the-criterion-- ,
concern with the all-round development of pupils. Tﬁe
effective teacher was considered as one who 1is concerned,
with the wh'ole'child, is 'in charcfe of the claasroom .
situation, f:repare; his lessons well, is loyal and )
dependable, cc;—operates with other. Staff members , a.r'ld.
conducts himself as a leader. | g

The next seven criteria--provision made for =



. (i’ T ‘ . : K i . .
indi_VL?g, 9’1 dif ferences and group needs, teachexr-pupil
R . \\ . , K]

_releltionships- the energy, force, and enthusiasm dlsplayed

in the teachln_g, the personality of the- teacher the

I3

methods of lesson preparation used; pupll\partJ.CJ.patlon

ay

in lessons; and the professionai ~activities of the
,teacher——recelved only one response (3. 3 per cent) less
than the first six criteria. N:mety pexr cent of the

superintendents, then, considered those seventeen

7.
>

criteria to be extremely important in the evaluation -~ |

of teacher competence.

II. EVALUATION FOR BROMOTION TO AN

ADMINISTRATIVE PAGSITION

v 4

Supenntendents scored Teacher Evaluatlon
Quest:.onnanzre Two in the same manner as the criteria

found 1n ‘i‘eacher Evaluatlon Questi nnalre Orie. The
l

l

'crlteﬂia, however, were arranged dlfferently in the .

L -seCOnd questlonnalre. The superlntendents ranked the _ '

"

crlter a on’the second quest:.onnalre according to the

i frequency with which they use them-when consxderlng the \

.
[-—r
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TABLE v
FREQUENCY OF . MENTION OF CRITERIA EMPLOYED BY SUPERINTENDENTS 'IN EVALUATING
~t - TEACHERS FOR PROMOTION TO ADMINISTRATIVE POSITIONS - '
: ) L . N=30 ; R .
.- ! ‘)
~ - =
Rank R © Criteria _ Percentage Response
‘ ] o : . -7 % **F . Total
5 .. . The degree of co-operation of the teacher ) :'86.7 13.3 ldO
. w1th other staff members o T . .
) . ' !y
5 . The personallty of the teacher A 86.7 . .13.3 100 -
S Qualltles of leadershlp dlsplayed by the . 86.7 . 13.3 . 100
‘teachek : . - :
5 ) ;'Concern with the all-round development of 86;7. 15;3— 10b :
*  the, pupils ) '
5 " Academic quallflcatlons and knowledge of the ' 80.0 . 20.0 - 100
< curriculum : : “g' :
5 . The loyalty and dependablllty of the teacher ‘ 76.7 ,2%.3 100
5 - Teacher—pup11 relatlonshlps ' ". 66.7 33.3 100
~ . . : .
5. = The profe551ona1 act1v1t1es of the teacher . - 63.3. 36.7 100
5 Concern with the character development of A_ﬂ\\ 43,3 56,7 X 100
: the pupils - ) : . ‘ )
11 Provision made for individual dlfferences - 70.0 26.7 96.7

and group. needs

“



self—rellance

. TABLE V (Continued) '
: A : : Ca
Rank o ., Criteria ) _ Percentage Responses

' ' ' . _*A. _ . **F Total
11 - Class controi o L - , 66.7 §0t0:_ 96:7
11 The energy, force, and enthusiasm dlsplayed :;";63;3“ 33.3 - 96.6 -

B ~in the teaching® : , : _ o
14 'Lesson preparatlon and plannlng ' i3.3" “_'56.0 '93.3
14 The methods of 1esson presentatlon used 30.0 .63.3 93.3
14 Pupil part1c1patlon 1n iessons L, 26.7 66.7 93.4
18.3,  The teacher’ s participation and standing in’ 56.7 . 33.3 90.0
" the community - R R : . . : .

: RN T S \ . -

18.3° The teacher's standing with the pupils ne 53.3 367 90.0,
18.3 ‘The attitudes of the pupils to the school . 40.0 50.0 90.0
and to autho;%ty\ . . : R . ’

. - v\‘ . ] - .o .-
18.3 The development of the process of 1nd1v1dual 3.7 53.3 90.0

.- -1nqu1ry in. the puplls o T

18.3; Dress and appearance of the teacher' . 26.7. - 63.3 90.0 -
: }3:3f. Puplls' attitudes of courtesy, 1ndustry, and : 6.7 _ 83.5' 90.0

SS

e
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- Percentage Response

*A--'_

. %

*RF

Total

‘.
)

DN

-

':24;31;

C2ris L

275

i 27.5! ~©The traqnlng ‘of the pupils -in ‘civie.r " ! . 1617 ) - 60.0 . 76.7'
C competence and respon51b111ty [' . s §s A :
T - o R L SRR
“27.5 * The. tralnlng of the puplls in self— :13.3 63.3: »
B '.expresq}on - . : T S
. B > - . - Sj oo .
30 'j"c‘Examlnatlon“results i 6.7 43.3 °50,0:
P S e ' o S NG
7. - LN L . - y -
B . L e . o s IR / - > ©o ,
' ‘. ;. .. ,- -*Always Used . ._ . . .
- a E ;._.'. o N .:‘ o -.'.“ . ) 5 '
ORI ... | **Frequently Used ' 2 o
"__, : - ",‘ K v '47,
: o e 5
- T EEEN

The puplls work weLl w1thout superv151on

The degree of self—evaluatlon of processes'
-empfoyed Lo :?\ .

The use of teachlng alds"

Superv151on and checklng of wrltten W rk

'~ -

'~eth1ca1 standards’ =~ . - 7+

The pupllS' apprec1atlon of moral and

: The level of 1nte111gence of the teacher

.

=

2.
-

“,.30.0

2050
’ 50'.0 .
46,7

" 30.0

20,0, .-

66.7

33 3

33,3

'"46 7

56 7

-
.

\

s0e0m

@_86 7,

‘83.3. -
éb.o - -

'80. 6"]
_76. 7

%f?: et

\76 .6 ‘ ' ' v

~
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1ntendents. Such 0verwhelming ev1dence'would 1ndlcate

knqwledge of the currlculum, the loyallty and dependablllty."

-

3
2%
Y

frequently employed by alldNewfoundland dlStrlCt super-

-1ntemdents~ Twenty—one crlterla were always .ox: frequently

employed byanlnety per’ cent of the superlntendents, twenty— :
flve crlterfa by elghty per cent, and twenty—nlne crlterla K
by seventy-~ flve per cent of Newfoundland distrlct super—
‘g
that Newfoundland dlstrict superlntendents clearly employ
a common: body of crlterla when evaluatlng teachers £6x
promotlon to an admlnlstratlve p051tlon.u: T .

. The following criteria were used "always" or i

“frequently" by all superlntendents: ‘the degree of

. Feloly operatlon of the teacher with other staff members ;-

the personallty of the teacher, qualltles of leadershlp
dlsplayed by the teacher, concern with the all round : g -
development of the pupils; academic quallficatlons and v : .
of theeteacher, the profe551onal act1v1t1es of the teacher,
teacherwpupll relationships- and concern with thekcharacter
development'of the pﬁpils. More thah, elghty per cent of

the respondents said that they "always used" the crlterla

' of-- the degree of co—operatlon of the teacher w1th other' =

N o ’ . \‘, ~
staff members, the personallty of the teacher- qualltles

of leadershlp d;splayed by the teacher' -and' concern with
the<%ll—round developmeént of the puplls.' The effective e

admlnlstrator,_then was .seen a56Ve all else as someone
who is a’ leader, who knows_how to co—operate with and * B oy
. . S - T . T . : ‘

N T

&
« -



B 58

. relate to hlS subordlnates, and who recognlzes the prlmary

»

'goal of the school 1nst1tutlon as the all—round develop—

1rment of the puplls. .

‘. The crlterla'of- prov;sion made for 1nd1v1dual

lefferences and group needs; the enefgy, force and -

e 3

-

¢ N

. enthusiasm d;splayed\in the teachihg; ahd class control

. ’ Q .
were - only one responge (3.3 per cent) short of consensus.
: N ()

a >

The three critéria‘of-. lesson preparatlon and plannlng,‘

‘the methods of'lesson presentatlon used; and pupil

N

pa:t1c1pat10n-1n lessons fell only two responses (6.6 pexr

cent)" short of consensus. ' .

.+ The nine- crlterla which were ranked the hlghest

Wt

accordlng to their "always" or "frequent" use 1nd1cate o '_i
'that superlntendents very deflnltely‘empha51ze personal \\ ,

/

characterlstlcs, proflclency in humah relatlons, and

[N

h-lconcern for pup11~developmentjas the most desirable
.qualities of an'administtator.:' | . ~
T It could”ne'infe;red, since: the criterion-=
examina ion results——received-oniy fifty.pet=cent in the
categorles of "always" and "frequently'r used, thei super—
'1ntendents conSLder 1t to be - largely 1rrelevant when '

evaluatlng teacherS'for promot;on~to an admlnlstratlve:

" position. S L :

oy
T
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Y S . CHAPTER V.- - . P ' .
. ( . . © . L » M s \: . ’ . ) N
" COMPARISONS ‘OF SUPERINTENDENTS '! EMPHASES PLACED > :
. ON CRITERIA OF EVALUATION IN EACH - . _ '
.EVALUATIVE SITUATION
Does one’ have to be a good teacher in order to be 2.

a school admlnlstrator’ This questlon has been a subject
of perennlal debate in educatlonal 01rc1es. There aré |
educators who contend that an excellent teachlng record
is imperative for success as an admlnlstrator. Others' : 3;
~ijcontend that the best teachers'do not make the best |
administrators. Rroponentslof.this latter position some—

‘tdmes suggest that it;if_not,even'essentiai for an - L
administrator to have been a teacher.

e

It was one of the purposes of ‘this studyﬂto
'ascertain’the position of Newfaundland. d¥strict super~ y
intendents relative to the above question. Srnce the -

) instrument, used inpthishstud§, contained the,same.;
-criteria for both'evaluative situations, it was possible

" to compare responses in each 51tuatlon. If Newfoundland

district superlntendents contend that the best te

makesthe best admlnlstrator, they will p'ace approx1mately '

the same.empha51s upop (a) individual criteria, and
o T

- (b) categories.of'critenia.,
. <o -, . o o .

N /, . . :.. . ‘o . . , . ) . . t . ) -‘ : -(““ .
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.I. .EMPHASIS PLACED UPON, INDIVIDUAL CRITERIA - .- o
The -rank order'of-the evaluativeIcriteria'employed

. - . o - . - : . % .
in each evaluative 51tuatlon as well"as the,differences

;*1n ranks for each crlterlon, is’ presented in Table VI

N -

(p.,61). To give a broader distribution ~of rank orderlng

*an arbltary weighted scale, con51sting of five - scores for

-7

each ﬂalways"vresponse and three scores for each’ ' \f;
"frequently".response, was imposed on these two'categories
of responses., | | .

A very definite change in emphasis‘can-be seen for
many criteria as - the evaluative sSituation changed Pro;
v151on made for 1nd1v1dual dlfferences and group needs,
ranked second for teacher competence was ranked elghth : n
for admlnistratlve promotion. The criteria——concern Wlth
the all-round development of the pupils, the personality
of the teacher, the degree of co- 0peration of the teacher

4

with other staff .members, and qualities of leadershlp .
displayed by’ the teacher——which received the highest rank " B rn
for promotion toﬁanladministrative position; ranked first, |
seventh, ninth” and eleventh respectively for téacher'

¢

competence .

The greatest change in emphasis fronfone.evaluative

7

51tuat10n to the other was for the criterion--the teacher s.

\’.

participation and standing in the community——which ranked

thirteenth fqr administrative promotion but only.
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. C ‘l : _ TABLE VI " . ' _ ’
" RANK Q’R_DER" OF CRITERIA- OF EVALUATION EMPLOYED. IN.EACH EVALUATIVE SITUATION. -
: ) Teacher ; Administrative:
:, . Competence , Promotion o -
Criteria ' Weighted Weighted - -Digffe{;xe:}icg
' - "Score  Rank Score . . Rank o
' Concern with the all-round . - % 140 1 142 2.5° “1.5
- development of the pupils P S ] S . '
The provision made for individual' -7 135 2 '129_.- -8 . .6
differences and group needs ' . R LT
.Teacher—pup11 relatlonshlps .‘ 133 - -./3~ 130 H' .7 4.
Class control . . C - 130.. 4 - - 127 . 10 6
i Academlc quallfleatlons and A - 128 - 5.5 v/,,éhﬂrf;* '5 ;;”’, .5.
knowledge of  the currlculum . no ) ‘ /s o - . ' .
Lesson preparatlon and plannlng - 128 : 5,5 . 110' ) _15 T _:9;5.
The personality of the teacher . - 1210 Y 7.s 142 2.5 . 50'
'The energyr force, .and enthus;gsm o 121 . . 7;5 . i255-"311 3.5
. dlsplayed in the teachlng U T ' = o "
The loyallty and dependablllty 120 95 136 - 6 . 3.5
of. ‘the tgacher . . ~ . ‘2. : S
I s . S N

19



' TABLE VI (Coptinued)

-

of individual 1nqu1ry in the

N puplls

19

-

: Teacher . Administrative '
" - Competence Promotlon S o
" Criteria” . Weighted Welghted | "Digfgzzﬁce.
o T - ) Score Rank ' Score " Rartk .
The degreg of co-operatlion of the’ 120 . . 9.5 142 2.5 7.
teacher with other staff members ' } : ’ o C
Qualltles of leadershlp dlsplayed 118 11 T 142 - 2.5 8.5
by fhe teacher : e L ' .
- The methods of 1esson preparatlon ;-.;15' 12'f. .»102 19 ) fl C 7
used ) s T ' . S
’ N ’ 3 . . ‘ . '.‘ . - . ..l..
' Pupil participation‘in lessons ' 111 13 . 100 . 20.5:; : 6.5
The use of teaching aid 108 14 - 90 23.5 . 9.5
- Concern with the - charac:er: -107 15 - . 116 - li ' k 3°
. development ‘of zie/pnp;ls : , e : - 2
»,vt The-profe551cna activities of ol . 16 128 . 9. 7
- ,the teacher" . : r : - :
L » " . - oo
‘The teacher s standlng with the - 98 17.5 . -113. . 14 3.5
© - pupils L N .. o P
Superv151on and checklnc of - .98 "17.5 ) :.37'- 25, L 15
wrltten work I . ' - s .
The - development of the process 90 103 . 18 ,&m_ E

K
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f. competence and respon51b111ty"

~ LR . .
v TABLE. VI (Continued) ' g
. . . L e
. Teacher’ Administrative <
: . "Competence 3 Promotlon I
|7crlterla Weighted ' Welghted T D;gfgggig?
‘ Score Rank . ®Score. " Rank’ S TARRR

'The tralnlng Pf the pu#ils,in' 86 - 20 77 29 'Q-f
self-expre551on ’ . : : - - T
‘The puplls' appreciati>h of moral 83 “21.5 . .81 - 277 5.5
ethical standards : ( SR T ' ;
oo ’ - c d ) N oo : ' o
"~The pupils work well without 83 - 21.5 90" , 23.5 -2
supervision . - S ' - S i
Pupil attitudes of cod#teéyy' 80 23 85 - .26 -3
.industry, and self-relfiance- ‘ e - S

. Dress and;apéearance of<thejteacher- 79 _ 24,5 97 . "'22 s, 2.5

. © -. The attitudé of. the pypils tq. the .79 : 24.5- "105;' ‘_lé.S; 8
school’ and Eb authority - - .- S , v
The degree of self-evdluation of 78 . 26 100 20.5 5.5
process employed 32N oL S .
The level of 1nte111gence'of the ‘65 27 105 16.5 10.5
teacher - o - . S e e o
P . v —-'—’:”' . :

The tralnlng of puplls in civic 595_ 28 79 .28 0
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'for_admlnlstratlve p;om@tlon.-

L made for 1nd1v1dual dlfferences and group needs,

65

- twefity-ninth for teacher competence. The’ crlterlon--the

. l el of 1nte111gence of the teacher——whlch ranked twenty—

eventh for teacher competence, was an equal sixteenth.

:

Of the first four criteria ranked for teacher

- ) " . X
- competence,. only one was among the first four for

. ‘administrative promotion. Of the first ‘ten ranked for

~
teacher competence, however, eight were among the first

ten ranked for administrative promotion, but in different
order for each criterion.
. 1 c. .
Pearson's contingency coefficients were also

calculated to ascertain -the re}ationship between each | °
criterion of evaluation and the evaluative situation. . The
significance of € was tested by determining-the signi-
flcance of the chi square at the :05 level of ptobability.
The null hypothe51s of no 51gn1f1cant dlfference

between the empha51s placed upon each criterion in- the.
two evaluatlve 51tu;t10nslwas rejected for elghteen
ctiteria. Table VII (p. 66) preéents the eighteen.

criteria which range from a, C value of 0,830 to 0,419,

An analysis of the ten highest criteria shows

that more superintendents employed the foilowinq’criteria

for teacher competence than for admlnlstratlve promotion:

the pupll's apprec1at10n of moral and ethlcal standards,

_the tralnlng of the pupilsg ;n self—expre551on prodihlon.
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. ‘ ‘TABLE VII :
. . - § .
R THE PEGREE OF RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE- EVALUATIVE SITUATION ANB CERTAIN
T © - CRITERIA OF EVALUATION [PEARSON'S CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT
< _ . : - (.05 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE) ]
T i . : - N—BO '

Frequencies by Percegﬁageéf Chic

’ jNor, B 'Cfiferia"; ._' : A - F S; "N, ~Square,~”
. 1.~ The degree of self-evaluation *1 10.0 70.0 13.3 3.3 ©'66.658 "~ 16 . 0.830
: of processes employed - *2 -46.7 33.3. 10.0 3.3 ' o
. ) . . - - - i ) . ) . . &
2. The pupils' appreciation’ of 1 23,3 53.3 20.0 44,222 .12 . 0.772%
o ®  moral and ethical standards . 2 20.0.56.7 16.7 3.3 S :
T ( N T T o :
' 3. The level of intelligence of . 1 13.3 50.0 30.0 6.7 42°.222 - 12 = - 0.765
: ‘ the teacher ' 2 50.0 33.3. 10.0 - 3.3 A N
~— ) R _ I o oo
4, The tralnlng of the puplls . I 13.3. 73.3 10.0° 40.488 9 0,758 .
.-in self-expression .2 13.3 63.3--20.0 . o .
5. The teacher's standing with . 1 33.3.53.3 .6.7 6.7 36.378 6  0.740
the pupils .2 53.3 36.7 10.0 - . S o T
6. Provision made for individual ¢ 1 80:0 16.7 3.3 ©33.287 . 4 0.725—
‘ -differences and group needs 2 70.0 26.7 3.3 _ S T W
‘7. Examination results . .1 6.7 46.7 36.7. 10.0 32.402 .9 - 0.721 *.
: ‘ 22— 6.7 ..43.3 30.0. 20.0 - - . S '
-, : _ . - 2
\% i - 1 N
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TABLE VII (Continued) . - . - .- . .. . B
) i : ‘ Frequencies byﬂpercentéges f'Chi' ' Degreés . .
7e Lo . T o : S Square of. ~ "C.
. No. - Criteria L l, A F S N ol ~‘Fregdom'”
8. The energy, force and enthusi-. 1 56.7.40.0 -3.3. .. 32.257. .4  0.720
asm displayed in the teaching 2 63.3 33.3 .3.3 . : e ;
© 9. The developméﬁt of the précess "1 10.0 76.7 10.0 3.3 _'24;235 . 6. -“'0.670 -
-of individual 1nqu1ry in the 2 36.7 '53.3-10.0 @ - oL ‘
pupils , . ) ) I P : :
. 10. -The use of teaching aids ° 1 40.0 53.3'+3.3 © 3.3 23.028 - 9
. ) ’ TNt ' o ?—2- -30.0 50.0 126.7 © 3.3 - T
".ll.\‘The puplls work well w1thout 1 13.3- 70.0 16.7 19.468 "4
: superv151on ‘ ' 2 20.0 66.7' 13.3 . o '
The methods of lesson 1 46,7 50.07.-3.3 '19.240 4
<. presentation used . | + 2 30.0 63.3. 6.7 . .- o ‘
- Pupil attitudes of courfesy,‘. 1 13.3. 66.7 20.0 -~ - . 18.640, ' 6. © 0.619. L
" industry and self-reliance 2 ©6.,7-83.3 6.7 3.3 - . 07 o7 e N
.. "The training of the puplls 1 3.3 60.0 33.3 & - 16.581 6 -~ 0.597 .
'in civic competence and . 2 1l6.7 60,0 23.3 o ' -
%o, - responsibility - L _ : ' T e T
The attitude of the pupils =~ 1 6.7 76.7 13. " 0,565
- -~ to the school and to authority 2 40.0 50.0 10.0 o
‘ - ‘ TN
E - :
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TABLE VIIf(ConﬁinuedT.j - :
P a

No..:

‘Criteria -
T

&

- Frequencies by percentages
S -

-~

A & F

Chi
N Square

Degrees
: of -

Freedom:-~

--

.C»

_"17. The personal
tedcher

iﬁgQrTeaéher—pupil relatidpships

A

. Lesson preparation and
. planning

ity of the

e

10:523"

~ I

o 7.432

-~ Z

6.391

roo3 -
2‘.

C-2

0.510 .

0.446

- 0:419 .

.\\ - v, Y
i *Teachér'Compe#ence . A = Always =-Ffequenti?,'

bt fon D § ot
**Administrative Promotions

3

-

|

.;S =

Seldom

A .

= Never

89" .
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examlnat&on results- and the use of teachlng alds.

.

;.Conversely, more superlntendents used\the folloW1ng

cr1ter1a for admlnlstratlve promotlof than fof»teacher'
\
competence. the degree of self—evalﬁatlon of processes

4

.-employed the: level of lntelllgence of the\teacher ~the '

teacher's standing with the pupils; the energy, force

;and epthuslasm displayed in the teachlng, and the develoP_

]

ment of the process~of individual inquiry in the: puplls.

& l .
The” data reveal then," ' that there was’a relatlon—

Shlp between the evaluatlve 51tuatlon and almost two thh

of the criteria in the 1nstrument. _ -

N, Y

II. EMPHASIS PLACED UPON CATEGORIES OF ~ | .

CRITERIA - R \

'Tahles VIII (p. 70) and IX (p. 72) present.analyses‘

S

of the emphasis which superintendents'placed‘uponieach of

Mitzel's categorles of presagé, process, and product in
.each evaluatlve 51tuatlon.‘ These tables,,dependent upon
the categorlzateon of cr1ter1a presented in Appendlx B, Iy
are derived from Table VI ( 61) The dotted line in
eacg table dLVldeS the ranked crlterla into halves.

The tables are’ thus de51gned so as to easily dlsplay the

emphasis placed upon éach crlterlon in both evalnatlve
’ ) . . ) (
" ’ ro ; L ; .

't " Table VIII'presents\E?e analysis‘of'the evaiuatiVe

wituations.

criteria employed for teacher cohpetence grouped according




TABLE VIIIT

B PP Ol .. ——— e
= : N . -
-~

RANK\ORDER OF CRITERIA OF EVALUATION ENM
B —AGROUPED ACCORDING TO MITZ

= O -

Catego:ymg ,j;i“ ~.'_ ?,~"} ['H‘ ' Ranx as per Table VI

. .. ., i .

o —-——.._———_—-——.-...-———_—_'-————————
' g s - ! -

presage .- 55 T8t 5 0

PLOYED FOR TEACHER COMPETENCE
EL'S CATEGORIES”’ o

‘-’-—_————_—-—— ————_—- .2

RETRN 14-:



to Mitzel'sncaEEgories. Of “the fifteen hlgheSt ranked

';superlntendents emphasrze presage crlterla and agaln ;-

Y i
-t y

- crlterla, eight were process criteria, five pnesage

Py
crlterla, and two product criteria. An observatlon of

g

the ten 1owestfranked criteria shows that seven are :
.A '@ t .. . ) "‘ ‘
product criteria,'three presage criteria, and one,process

rlterlon. ’ . o : , B , .
Analysrs of Table VIII (p. 70), then,'clearly
shows that superlntendents placed)the most empha51s on ~

proceschrlterla-and'thenleast'empha51s on’ product

. crfteria when eualuating tEacher'competence. This-

flndlng is ﬁ@lagreement with that of Moore (1966 p. 32)

‘and “Thomas (1969 p. 7l)q who respectively found that

both 1nspectors and pr1nc1pals in VlCtOrla, Australla,

2 n

'cons;dered-process crlterla to be most 1mportant and

y

product crlterla least 1mportant in the same 51tuatlon.

"Rogers (1970 p 67) also reports the ‘same finding

regarding pr1nc1pals in ‘Alberta. : S

\

Table IX (p. 72) reveals that of the flfteen
ears

h;éhest ranked crlterla for admlnlstratlve promotlon,} '

eight ‘" were ﬁ%esage,crlterla, flve process criteria, and‘

two’product criteria. ;The-fiyé lowest ranked criteria
fbr,administrative'promotion were ail"product criteria.,.

»

The data 1nd1cate that Newfoundland dlstrlpt

»

\

’"3'de-emphasize'product criteria whengevaluating'teachers

‘

- for prdmotion\tp an admihistrative position. This finding
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. S O o - ) TABLE IX"
? © ’ a . 4 ‘o |
: RANK ORDER OF . CRITERIA OF EVALUATIQN EMPLOYED FOR ADMINISTRATIVE
' PROMOTION GROUPED ACCORDING TO MITZEL S CATEGQRIES oo .o !
. t ‘. N : : : )
- . 'S -
. " Category e "Rank as pef.Tgplg_VI:
- . N - . S
T o e e v o o o e et _4_——_._——-_——.{_———_——————_--——————n __________ -~
‘Presage - 2,5, 2,5, . 2.5, 5, 6, 9, 13, -, 14,1 ‘16.5; - 22.°
e 1
1
‘\‘(l. .
v 23.5,, -.25,
29, 30.
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process, and product._- -

L IET 73

‘ - . ' -
is’also in agreement with -the findings of Moore, Thomas
and Rogers.
‘ N ' . v L] - : ” ‘ '
It may be concluded from the data -that process |-

criteria were emphas1zed when evaluatlng teachers for

' "teacher c0mpetence, but that presage crlterla were
cons.ldered. to be. the most 1mportant wﬁen evaluatlng

- _'teachers for adm:.nlstratlve promot:.on.. Product’

<

criteria’ were de—emphasized in both situations.
['4 -

4 .. - ' ' | ’ ’ q‘l

ITI. RESULTS OF FACTOR ANALYSIS

L d

= e
e

The' instrument used 1n thJ.s study contalne\d thirty

(crlterla whlch accordlng to Moore, the developer of the °

s,

1nstrument were evenly dlstrlbuted among Mltzel'

'.‘categorles of presage, process, and product Both

1
Thomas (1969 Appendlx C) and Rogers (1970 Appendlx C=)

A

validated Moorxre's assumptlon that there was indeed a

clusterlng of criteria into the catego.rles of. presage,

* .

' The'results of the factor‘ analysis of cri'teria
Ry v, .
for each evaluatlve 51tuatlon in %’hls study q,ppear in: 7

Tables XV (p.ll?) and XVI (p.120), Append;.x C. fThe

'.crltlcal value of .30 was selected as the lower leve}

-of srgnlflcance. Items, then, with elth% a pos:.tlve

1

load;l.ng ,factorh of greater than .,30 or a negatlve loading . -

[} . ~ . ' . ’

factor of less than -.30 were considered to be loading

significantly Qn that factor. A‘thre,'e'. factor solution

Vo : . ‘ ’ -

oo . N iy -/ ‘ . S
AN , - . . g \ . N
. P . oLt . - . . . L . . B

= .
N

: X
,/'?,(I' jw‘j.
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-.of the data 1nd1cates that three clusters of eriterla

could be dlstlngulshed The clusterlng in the’. flrst

second, and th1rd fadtors were respectlvely 1dent1f1able

as product, presage ‘and process cn;terla.,_
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 CHAPTER VI .~ 7.

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN EVALU;aiVE CRITERIA AND
. CHARACTERISTICS OF . RESPONDENTS AND

- ,- mHEIR SCHOOL DISTRICTSc . .

‘ ~
[}

, ThlS study sdught as one'of its purposes) to
> . h » . . M

.....
P
...............
.............
.......
-
......
aueld
--------
_____
AL

4

?dlstrlct varlables.

’ _These variable64con§isted of: the age of. the

‘o [

superlntendent "the 1ength of“his experlence as an

‘admlnlstrator; his total number of years .of schooling;
the number .of codrses obtained by the supérintendent in -
educatiqQnal administration; the size of his . school LI

-district in terms of actual student enrollment. . N

2
-

Because of the.smallusize-of the’sample,'each-

of the varlables was. d1v1ded 1nto two categorles.. Chi

e

fsquare tests, at the OS level of 51gn1f1cance, were

performed to determlne whether or not 51gn1f1cant

'dlfferences ex1sted ‘between .each of the palred groups

7,

.in each variable forlthe thlrty crlterla in each

evalﬁative'situation; The null hypothe51s stated that-

o

'no 51gn1f1cant difference exlsted between the evaluatlve

. crlterla employed in each g@}uatlon and the two Zl

© '_ . < 6 . ) ry



ks .

3

' distributions-of.each variable.

it

e

Q S B

k The observed frequencies for~each cdriterion which
showed aﬁsignlficant difference in reSponses“may be fourd
in Appendix D, ;: ' " ‘ e )

v

Age of . Superintendents

‘Table X (py 77) shows that for the age groups . .

selected under forty years of age and forty years of age

and over, chi square tests dlsclosed 51gn1f1cant dlfferences

-

'in responses to only two of the cr1ter1a of evaluatlon,

and in both cases- *when evaluatlng teachers for teacher
competence. 'Thus, the null hypothe51s that no signlﬁlcant

differences existed was rejected in only two ‘of the sixty

- A -
cases. . U ’ :
N

The'observed frequenc1es show that Newfoundland

district superlntendents who are under forty years of age

place more empha51s on the criterion of pupll attltudes

l

of courtesy, 1ndustry and self-rellance than those who

‘are over forty. " All of the superlntendents in the under-t'

A

forty group responded tO=thlS crlterlon in elther the'.

2

“always" or "frequently" category, whereas: almost half

(4672 per cent) of . the older superlntendents sald that

,-4-_

they "seldom".use it when evaluatlng teacher competence.

_ For the criterion of the personallty of the
teacher, the ohserved frequen01es show that the older
superlntendents plage more emphasis -upon thls'crlterron -

o :( . T - L ‘

PR «“ . I| . ! . ‘ e .\ ¢
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TABLE X

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN RESPGNSES TO CRIT RIA OF EVALUATION OF RESPONDENTS

> IN DIFFERENT AGE G@OUPS ( 05 LEWEL OF SIGNIFICANCE)

(Bess than 40 years, n—l?)

-

(40 years”and_ovef,,n=l3i

, , - J;eacher -‘j Administrative
N ' - ompetence .. Promotion
R Criteria_ L - .Chl . Degrees ) " Chi . Degrees.
: : - . Square R ol .~ Square of .
- - - Freedom 9 ' - + ., Freedom
-‘. —— . ) . A . s ¢ ‘ -
Pupil attitudes of courtesy, industry 9.842 2, o * -
and sélﬁ*xe;iance‘ , e : o - : ,
. SERES . : -
o & . N g Sb i ~ : - R 1‘4'
The personallty of the ‘teacher 7.402 2 - *7 -
- ~ - - . -
e i |.\,_.J- . ~
3 T [ 3 L)
. I 3 / .
i = . . = J . -
) R - X - : ﬂ- ‘
° hd "4‘. * N o : s ... 3 L t ;‘ s \’
b . - . . =
T 5 \/ ' .
T o o 5.
: /_ 5 - . . to- .
3 DR } <
+ . .
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_compei:enée. Whereas the older ‘superintendent str{ongly

Total Number Years of Schoollng

. : ) ' 78
* ' . ‘ : "" / T

than the youngex supérinteridents when evaluating teacher '_
' Q

N
N

'indiqated that they' ‘ialwayS" use this criterieh, the

c

yOunge: superintendents’ indicated that they use- it

".frec}uentl'y" rather 'than "always.""

Length bf Experience as an. Administritor

One signif¥icant chi square v:alu'e%as‘obta"ined E
for the variable of length of experience as an admini-

strator. All superlntendents w1th ten or more years

‘experience fesponded elther/"always“ or ‘"frequently" to

the cj:i_terion of supervision and \checking of written
work ‘when evaluating teachers forx teacher competence.
The less ekpegieneed superintendents displayed -more

agreement in the. cate"gory of "always" than the more .

. 'i:_pzi:lenced superlntendents who overwhelrnlngly 1ndlcated
- ‘ t

they "frequently employ this critexion (see Table .

v

XI ©" P 79)

In all other cases ‘the" null hypothesls that

no sig_niflcant.dlfference ‘existed between . the length. of '

. . the superintendents' experience apgt how they responded

“'to each criterion- was upheld.

>

Table XII Ap. 80) reveals that for the selected .

"'categorles of less than’ elghteen years, and elghteen

c . : . . Voo -

y.ears,a“hd,‘over for total'number years of . schooling, chi

e
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- - TABLE XI o
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mSIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN RESPONSES

TO CRITERIA OF EVALUATION OF RESPONDENTS'

' ;9.. ; ‘ACCORDING ‘TO THEIR LENGTH OF EXPERIENCE AS ADMINISTRATORS

(.05 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE)

(Less-than lo\yéars-experlence, n=12)

(10 years and oVer! n=18)

6L

. Teacher ', ; Administrative.
. Competence ' Promotion
: R RPN » 7 Chi- Degreeés Chi Degrees:
- Criteria .- SR Square ' of = | Square . of -
E L o T o Freedom . ' Freedom
© . ’ R . _;\. \I. . . N . - i . .
Superv151on and’ check;ng of < 8.175 - . '3 . S * - -
wrltten work ~ : SRR L . :
- ) AR
s . N ~£‘.L& _“ ]
-4 A
) Y ';)
. : A 1
& " *No significant difference \
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) .SIGNIFICANT DIFVERENCES IN RESPONSES -TO CRITERIA OF .EVALUATION OF- RESPONDENTS
e . oo ACCORDING TO THEIR.TOTAL NUMBER OF. YEARS OF SCHOOLING

o AR (.05, LEVEL.OF SIGNIFICANCE) S “;- ;j;
'(Lessf;han'l8 yea%s; n=9) 7 ' S {f (18 years and over, n—21)‘

B <, .05 s . - . " Teacher: . - Administrative. -

: ' ce N - _Competence.! . - ‘ Premotion

. Co 'Cfiterie- ,' “' .o =" Chi - Degrees . ~ "~ ~'th S Qegrees'
L S ‘ . s Square’ ofv - Square. of

- - .. . -

Lot . R ~Ereed¢m: ..‘\\ B _F:eedom

0

.The professxonal actxv1t1es of ‘the ".‘ . 6.252 C - 2 o ) * ) A
teacher s . e N . o . )

]

) ’ P : - - N e ;’ - - '~ ‘ N : - -,' ~ B . B .
The puplls work well WIthout . < - . B.469. - "2 - _ oF L -
SUPeerSlon : . S LT . : : : I .o U

_The degree of co-operation of the S B.o714 . 1
teacher with-other dtaff members- -~ . . -

- ' -- "f ~ .
I 0
. < . . ) * ’ ' - . PO '
: ’ . ) - - i . i o ‘. - R ' - ® ' P T
~*No- significant difference - ---
L ' - . - . T . _

- . . . . N s >" ; . . -

~ |‘
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square tests disclosed significant differences in responses

to three eriteria of 'e_v'aluation'for t‘e'acher."_competence'. A
relationship was estabi'nshed, ‘then, 'betwe.enl these ériteria
employed by superintendents and th'ei:r 'totalfntiimber years h
of 'schoolin’g The null hypothes:l.s was supported fo‘r all
other cr1ter1a. . . S S !

An examlna,tlon of tne observed frequenc1es for the

two oategorles of years of schoollng shows that super-

1ntendents wrth elghteen years of school:.ng or more were '

w
—

in stronger agreement upon the crlterla ofmsionai

¢4

activities of the teacher, and the puplls work well without

supervision, than superintendents w:.th_ less th\an elgh-teen_

. years of 'schooling. For the criterion of the ‘degree. of

co—op'eration of the 'teache'ro with other staff members, the -
more educated superintendents indicated ‘that a 'larg_er '

percentage of them "always" use this criterion than- the -
* ' » -~ ‘o ’ . - ! f ’ - . v ' ,‘

'lesser educated superintendents. (Conversely, for the other
’ 2 . .. » Y .

t L T, L. L .
two criteria, the lésser educ:,ated superintendents displayed

stronger agreement in the 'aiways" éategory than. the more

Leducated superlntendents When the categorles of "always"

~and "frequently" are con51de‘red con301ntly,' 1t- is ev1dent ‘

that the Ipore educated stperlnt’endents con51der those

N

three,crl_terla to be more J,mportant in the evaluation’ of

te'acher cofnp_e'tence than the 1less educated superintendents.

) R - . - \
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N

" and’ thé number of courses superintendents had ,taken in

,-'promotion, superintendents with' less than eight'cgursesf

. P ) b .
“ in educational administration con51dered,ﬂheucr1ter1a

,administration. - . o, e .-

. 82 .
Number oﬁ/éourses in Edd%ational'Administration Loy
‘»\Table XITT (p. 83) shows that ch1 square tests f' -

91gn1f1cant dlffeéences in responses for two

rlterla of evaluation for teacher competence,'and’two;_

' criteria.for, administrative Promotion. A relationship

’ -
'l P

was thus égtabliéhed_between.these criteria of evaluation

educational administration., The null hypothesis was

éupported fo all other criteria.

Su erlntendents w1th»elght Oor more courses in

P

educatlonal admlnlstratlon con51dered the crlterla of 2

pupll attitudes of courtesy,‘lnduStry and self»rellance,"

‘. and concern with the character’ development of the pupils

to be more importaﬁt'for .the evaluation of teacher

competence than superlntendents w1th less than elght ) .-

°

,'courses in educatlonal administration. - .

.. . When evaluatlng,teachers'for,administrative

L

A

N

of pupii participation in'leSSOhs,'ana lesson preparation

and plannlng to be more~1mportant than dld superlntendents o -,

- \

who had completed elght oxr more courses in educat;onal
J

Slze of’ the School DlStrlCt

. Table XIV Cp. 84) shows that, £6r .school digt;ictsuof -
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. TABLE X1V

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN RESPONSES TO CRITERIA OF ‘EVALUATION OF RESPONDENTS 'f

1

: ACCORDING TO THE SIZE OF THE SCHOOL DIS?RICT

25 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE)

(Less than‘S 000 puplls, n—20)

»

s

4

~

(5 000 or more puplls, n—lO)

‘Administratiﬁe

Teacher .
) Competence Promotion :
: o Criteria i Chi * . Degrees . Chl | Degrees ' .
y N Square. - , of . /Square of
: - o Freedom . Freedom -
;The level of"- 1ntelllgence of the '9.300 3 x -
~ teacher . ’ . )
\ -
*No significant difference o
- " ./
? e - [N
L}
) : P N
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v
’

‘less than-S,OOO;studénts end_S,OOO'or more students, chi-
square tests established only one significantidifference )

~in responqes to criteria of teacher evaluatlon. A .

N .
r

relatlonshlp was establ;shed betWeen the criterion of the -

. level of intelligence of thé teacher=and the size of the’

E school dlstrlcts when eValuatlng teachers for teacher -

competence. In all‘other cases, the null hypotheses weﬂé
. _ ©
supported. , « Co . St

.( The observed frequenc1es shok’that superlntendents

whose School dlstrlcts have large student enrollments were

in stronger agreement aboug the 1mportance of the teacher S

!

1evel of.lntelllgence as a factor in evaluatlng for teacher

competence.than superintendents whose schooliﬁistricts

i)

have smaller student’ enroliménts. o
. -Summary . & o

At ‘least one significant.relationship was found
between responses to certain criteria and the five

S '
personal and schoqQl districtlvariables . In most cases,

" however, "the null hypotheses of no 51gn1f1cant difference

were upheld. The: superlntendents‘ responses to the ]
. . evaluative criteria were affected in- a very 11m1ted_manner.

i

by the five variables.. y

Of the eleven 51gn1f1cant differences in responses,
to the evaluative criteria, all but two occurred when
evaluating teachers for teacher competence. According to

: : .
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.cai:egorie\s Qf ;criteria,' éignifibant"differehces existed

for ‘four presage criteria, threé process criteria and

four product criteria.
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../ . CHAPTER VII. B

+7  ©+  SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPEICATIONS

. Y
< dlstrict superintendents 1n a key p051tion relative to

~

- . I. SUMMARY /. .
Y . . - T, K I -b
The primary intention oi/this study was to examine

the criteria of evaluation emp}oyed.by Newfoundland

1 °
.

district superintendents when evaluating teacher competence"'

-

and when evaluating teachers for promotion to an admini,

strative p051tion. - ' | ) T

4 N EX
The new. teacher certification regulations, Wthh

came 1nt67effectrJuly 1, 1972 placed the Newfoundland

’ @

~ v

: teacher certification. Before»these regulations became ,

law, 'permanent teaching certlficates were granted teachers

L 4

solely on their ability to be succéssful at univer51ty.

s

\' The new teacher certification regulations, however, require“

that the aspiring teather undergo what amounts to a two
_ year, internship before he is ellglble for permanent

certification. In orxrder for'a candidate to receive his

- AN

AN permanent teachingvcertificate from -the: Department of .

Education he must be reg*mmended for  same’by his

superintendent At the present time, Newfoundland

-

for the execution of this respon51bility, -but they are .

: L
0'87. - s

v

district superintendents do not have .any set procedures' .

—.'/\
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maklng efforts to establlsh such-procedures (see Brother 'i

Brennan's letten, Appendlx A) e N S S e
| The review of the 11terature;lwhieh oresented the - ~ 'f e

6pihions and research findiﬁgs of many leadihg educaté¥s;* . ,

did rot dlsc103e any unlversal engorsement of acceptable
procedures for the evaluatlon .of teacher competence.-/Itﬁ

”dld however, empha51ze the complex1ty of the problem, and 1’,:"“
stressed the need for eduoators to contlhue seeklhg an

'acceptable solutlon to it. . ; :
Newfouyndland dlstrlct superlntené;nts either h1re L
andlévaluate Ieachers w1than their dlstrrots, orqde51gnate | ' h

a

]

. : i : '
other professional personnel, suqh”as superv1sors or . o >

" principals, to pérform these duties. Even where .the hiring

and evaluating of teaohers'is doﬁe-hy other professional °

-

. personnel, the ultimate responsiblity for’these duties ~™J

rests with the superintendent. ‘ﬂikewise,.it.is the
! ' : ’ '
responSLbllity.of the superintendent' even theugh he may

have a stafflng commlttee to determlne what teachers
'are promoted to admxnlstratlve 9651t10ns W1th;n hls L o

school distrlct . Y
\ . Y
) Obv1ously, where teachers are belng hired and

promoted to admlnlstratlve positions w1th1n school
districts, ther\\ls dneed to have some clearly—definedl ;

rlterla to determlne the su1tab111ty of. teachers for -

' e

these posxtlons. It was ‘the’ ‘purpose of this study to

examine the criteria employed by Newfoundland district . . .-

P
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T supefintendénts'when eyaluating'teachers. More specifically,

‘_f/éhe study*attempted to0 1solate a common body of Crlterla

ot N

for both the evaluatloﬂ of teacher competence and for pro—

& » [N

motlon of teachers to admlnlstratlve p051tlons- to compare

the emphasxs placed upon each crlterlon as the evaluatlve'

-

51tuat10n changed to detect'any partlcular.emphaSLS placed

o Gpoh the categorles of presage process, Q; .product’

)
22

+ .criteria 1n each evaluatlve smtuatlon to determine whether

. “Ta®

"

. Oor not there was a relatlonshlp between the evaluatlve

-

~

* . criteria employed byithe-superintendents'in”each quvaluative’

" situation and certain variables such as age, education, and.

N

the'size'of-his school distfict‘ and to Beek any evaluatlve

criteria. employed by superlntendents in addltlon to those
* o [ ~,

outlined on the’ 1nstrumenc. ' .

T - - v

-

'sections: a personal»ahd.school‘district questioﬁnaire,'

nd two teacher evaluatlon questlonnalres. The queStion-'

l

nalres in the 1atter sectlon contalned the ‘same thlrty

cr1ter1a for both evaluatlve sltuatlons, and were evenly
dlstrlbuted 1nto Mitzel's three categoxles of presage,’,

. ~ ’ LI & .
'process, and product. Space was pfovided on'the e ¢

0

L 1nstrument to enable‘superlntendents to make any comments
LY . -\
thEy w1shed on the 1nstrument the* evaluatlon of *
- .

‘- teachers, or_the study 1tself, as well as to 1lst any :

®

fadditional criteria'they may employ.ln elther evaluative

° ? .

’situation.. - ~ e T S

T:The instrumeht used in this study consiséEd of two
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Y
L

“Of the thirty-two -d_istrict %uperintendents'to whom

:the.instrument was mailed, thirty résponded.-

v

The statistical procedures employed in the analyses

of the data 1ncluded" frequency - counts to-place crlterla

- R 1 .
1n,rank order for both evaluative situations to ascertain :

- whether or not a common.body of criteria was used ‘in o

: .strative promotion; the ranking of all thlrty crlterla

L]
N

evaluating teachers for\teacher competenCe and admini--

» < 1.
L]

.o .
[ . '
2 R y . ..
[] N v ot . v

for both evaluative situations, accordlng to welghted T

frequenpies, to,enable comparisons.to be made between

,‘each-criterion-ahd>the evaluative situations;-the~uée of-”

o Pearson's contingency coefficients to ascertaln whether

.or not the emphas1s placed upon partlcular crlterla changed

» o

‘as the evaluatlve situation changed; the rank orderlng of

‘crlterla accordlng to the categorles of presage, process,

'and product to ascertaln the emphasis placed upon these

:qategorles in each evaluatlve éltuationgoa'factor‘ana1y51s

tg'seefif;critetla tended to cluster ,into Mitzel's - . =

) . v . ' /
R . . a

ca¢egories‘of‘presage; process, and product;. chi square .' /

-

-

tests to asceftain whether_or not significant differences

toe . \

X 'ex1sted in the'responses of superlntendents accordlng to KT

'dlStrlCt varlables- and the ranklng accordlng to welghted

selected categorles of the flve personal and school

’ ’ {

.scores of addltional crlterla employed by superlntendents =

but not llsted on the lnstrument. N

Analy51s of the data - revealed that superlntendentS'

R
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. . . T
-~
-
- h'l

employed a common bodi:of c¢riteria when ebaluat;ng teachers

" for teacher competence;'an@,thatlthey alsO'employed a cofmon

‘body of-critéria when evaluatihg:peachers fer'adminigtrative
nroﬁofien. _The emphasis plaEed uéen‘most of tHe'eriteria
‘chariged as 'the evaluative situation ehanged.‘_Prbcesg
'ériteria were.eﬁpléyed wﬁép eValuatinﬁ‘reabher comPetence;“
and_gresage_criter;a wlien evaluating‘teachere for'pro-

L 4

. I : . - ‘ " . :
motion to an administrative position. A relationship was
: established between certain criteria of evaluation employed'”
by superlntendents and thelr personal and school district.

varlables.' In the great majority of cases, however, the .

null hypothe51s of no smgnlflcant dlfferenCe was upheld
\wﬂust over _one quarter (26 2/3 per cent) of the super—
1ntendents 1lsted crlterla of evaluatlon 1n addlﬁlon to

.'those included on the.lnstrqment.
IL.’ CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

. As a result of the data anaiygis,.tne fellowing

‘_conclusiOns and implicatfons may‘be.stafedi .
lﬂ--sinee it was found that NveOundlan; di?trictf

o .»fsuper?ntendents;employ a eomnon body of criteria

- for the evaluationvef teabher eompeténee,'a guide

P

consisting mainly.of.these.critéria,vceﬂigﬁnei

—~ devised for the evaluatfon'of'teaéhers'in this' (=

4

. prowvince. Such a guide would.be of utmoe;& B

+  importarnce to feachers (éspeéial}y beginnifg
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. e ,i o .‘ . R i \. ,’ . , 3 ..
'teachers) ,. since they ‘would have'a cledr under- .

N Y

standﬁng of what is expected -of them as teachers.

r It would also be valuable to the Department of

Educatlon who would have some "assurance that

: teachers all over: Newfoundland are belng evaluated
. o s -

: by the same standards. Educators eharged-w1th the

[y

evaluat::on of teachers, he they prll}f‘lpals, super—

’ v . . LI

(
visors,\or superlntendents ’» should also fJ.nd such -

v

v

a guide to be most useful.

24 Concern w:.th the all-round development of students

y - !

- ranked as the criterion whlch superintendents con-
SLdered to be most lmportant in! the evaluatlon of

7 .teacher COmpetence. ThlS criterion was either
v . N -
' used "always" (83.3 per cex\t) or "frequently"

(16 7 per cent) by all respondents. Although all
i respondents 1nd1cated that ;r.hey. use fi\re other
cr:l.telrla elther "'alWays" or‘ "frequently", this ..
cr:fterlon recelved the hlghest percentage of "
responses in the "always" category. It ‘is obvious,
- then that Newfoundland district- superlntendents _ Y|
| con51|der the teacher who is, concerned with the
:.".. . development of the whole person to- be most '
. ! .

_ effecftive. In v1ewa.3¢th1s_-f1nd1ng, it should.: -
h

LY

' be beneflcral to eac superintendent to examine ' oot
the t\each:.ng that is taklrfg place within hlS . S ' ",.‘
- ' district,. 1n o;:der to determine what steps need -
{ ) " : . .' o
: . -
' 6 4 .
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L o ~ to be taken to’ 1mprove the development of the whole

'per_son,. The Facu{ty of Educatlon. at’ Memorlal

University may also -w:.sh ro exam:.ne the signi-
|

' ~flcance of this flndln in relatJ.on to J.ts teacher

‘l,\ !

ﬂeducatlon program. L« j , ) ',
s - P The teacher who has a pleasmg personallty, co-

-operates w1th ot\l}er staff members . dlsplays

e qua,lltles of leaé({érshn.p, and lS conr'erned w:.th the

\development of the whole person should be. a strong

BT candidate for promot:Lon to an adm:x.nistratlve .
EEa ._.".«, . pos1t10n within the Newfoundland school dlstrlcts. '
T Each of these crltella was employed e:.ther "always" '

-

(86. 7 per cent) or "frequently" (13. 3 per cent)
%y all respondents" The- crlteria—-academlc
'quallflcatlons and-knowledge\' of the curriculum’, |
e - the loyallty and dependablllty of the teacher,
T - . the professmnal activities of the teacher, |

r—pl.fpll relationsh:.ps, and concern with

character development of the puplls--were

v
PRI BN

al o used “always" or "frequently" by all -

‘ respondents; but recelved less support in. the’

. : R "always" category than the first _four criteria. -

\-’\ 2 | '_glnce nine crlterla were \employed ELther "always" ) '

.‘: s -+ or "frequently“ by all ré‘spondents twenty-one

"crn.terla by n:.nety per cent of the respondents,.'

"and twentyjnlne crit_eria hy.over 'se.v?rity-f‘i'vel
L

P
. ' . ' .
-1 . [ . - . Lo s PN

. , - "
1 . R . L . -

w.--y’mﬁng{,
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‘per cent of the re/spondents, it is obvious-'that the

crﬂ:erla on this 1nstrument could form the ‘basis

A 4
N - for ,a.gu;de to be used by Newfoundland d:l.strlctp ’

v( \ L -superir}tehdents when deciding“ what t .ach'ers-are
‘ o .worthy of promot::.on to adm:.n:.stratJ_Ye pos:.tlons. .,"
- ' 4. Only one .of the. four hlghesi: ranked cra,terJ.a for
adm1nlstrat1ve promotlon--concern w:x.th the all— \ -

- X 'S o

. 'round development of the puplls--wgs among the four
'h-J.g;hest ranked cr:.terJ.a for evaluatlon of teacher
. hcompetepce. However, elght of the ten hlg;hest
S j ~ ranked criterla_'for teachler competehce ,w.ere among
‘ the ten highest ran,ke{i‘ criteria for administrative'
°. - g o promotior;, but occupled a dlfferent rank. 1n each
.o . .
‘eValuative situation.’ Pearson 5 contlngency co-|.
L efficients also dlsclosedfat there was. a s1gn1-—
‘flcant relat:.onshlp betwekn the cr:x.terla used and
-the evaluatlve s:l.tuatlon. The null hypothesis of
e ., no significant 'difference between the use of'the B
\:'criteri-'a."a:d_ the evaluative sl,tuation was n\reje'cte,d _ o
for ‘ e‘iq'hteen of'the 'thirty items ’Il‘heseuui‘iata
le—d‘ to the conclusmns that Newfoundland dlstrlct
superz.ntendents rdo con51der a successful teachJ.ng

'experlence to be valuable to an admlnlstrator,

" but ‘that they require their admmlstrators to
R
add;uslon to’ those possessed by effectlve teachers.

I I
¢ ”

f" . . . ‘.ﬁ‘ L <

possess certain personal char.er'ter::.stlcs in _

t
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-

6.

¥
‘ were there 51gn1f1cant differences between the

" to the' various categories of ‘personal and school

. district variables.' Seven of these eleven “'

. N ‘ o - .
Newfoundland. district superintendents placed most . . 9

' ‘'emphasis on process criteria when evaluating teacher

competence, and on. presage criteria when evaluating "
for promotion to an administrative position. In

.‘both-‘évalpati_\'re situations, 'prod-u‘::t criteria’ received:
'the least -emphaSis . Oon the- surface, the de- emphas:Ls
of product criteria would Seem to indicate that ‘
.Newfoundland- district' sqpermt&agents do not- fukly. " Y
app'r'eci"aﬁte the -brimary feason‘for the existence of
schoois—:—the pifcdnction 'ef edu‘cated'people.: A moxe
acce?tahle’ fatic;n'ale, howe\;'erg, for the de-.erri_phasi,s ‘
of._’pi'oduct criteria co.ulld be the difficulty t’)fl |
mea"snring\ the product, "or the difficulty; ef

attributing certain gains 1n students to the-

efforts of a particular teacher, or . both Regard-—

/kess of the _reason for this de- emphaSis, the : ‘."
practlcality of evaluating teachers accordiﬁpg to
what they area supposed to/be doing—-fosterlng pupil

growth--is in need of ‘a thoa:ough :anestigatlon.\

In only eleven of the three hundred poss:Lble cases : o

]

o *

‘emp\hasz.s placed upon pa'rtx_cular riteria according
< - o ' . Y

differences were accounted for by ‘the variables L~

'pertaining to t.he academic qualificaﬂions of. the . . T e

’ © _/\‘

K B o ' - o . K . . -
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superlntendents——the superlntendent s tota} number

&

years of schoollng, ‘and the numbef“of courses. that‘

he has completed in educatlonal admlnlstratlon._.

Ieachers, then, will: tend to be evaluated in very

} - o .
much the'same manner regardless of.the superin-’

!
tendent s age, length oﬁ experlence orﬁgyﬂﬂsize*‘\K

, of his* school: dlstrlct They may expest however,

to recelve a sllghtly dleérent evaluatlon from the:

J&le professionally—prepared,superlnténdents thaq

ng the

rom the 1ess professaonally—prepared supermntendents.

Y

#here seems to - ‘be an lnqonslsteﬂcy concernl

ation results--in Newfoundland schools.

»

¢
ation results:tO'be of least importance when _

[

.3

!
!
'§super1ntendents,'1n this studyu con51dered examin-—-

1 r

}

[

i

l

1

admlnlstratlve promotlonh

-

ablllty to do well in examlnatlons.'

.® | -

g Only eight of the thirty respondents listed ad-.

i

i

§ - - o - ‘
' ditional criteria.
(see’ Appendlx E) could help supplement those '

These additional criteria

. C
et 1

e T NN LI
. >
e -
s
)

. o .G . 06

emphasls placed upon the product crlterlon——eXamln—
Dlstrlct

are constantly belng evaluated by this crlterlon,

'and their academlc success is determlned by thelr

}

{

t : _

E Criteria” listed by superintendents. in additipn to

th§se outlined'on the instrument were very few.

. ,
outllned in the 1nstrument in the—development of
: _ _ T . :

"

evaluatlng teachers both‘for teacher competence and

Yet Newfoundland puplls

.

\ z
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- Newfoundland principals, supervisors, teacherk, and even

L B . .,

4 ©

- a guide both for ghe evaluation of teacher

L ' LI, ¢

competence, and for admlnlstratlve promotlon
H“ .9.' Only s1x (20 per cent) of the thirty respondents‘
d%fered comments on the evaluatlon:Bf teachers,

I ©

‘the 1nstrument, or the study_;tself. -Thls sample

was impossible ‘to draw any conclusions from them
~/ . .
.. .or to categorize them into any set pattern. ,
o ; R . ) \
. - e ’ ° N ’ )
. II],Z'. " RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHE_R STUDY

>0
5

. - ‘e \ : ¢
(_ " Studies-could be carried out to ascertain what _

»

]

-

students perceiVe,to be.the_components of a good teacher -

" as well as the competencies requ%red“of school -

’ ) “ N
administrators. vt S -
. 19 . < - N
1 P 3 . ,

o Research to.determine the attitudes of superin-

P . 0

. tendents, superv1sors, pr1n01pals, and teachers toward

_the methods of evalqetlon that are presently employed

-

both for the evaluatlon of teacher competence and for

pxomotloﬂ to admlnlstratlve positions. Such a study,‘

should be most revealing in ‘terms of the present sfz{é(
’ 3 ‘ e a
» of teacher evaluation in/ this province. -

S f The deQelopment of a guide for %he‘eValuation‘

of teacher competénce’ that would be acdeptable to the

Association Of District School Superintendents, the’

'Departmeént- of Education, and the Newfoundland Teachers'

r - . .

was so small &hd their opinions so divérse that it

&
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paﬁ ST .,_.f g4 ;‘Lﬁf‘mlh ‘”\:

- o

. ) P
n Asqpciatiop. Such a guide- WOuld be subject to the analyses

of those partles and would hag“fto be tested establish

v

_its veIidity and rellablllty. ' . ‘/ .

. ' Research could be undertaken to determlne Just what

responsibilitieé are actually placed-iﬁ*thefhands of
; — " !
practicing administrators,‘and £o determine.what type of

tralnlng would best prepare aspiring admlnlstrators to

: r
cope w}th those respon51b111t1es. The development of a e

«

" guide for selection procedures to be followed in making’ -

administrative appointments would also be of value.
. Research could be carried out to determin7,methods

of measuring the product of -the téaching-learning’ process.

]

As evidenced in this study and -others, teacher effectiveness
is usually evaluated by the more meéeﬁrable presage and

xocess criteria. Before a teacher's effectiveness can-

be measured in terms of product, specific.goals d¢r edu-
e

cational objectives have to be established. The
T _ N .
establishment of these goals in themselves could bée a «

_very worthwhile study.
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"ffmay be of- some- assistapce'to us.” For that reason,"

/

-

ASSOCIATION PF DISTRICT SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS 103
Corner Brook! S - Newfound1and '

o ., o . R
B -
. B : - ’ N
T . . o . N o
H . 0 v - .
. N ’ '

a
Qe .

vl TO ALL MEMBERS

. 7. P .
. ' : o S Aaril 6, 1973
; . N . . . ‘ i : . .

Dear Members 1 .J

‘:Mr Reg Farre]], a graduate student at Memor1a1

University, isinow doing,a study on* the'methods. e

of teacher evaluation as used in this Province.

In view of the ‘topic at our most recent meeting
and of the special. committee which we have “set :
up on 'Teacher Evaluatian, I fee1 that this study

I recommend your ,cooperation W1th his efforts when
he contacts you. :

~
Since most of us have gone through the task of T -
earning a- M. Ed., I'm sure that his request will
-strike a sympathet1c chord in your -heart. This
support. w1y1 come  all the more readily when you
realize that the result of his study may be of
©some he]p to us a]]vﬂn our work - T

- Y
4

Sinserély yours,

Bro.-A. F,,Brennan
PRESIDENT

©RFB/bh -

Q?&MJM - )

4
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Departmént of Educational Administration oL S . e

-the return of the enclosed guestionnaire, <In- maklng this

_ MEMORIAL UNIVERSITY OF NEWFOUNDLAND . -~ . - = ' ..
St.- John's, N_cwfoundland, Canada : A ' ’

l»

3

.ok

PoO. BbX'l3 ‘
April-9, 1973 |

Dear.Superihtendent-

: I am wr&tlng to request your cooperatlon and C
a551stance in completing a researc project which is part -

pf my graduate studles program at emorlal Unlder51ty. ~ . .
v

" The research is concerned with the cr1ter1a empl D
by Newfoundland School District Superintendents when . o L
evaluating teachers for (a) ‘teacher competence, and (b)
promotion to admlnlstratlve pOSItlonS.' ) . \' ",

~

Dr. K. W. Wallace, my superv1sor, Brother A. F.

. Brennan, president of your association, and the Department ¢,

of Educational Administration, Mémorial University, have
given their approval and support. for' this project. The
guestionnaire 1s being ‘sent to every School DlStrlCt

Superlntendent in Newfoundland EER .

a.
-

. 'Your ‘name: and the name of your dlStrlCt are not -
requlred.‘ You may .be assured that individual responses
will be treated in the strictest confidence. The data will

.be presented in the form of consolldated findings.

I would greatly appreciate your early attentlon to
request, I apologize .for adding approximately fifteen '
minutes.to what I/ know+is an extremely busy schedule. I
have enclosed a stamped addressed envelope for return ‘of

the questionnaiyxe. . S .

. © I shall rec1procate by making the results of the =~ .
study available to you in abstract form, or by meetlng .
with your assoc1at10n 1f requested. K , : o .
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‘Enclosures = .,

Page 2.

April 9, 1973°
"*55.?, T -
r-o-""\' T . . . . V'

—-\" -

@y

43

',Thanklng you in advance for your cooperation angd

your contribution to what ‘T trust will be a valuable Jo
i _research study. .

'
’
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Sincerely yours, AT f\\-
Reg Farrell L -
'’ Graduate Studept. _ - . . (;;Z
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]

MENDRIAL UNIVERSKTY QF . NEWFOUNDLAND ' e
St flohn 8, Ncwfoundland Canada ' Co '

0

.9

Department ng Educa!ian Admx‘nistrau‘cm K . , o | A S . ' 7
‘ » ' . ' ° t
: -~ . b : $
- . i \\._sn N ’ . . . . . . . C L 4
.- . ' . y.- ~  P. 0. Box'13 oot

, et U May 1, 1973

. * naire relating to my" *thesi¥ on Teacher Evaluation. This
" thesis, of .course, is 'an essenti part of my graduate
studles program at Memorlal Un@ver51ty .

: ¢ -
: My ‘initjal letter’ and guestionnaire’ reaulted in'a
flfty six percent return. Since my.sample is so .small, it
“is imperative that I receive a much- higher: percentage,of
responses. -, v o
. _ e S
1f you have not returned. the questldnnabre, I again
. rqguest your assistance so that I may complete my research
e © '~ project. Also, as indicated .in my initial letter, it is ..
e hoped that th@s study will be of some value both -to you '
and to your ‘association. . y

If you have returned the\éuestlonnalre, I thank youa"

for your gratuitous assistance. It is much: appreclated
as without it, my the51s ‘would not be- p0551b1e.'

Sincerely yours, ° S

K : . - - - ’ L Reg Farrell
S DO , Graduate SEudent
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MEMORIAL UNIVERSITY OF NEWFOUNDLAND
St ]ohn 5, Ncwfoundland Canada LN

. i’- 0.‘BOX13
May 8, 1973 St

l - . . -
:l i - s l er
Dear Superlntendent-' ' CL . .

F Last week, I wrote you a. letter reques 1ng yoﬂr
»coOperatlon SO that I may continué" my Yesearch |on-"The
Criteria of Deacher Evaluation Employed by New oundland
School bDistrict Superlntendents."

v

b

P
]

L .

It is mow a month 51nce I malled the i itﬁéi“
qubstlonnaires and letters soliciting your coo eratlon
Also, since last week's letter resulted in onl two more
e turns, I-'fear that some of you may have misl yed ‘the
quéstionnaire. Consequently, I am- forwardlng ou ,ano®¥her

{

cdpy of- my questlonnalre. (A g o L
l ¢ I apolonge for thlS 1mp051tlon on your tlme. T,
a1121ng that your time is so valuable, I. have attempted

"te keep “the completlon time of the. questlonnalre to a
maximum of fifteen minutes. . -~

< . a
). 3 v . b
i

) Many of the questlonnalres returned to date havb -
1hdlcated that your colleagues. are most interested in the, R
findings of this research. The pre51dent of yopur ‘associdtion,. ,” - -
Brpther A. F. Brennan, has expressed a keen interest .in ‘the 5
stndy, and feels that it may bejof value to .all superlntendents.
No doubt you- realize that the hlgher the percentage of returns_
t e moré valid the study will® be. . "

4 If you have returned the questionnatie, I thank you
s8incerely for your assistance, . If syou have™not returned the
duestion aire, "I hope that you Will be able to do sosas 500n

as possible for- time is fast becomlng a 'major factor in the
ompletion of thls~study. . o , e .

Wlshlng youﬁcontlnued success in your endeavours, 8
remaln _ B S .

o e

R © . . Sincerely yours,

SR -Ré@ Farréll :
1 - Graduate'Student

Enclosures
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3
,

"s - There are two sectlons to- this. 1nstrument-

- . -

3. TEACHER EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRES e
for School Board Superintendents . -
- . ' ' ' I T :
\} . . N ,
-p ‘ ;o
Sectlon ‘One. Personal and School Data Questionnaire.

;. Section Two, Evaluatlon of Teachers (TWO
' *Quéstlonnalres) ° , 1

2

-

Y

. It will také you approximately fifteen minutes of your

time to ‘¢complete the-questionﬂaire.
.u ) \ LRI
You are asked to return the completed »instrument in the

7

stamped addressed envelope prov;ded aé‘your earllest

coqvenlence. Your co—operatlon ‘will be greatly f—"

-1
appreciated. Data: will .be processed bylcomputer at e
"-‘“ 3 Cl . : Z . ' H
Memorial University. An abstract of the findings will ;
o ~ i ‘5

be sent to’all superintehdehte ehortly efter'the ' 'j N

.dompletion‘of the tﬁesie ’ J o
\ [ LI L'4 ,
Aftér you have tompleted the qmestlonnalres, please

feel free to make any comments you w1sh on the evaluation

of personnel, the questiopnaires, or the study itself.
~f . \ g oo Y AP '
. /v, . . .  COMMENTS

o

TN
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&

. ) . . = "‘ .
w X '~ SECTION ONE . 3

. . 1Y
‘Personal and ‘School District Questionnaire

Age of .Superintendent

s
'2. Length of experlence as'an admlnlstrator (1nclud1ng
-this year) . .. o . .
3. Total number of years.of echoolin ;5- ) Q
4. Number of codises in Educationé@yidministration _
5. Size of School District (please state actual ‘ _
enrollment) o ‘ , .
' e 5.7 N °'" .
ffd 7J% - 2 SEC?ION:Tﬁd | /
.. ' qﬁvaluatien of Teachers L
, /1nstruétioes ' B _.' ; . z{'l.

\ e
Each of the followiﬁg)questionnaires lists 30 factors °

3 .
whlch may be taken lnto account when evqluatlng teachers.

Please score, all items on each questlonnalre according
to the importance each factor has for you in your
\ . ¢

. ¢ - .
personal evaluation of teachers. Use thesfollowing

sca . - . /2
] ) " /.L‘ ——
Please circle ,your selected regponse, e.g.:

' (A) indicates a factor aiways.used; )

. (F) indicates a factor frequently.uséd;

(S) indicates a factor seldom used;

. -

(N) indicates a factor never used; . )

Thus your 01rc11ng of (F) would 1nd1cate that the factor

b

oncerned is. used frequeﬂtly in your evaluatlon of teachers,

- . . . -

. . M . 2
e i .



and so on. . L R L e e

. 2, First, score all of Questiornaire One (p. 111)

2

accordlng to the 1mportance which eacl! factor has for you

when formlng opinions about the competence of teachers.»
& .
Second, score all of Questlonnalre Two (p.ll3) accordlng

’

to the importance which each factor has for you when

forming opinioné that certain teachers are worthy of

promotion to an administrative position (e.g. Principal),.

\,

&



10.

11.

12.
13.

.14.

15.

l6.
17.

,

'PURPOSE:- EVALUATION OF TEACHER COMPETENCE

V4 . ’
Teacher Evaluation Ques%ionnaire One

Factor

Provision made for- 1nd1v1dual dlﬁferences

,and group needs.

Ggqncern with the all-round development of
pupiils. . .

Qualities of leadership dlsplayed by the
teacher. /

_The degree of self-evaluation of proceeees

L4

emp loyed. . N

The teacher s part1c1patlon and/ standing in

the communlty.

/ .
Supervision and checking of written work.

o

Academic qualifications and knowledge of

the curriculum..

The attitude of the puplls to the school
and. to authorlty.

Pupil attitudes of courtesy, 1ndustry
and self—rellance.

Class control

Concern with character development of

- the pupils. , . 1

'Dree;\and appearance of the. teacher.

The methods of lesson preparation used.

The professxonal ‘activities of the teacher.

The pupils' appreciation of moral and .

) ethlcal standards.

The puplls work well wrthout sqgetv1sron.,

Pupil partrclpatlon in lessons.

o :u.'ns Y

>

n n
2 =2

“

2 = o=

n . w

]




- 20, Exammatlon results.,

I
) ~ &
18, The level of intelllgence of .the
S teacher.

" 19. Lesson preparatlon and planm.ng.

B

21. The iserson'ality of the teacher. .,
“» . // L

22:, Teacher pupil relationships. v
23. The teacher'grsst'andning' with the pupils.

‘The development of the process of
individual inguiry in the pupils.

*n

25. The 1oyalty and dependablllty of the
. teacher,

26. The training of -.the pupils in self-
expression. N

27." The energy, force, .and enthusiasm
displayed in the teaching.

28. The degree of co-operation of the (

‘teacher with other staff members.
29. The use of teaching aids.

30. The traiﬁing of pupils in civic
: " competence and responsibility.,

Boboop oD B
I T I T

112

A F-

S N |

S N
S N
S™

S N

Please list below any factors always or frequently used by

you when evaluating teacher competence, and not included

fn the above list.

2,'.

3.

4. . ' e )

A F.

.A .

o3

A F

AP




g PUKPOSE-

17.

18.

0

Teacher Evaluatlon Questionnalre Two

e

Dress and appearcnce-of the teachef.

Supervision and. checking of written work.

" The development of the process of .
.individual inquiry in the puplls.

The attltudes of ths pupils to the ‘
school - and to authority. .

The professional act£v1t1es of the:
teacher. R

The use of teaching aids. ]
a 4

The teacher s standing w1th the puplls.

The degree of co—operation of the
teacher with other staff members.,

The training of pupils in civic
competence and responsibility.

PrOVlSlon made for individual
differences and group needs.

. - The personality of the teacher.

Pupil participation in lessons.

The pupils Wwork well without supervision.

The methods of lesson,presentation used.

The degree of selﬂ—evaluatlon of processes
empioyed : . r

QualItIes of leadership, dlsplayed,by the
teacher. .

¢ -~

Concern with the all-round development of

the pupils. ' -

Examination/iss ' o °

TR VI VN

¢

PROMOTION TO AN ADMINISTRATIVE POSITION Lot

>

>

o

0 .
zZ. 2 =

S
Moo,

, - -
2z .

AFSN
F SN
FSN
F SN
FSN

AF SN

AFSN

A.F S N

AFSN




Y

.19,
20.,

21.

22,

v

23,

)

24,

25,

26.
27.

28,

'_.29.

30.

"ethical' standards.

s

jThe loyalty an
* teacher.

The puplls' apprec1atlon qf moral and '

L
L]

The energy, force and enhthusiasm dlsplayed
in the teaching.- .

TeacherDpupil relationships.

‘Class control. , yoo e o :

The tralnlng of puplls in self—expre551on.

The,teacher s partlclpatlon and standlng
in the communlgy

Concern with character development of

,the puplls.

Lesson prépqr9tion and ﬁiannihg. T, '(

The 1evel of 1ntelligence of the
teacher. -

[ . ‘. FIE
L

Pupils' attitudes of courtesy, lndustrx
and self—rellance. n-

-

el

Academlc qua 1flcatlons and knowledge of '
,the curricul

[y

ependability of the

114

n n 0

R
oo omm

TR ° ' \ - . s
.Please list'below any factors alwayyg or frequently'hsed by
l

you ‘when evaluatlng teachers as belng worthy 3} promotlon

to an adminlstratLve posxtlon, and not 1ncludéd ip the

above list. '

1.

2.,

b

N

AF.
A F

AF

‘A F
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CRITERIA USED-IN THE INSTRUMENT SET OUT
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- . .
.
- ‘ -
-
. -
- .
- N
at :
v .
] ’
'
-
B
) «
a .
.
L
-
o B a
.,
.
L}

IN CATEGORIES. -

. o
. QN
PR
. -
.
.
v
- .
.
'
B
-
.
v <
'



CRITERIA .INCLUDEP- AT RANDOM ON THE INSTRUMENT

. ) \ ' ! . ‘
\\) - B. PROCESS CfRITERIA ' \‘)./ o

Lesson preparatlon and plannlng._

.The use of teaching'aids.

GROUPED*ACCORDING Tb MITZEL'S CATEGORIES
' A. PRESAGE CRITERIA . .
The persona;ity-of:the-teecher.
The-dress and appearance of the teacher.

Academlc quallflcations and knowledge of tEé*currlcul
1

" The level of 1nte11igence of the teacher:

The professional activities of the teacher.

The degree of co;operation of the;teacher‘with other .

P
PY

staff members._ .
The loyaiity'ahd;depépebility'of tﬁe teacher. .
Qualities'of,leadership dispiqyed by‘the'teégher;-t
The teacher‘s pérticipation and standing in the' ﬁ

s -
community. -

The teacher's standing with:the.pupils.

_Pupll part1c1patlon in lessons.
\Teacher—pupll re}atlonshlps. N ) :.: T

Class. control ' o '

_Supervision and checking of wrltten WOrk.

The methods of lesson presentation used.

S

The provision made for 1nd1v1dua1 dlfferences and group

needS . . ) 5 e s A : e

The ernergy, force and enthu51asm d%splayed in the teachlng. ,

.
L}



10.

Wresponsmbillty. P

R ':,,3= SR . e

. The degree of self-evaluation of process employed.

i

- Co PRODUCT CRITERIA v

Concern ‘with the all- round development of the puplls.-

o ¢

-Examlnatlon results.

"The pupll work well without superv1sion.:"

'4

The development ‘0f the process of 1ndlv1dual enqulry
in the puplls. |
Concern with character development of the puplls. g

The tralnlng of the puplls 1n civic competence .and

Pupil attitudes of courtesy, industry rand self-reliance.

The pupils'-appreciation of moral and ethical-standards. .

The training of the puplls in self—expre551on.

The attltude of the puplls to school and to authorlty.r
- ) . B N ) *

Source- T J Moore,-“An Identification and Ana1y51s of “the

. Criteria Employed in Teacher, Evaluation," Unpubllshed Master

“%of. Education Thesis, Undiversity of Alberta, Edmonton ,

Alberta, 1966, pp. 1l1-112.

%
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FACTOR ANALYSIS TO IDENTIFY MITZEL'S
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TABLE XV

-\

THREE-FACTOR ANALYSIS OF CATEGORIES OF CRITERIA EMPLOYED IN EVALUATION OF :
TEACHER COMPETENCE (VARIMAX ROTATED FACTORS)

¢ -

s

. :
(p; = Presage Criterla ;pz = Process Criterla P Product Crlterla)*
No, Criteria . qemmunalities” ‘Factor Loadings
B 1 2 3 .
. ) - X . 1. N -‘ ) . -—
1. Provision made for individual 0.510 - 0.710p;  0.022 0,073
differences and group needs o ) co e
2.. Concern with the all-round develop- .0.178 0.229 - 0.354p; .0.025
" "ment. of the pupils . _ - o A . -
3. Qualities of leadershlp dlsplayed by 0.025 -0.021 0.103 -  0.116 .
the teacher ‘ ‘ .
4. The degree of self-evaluatlon of 06.484 0.629p,. 0.297 -0.033
processes employed ' _ o o o
- 5. The teacher s part1c1patien and 0.169 - - 0.172 - 0.372p: -0.035
standing 'in _the communlty —_ ) _ o . ]
6. Superv151on and checklng of wrltten .~ 0,288 0.273 -0.113 0.447p,
: work ] ) . " . - . -
7. Academlc quallflcatlons and knowledge' 0.197 ° =0.103 0.341p; =~0.265
. of the’ currlculum ) ) : ) . . ..
8. The attitude of the pupils to the | 0.318 © 0.457p;  0.245  -0.223
school and to authorlty R : >

LTI
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v L . ! .o L ' " . S ) . - . N - ' . . ".‘ J ' . .A ; .\4».
. C : C _ o : a4 ' o . o : '_
° - .TABLE -XV (Continued)
- E ’ v ! : ‘ ’
._ch'j;" _-;. .- "Criteria R ' ' Communalities Factor ‘Loadings ) .
‘ S ) : ' A O 2 - 3T
R . ' . N S .l . . . 5
"9, : Ll attltudes of courtesy, 1ndustry *7 0.312 . 0;516p3" 0.113 . -0.179
.and self-rellance _ : P .. : o
S - . ) . LT “ . e
L1107, Class control . R . -0.380 0.422p, 0.231 «0.386p2
,Ii,‘ Concern with chaxracter develqﬁhent E » «0.471 0.565p§ .0.115 ~ =-0.373p?
of the. puplls o IR . T
12. Dress and appearance of the teacher .ﬂ 0 249 o :0 196 .0.395p, 0.234"
+?.13. The. methods of lesson preparatlon ' 0. 313 - 0 159 ' .0.251' 0.474p,
used. . -, . . .
. 14. -~ The professional. activities of the’ . 0,175, -0.084 -0.386py - 0.140 o
’ teacher ! . - : .
15. The puplls‘ apprec1at10n cf moral - 0.384 0.499p; 0,066 -9.363py .
and ethical standards S ' ° ' ST -
. - ra o N - "'C r‘-r;‘:— ?, . ’
}6. The puplls work well w1thout ..+ 0,247 0.327p;3. -0.149-- »0.343ps -
\ supervision o , , i - - . . :
'17.. -Pupil partxcxpatlon in lessons . s Q.333_ _ '.01536921 —0.;34. " 0.175
18. ‘The level of 1nte111gence of the 0.240 . 0.028 , 0.099. . ~-0.479p, ?
teacher . ’ o . . T
: . ‘ S L T : B VR B ok
. 19. Lesson preparation and planning - . 0.340 "~ ° 0.255, . 0.48392_ 0.205 s
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‘ '+ . TABLE XV (Continued) . .. \ S :
nr . *’ . . g . N P - ’ . T c- ’ . 3
No. . . . . .Criteria - .o Comminalities -+ [Factor Loadings .
. . ' v . e . ~. ' ) . : R L J-. : . . f‘: ] 2 . > 3_
% : ) PR .
‘20.- Examination: results M . oL 0.140 - . Q.282 " 0.246 - 40.099\
'21." The personality of the teacher . - _0.156 . *0;026 " r355p;, - 0.170

v o _ . ) L L _ o
"22. Teacher-pupil relationshlpsV . 0.440 - - 0. S&sz 0.298 .. 0.095 TS
© 23. The teacher s _standing w1th thepmplls 0.404-. : 0 447p1 '0.450p; . 0:048 :

S o - '\ . * [ . - L.

‘34, The development of the process of , .- 0.452. ° 0,642p3".o.zoo -0.027
1nd1v1dual enquiry in the puplls . 5\9 - : o L _ . .
-~ 25. The loyallty and dependabllfty of o &6.156~ QQ,QSZ"' 0.392p, - _ao,qb3 . ff
the teacher . . . Lo S PR
' . . B “//-m \-‘/) —‘-.. , . .. L] o )
. .26, The training_of. the puplls in s 0.291 - 0,515p%3" 0.011L - 0.160 -
\ self—expreSSLOn . - i - 'J ‘ . oS -
'.‘ < e ) LN v - ’
\\ 27. The, energy,«force and enthusiasm A ~ - " 0.314 | 0.170 . -0.520p, ~0.120
» digplayed in the teachlng o ) 2o ' : L
—t o o - ' ’ Q. - . A
28. :THe degree of co-operation ‘of the . - 0.283 0.099 ° 0,488p;  }.189
acher w1th other staff members. - : LT Ct el ’ .
29, The use of teaching alds ".-f R 0.530 0:49%4p, 0.370p; ° 0.387p%
- N ) v ) ) N . ’ . *
30. The tralnlng of the puplls in _ . 0,142.7 ' -'0.,301p;. -0.120 0.193
_civic competence and respbn51b111ty - . . ; v .
- . ‘ ’ o : . e ~N)
"-f0.3 Level of Acceptabflity _ i . _ :
. s o ' i o -
o 2’ 2. < .



TABLE XVl

. THREE—FACTOR ANALYSIS OF CATEGORIES OF CRITERIA EMPLOYED IN .EVALUATION OF
- T ' o Ca TEACHERS FOR PROMQOTION TO. AN ADMINISTRATIVE POSITION cee [

R  (VARIMAX ROTATED.FACTO§S) B -

N

.
&

CL ) ,, |
(p1 = Presage Criteria Qik; Process*Crzterla . p3 .= Product Critetria)*

': No.. ' Criteria . \¥ - Communalities® Facton,Loaﬂings‘ S
RN . . - - - R § 2. ; 3 .
1, Dress and appearanCe of the iéachbr - 0.157 . =0.,027 - 0.399§1 .—0.089~
2. Supervision and checklng of wrltten "-0.258 »~=0.104 0.125. 0.512p, -
work - ' L g IR -
3. THe development of the prdcess oOf - 0.483  0.693ps 0.019 -  0.055 .
, . individual enquiry in the pils ' T T S
. 4. The attitudes of the upils to the . 0.464 - " "0.306p; 0.60lps - 0.095
' school and to authority -~ . N T \ L
5. .The profe551onal actiyities of “the - 0.245 -0.286 0.397p; ~ 0.072.,
. teachers T e . - : e _ -
.4+ 6. "The use of teaching aids. . . 0.416 _  0.34lp, 0.069 .. 0.543p,
7. The teacger s standing with the-- . 0.391 0.371p1 . 10.503p; - 0.018 -
ﬂpuplls ) : . IR o o
8. The degree of co-operation of the " 0.384 ~0.185 0.581p;  =-0.113 "’

" teacher with other staff members _
9. The training of pupils in civic ~70.090 0.183 . 0,060  .0.230
competence and responsibility : I

’

-
Y

0ZT



- - . TABLE_XVI (Continued) -“\’ U
¢ " , o .
" No. A, . Criteria , - 'Communalities : Factor Loadings -
o . : 1 -2 ‘3
— 2 . - - ~
i10. Provision made for individual < 0.454 0.494p," 0.256 0.380p:
differencesand group needs’ ~ - . i T
11. The personality of theé “teacher ‘© 0.418 _  0.163 0.624p,  0.043 .
12, Pupll part1c1patlon in lessons , © 0.408 -0.125 - . -0.030 " 0.626py
13 The pupils work well w1thout : - 0.538. -. p.328ps 0.146 0.639p; -
superv151on : s . ' ' ‘
14.. The methods of lesson\presentatlon 0.306 ~0.143 0.174 0.505p,
used i ' . - S
15. " The degree of self-evaluation of 0.677 \-o’}sspz 0.383py . '—o.ol"3z..
processes employed . P ' -
--16. Qualltles of leaderShlp dlspl d . 0.500 .40;393p1. ’0:588p1 -0.022
" by the teacher > - i .- g .
L. Concérn _wi_? the ail—round . 0.316p: 0.379p; - =0.077
developmén of‘the _pupils ' S - . ]
18. 'Examination results’ - . 0.080 0.143 0.229. 0.086
19. The pupils apprec1atlon of moral 0.374 . . 0.517p; *'0.278 -0.171
© nd ethical -standards h . . ’ : ’
R i T N ’ -
. 20. he energy, force and enthusiasm. e 0.595 - 0.510p2 0.495p, * “0.301p; =
isplayed in the teach1ﬁ§ . ’ - S LA
-~ - . -’ . ’ '%v - “)'. S - ", 3

o

" a



TABLE XVI (Continued)
No. ’ ) Criteria . Communalities Factor Loadingé l
"21. Teacher-pupil relationships . 0.432 0.207 0.598p, 0.176 -
23. class control - 0.459 -0.207 . 0.404p, 0.503p,
23. Thetraining of the pupils in © . 0.455 0.671p;  0.044 0.057 -,
self expression : : _ -
24. T eachér's participation and ’ -0.401 - 0.140 0.600p, -0.174 X
'standing in the community . _ : .
“25. Concern with character development " 0.230,  0.427ps . 0.211 "0.062
of the pupils : . ~ ' . , —
B}
"26. Lesson breparation and planning 0.315 ~=0.237 0.243 0.447p;
27. The level of intelligence of the N d:ZGl' .0.045 0.146 -0.487p,
) . teacher ’ ' : _ v :
28.. Pupils' attitudes of courtesy, ' 0.652 0.764ps  0.261 0,017 °
Aindustry and self-reliance . - i
i . e, ] _ o
29. Academic qualifications and knéw- °© 0.523 0.406p; + 0.500p, -0.330p:
"ledge of the}curriculum R -
30. ‘The loyalty and.dependability of 0.215 0.374p, 0.265 -  ~0.070
the téach?r. : . < ) .

..f0.3 Level of Acceptability
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OBSEE?ED FREQUENCIES WHICH DETERMINE THE RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN THE CRITERIA OF EVALUATION EMPLOQED BY
v . SUPERINTENDENTS IN "EACH EVALUATIVE SITUATION

~

'AND 'SELECTED CATEGORIES OF CERTAIN VARIABLES




SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN RESPONSES TO .CRITERIA OF EVALUATION EMPLOYED IN
EVALUATING 'TEACHERS FOR TEACHER COMPETENCE,, ACCORDING TO SELECTED
CATEGORIES OF CERTAIN VARIABLES (LOS\LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE)

TABLE XVII

.Criteria thiable _Category .

'?requéncies by percentages-

'Always.

Frequently Seldom Never

N

Pupil attitudes of courtesy,’

industry and self-reliance

The personality of the
+ teacher. -

Supefvision and checking
of written work

-The profe551onal'

act1v1t1es of the teacher .

The pupils work w
without supervisic

The. dégree of co-operation
of the teacher with other

staff members

Pupilé-attitudes 6f
courtesy, industry
and selfareliance

Experience
‘Schooling
Schooling

Schooling

Courses

il

under 40

-40 plus

| . .
under 40
40 'plus .

under 10.

10 plus

ﬁnder'ld

18 pY%aus

under. 18
18 plus

undér 18
18 pIus

under 8
eight
and over

'17.6

7.7

'35.3 "
84.6 -

41.7
11.1

44.4

14.3

33.3:

4.8

11.1

66.7.

17

13

17
13.

12
18

-9

21.

€21



. ' : . . \— TABLE XVII (Continued) ; L - ]

‘ ’ : . I - - ) A
L \ —~ Criteria . Variable Category . Frequencies by percentages

; L a4 B ' ' ot .. Always - Frequently Seldom Never N

° - R ' ' ’ Y ) | . \‘. V4
rern with the character . Courses .under 8 - 23.5 58.8 -« °.-17.6. - .17
_ " development of the pupils . . 8 and . 69,2 30,8 -o- - 13
: - - _ R . o . over - e . .
/ \ The| level of intelligence - Size under o ' . g
. . of the teacher - .° (pupils) 5,000 10.0 45.0 - 45.0 . - 20 .
v S S 5,000 '20.0  60.0 - 20.0 10 *

0 o and T . . _
4 - . ©aver L . 7 : %‘ . LA

Vet .

¥
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. TABLE XVIII . s
" SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN RESPONSES TO CRITERIA OF EVALUATION EMPLOYED IN- e _
: . ’ EVALUATING TEACHERS FOR ADMINISTRATIVE PROMOTION, ACCORDING TO , \M/
L _ . SELECTED CATEGORIES QF CERTAIN. VARIABLES - '
_ ‘ (.05 LRWEL ' OF SIGNIFICANCE) ' : R )
-.-. - N : i ; . . ’ . ' . ' ) ' -
e Criteria , '.'_'Variable Category ~ Frequencfes by percentages
- | ' ' Always Frequently Seldom Never N
Pupll partlclpatlon in . ;Courses: - under g 41.2° 58.8 - . - 17
lessons S - ' '8 and | 7.7 76,9 . 15.4 - 13
. " ' T - over -- : : )
- - R . R . ‘:\ ) . ) . .“ . . -
Lesson preparation and " Courses under 8, -~ 64.7 © ' 29.4 = - o= 17
plannlng ‘ 8 and .° 15.4 76.9 7.7 - 13..
. o . ' over - ~ :
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_COMMENTS ON,THE STUDY . . . 3

1.\.Quite obviously, the supervisory role, offsuper—
1ntendents varies with the size of the board. :Superin—'

tendents of large boards must depend on their superv;sors
* ‘f .

and prlnc1pals for an evaluation of teachers.

(2.' The frequency of ‘use does not give the. total;

‘ picture--certain areas may be used often but not carry any .

great weight

Many of the areas are used subjectively~:the degree.
of objectiv1ty is 1mportant. !

Should provoke some thought on evaluation--it is
oerteinly not receiving enough attention atﬂthe present
time in most districts. »-.f s . E

3. Too many ambiguous statements, e.d. "dependabllity

‘ v

- and Oyalty" is one question, yet completely different.-

4. Teacher evaluation :should be in thé area of . %

“performanoe evaluation"'a? opposed to "rating." Teachers:

who should be rated are obvious cases.

5.~ There are certain factors which are hard to

pinpoint which we use in evgluation,‘one of which is a

-

"feeling" based on ali'uspects of the teachesz performanoe

‘and attitudes and philosophy of education.
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6. Attitude toward work toward working agalnst odds,

and patlence are but some of the characterlstlcs I look

13
.

for. Another- p01nt I try to ascertain is whether 'there- is
'-a hlgh degree of competence and confldéhce.— ThlS latter'

does’ not mean, as we often think 1n the 30 35 year old

groups, that a teacher is 1ndlspensable,_but rather*ls ‘\1--
vigorous. and exudes briskness,_confidehoe and interest 7
in life. - \ A : o B

I try.also to ascertain whether the teacher under- g
stands society or whether he is just an orientated person’

who thinks that the world_revolves}arouqd the classroomn‘



TABLE XIX

ADDITIONAL CRITERIA USED BY SUPERINTENDENTS WHEN" EVALUATING

The teacher s receptivenees to suggestions

b\

. . ) TEACHER COMPETENCE
N=8 ’
" No. .. . .Criteria - 'Frequency Weighted
. - . " Toan ‘Score |
~ vAlways Frequently (a=5, £=3)
SN The'creativity'qﬁ the teacher 2 - ¥ 10.
2. The teacher's ability to ihnovate 2 - 10
o R
3, .The teacher's concern for students as S ER o 2 - . 10
g 1nd1v1duals - e -
"4, The teacher's ability to\de?elop L f 2.7 - \ 10.
curriculum in terms cf students needs-
5. The teacher s desire to keep abreast of- il _ 1 8
- profe551onal developments
6. The teacher s w1111ngness to glve S?E\a he§§ 1 R 5
7;_.Parent—teacher relatlonshlps '1. - 5
8. The teacher s "ability.to 1dent1fy learnlng L - 5
" .situations - : -
9, The teacher' s proflalency in making maximum -1 -~ ’ 5
use of class time - -
10’0 1 - 5

82T -



TABLE XIX (Continued)

'Nb;;'i, . L Criteria .-. ‘ . - Frequency
o o S _ o Always.° Frequently -

‘"Weighted
Score

(A=5,£=3)

-~

"’T-zill.;;Qisgovery method of teaching - : o 1 -

12. Tl’ig ‘teacher's ability to si:at;_ | 1 L.
. educational objectives clearl - S S

. 13.° The teaghér'g christian characteriétigs
- 14, The' recomméndation of.the principal

-

- R - o
15.. The recommendation of the supervisor

e T I
1

5.
.5

‘Towm o w. W

AT v . - . . . ._“ . IS E)
=~ 16. . Teacher-principal relationships - o
. . 3
‘ N e "
\ , \,)
* : s
. ' L3
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- . o . e TABLE XX

L
ADDITIONAL CRITERIA EMPLOYED BY SUPERINTENDENTS WHEN EVALUATING TEACHERS FOR -
R : ADMINISTRATIVE PROMOTION

P

. o N y N=8 .- ) .
O .
No. - o Criterkai S E Frequency; weighted" o
S © 7 ~~alvays  Freguemtly %972 ..
A \ . : N S . . : ,
I;“Abiiity to nake difficult.decieions 3‘ - 15
2. The teacher S concern for the students - 2 - 10
as individuals. : . i
3. The organrzatlonal ability of. he teacher -I“ - - 5?_ - . ‘
4. Knowledge of’ the Newfoundland school system ’ I .; “%‘"5 o ;
5. Good health - " . 1 - . 5" -
%1'-Parent—teacher relations- 1 - o 5
7. The ;ntegrlty of the teacher 1 - 5
,8;.'The teacher's ability’ to work ;hder pressure 1 - 5 ,
9.':Concern or proégess above or beyond 1 5 - 5 .
- normal limits : . . '
Competency in admlnistratlve and .I ;— 5

curricular methods , Co -
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.7 o/ -TABLE XX (Continued) . : ‘
LT . : . - oo _ ‘ . \ N
No _ Criterig, o e Frequency " Weighted
. . oo ‘ . ' " " - always Frequently Score
{ e, R SR (A=5,F=3)
11 The°teacher s chrlstlan characterlstlcs AP - 5
b . . . -
12), Teac'her—superv1sor relatlons . \ ! z i 5
13 _The recommendatlon -of the- pr1n01pal j_;“fi'f 1 T - . 5,
...14. The recommendatlon of the co-ordinatlng ' L1 - 5.
v : pr1n01pa1 . _ , . C
¢ « 15% The recommendation bf'fhe\supervisors oot -1 - ' 5,
16 Experlence in deallng with people - L = 1 3
(communlcate, etc.) - . o T )
' e -' ) ) 1’\.".' - ". . u’1 L , - : . .
A . . € . '}
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