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- evaluate thelr teachlng. The questlonnalre provxded ample ,.'Qﬁ

'space for teachers}to'inc;ude-add;tl al crlterla which T ST

' F
. . ABSTRACT
.- : ’ 3

. ’ N - " .
“, Thls study was conducted o . determlne the crlterla "

that Newfoundland school teachérs felt should be used. in

P

évaluatlng Qeachers for (a) teacher competence,‘and (b)

promotlon to. adminlstratlve p051t10ns. B .

N Lo~ . . y

The questlonnaire consisted of two parts: a- . o
bersohal and schqbi background variable quescionhaire,

'and tho'evaluation Questionnaires. .The latter'sectidh of ..

, : R W
-the questlon‘alre contained 1dentlcal thlrty—ltem bat—. ) '

<

terles arrangea 1n dlfferent sequences.ﬁ These 1tems were’

evenly dlstrlbuted 1ntp Mltzelfs ‘three categdrieémgf_

v e

- -

presage, ‘process and product'forleach eva}gative‘situ- : ", ej;q
ation.- The queetiOnnaire.also éeked'thé teachers to -

o
1nd1cate whom they felt was in. the best pOSithn to

\

! : oL
they perceived ta be-importantnfor'eachtévaluative situ~ e Lo &
L] . .

;1at10n, and space~for teachers to add.comments .on the

« a

study itself. The questionnaite was mailed to 300 L f'” e 'ﬁ;

randomly selected Newfoundland school(teachers of whlch _yfﬂi ;:iﬁt

K ., o
) N

84. 3 per cent responded._- .

-, . A ~ I tTe

. To analyse the data gathered frequency counts S

were\pomplled to plaaa eriter:a 1n rank order to ,.31{.a.ftﬁ :;”:
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'determine whether or not a. common-body"of'criteria was

’

perceived by the teachers as belng lmportant 1n the evalu—

.ation of teachers for both evaluatlve s1tuat10ns. The'

ranked,crlterla were,compared for'both evaluatlve ‘situ-’

ations to see 1f the teachers perceived a change of

emphasis 1n the use of each crlteﬁhxrfrom one evaluatlve

'51tuat10n to the other. Pearson correlation coeff1c1ents’

were-utlllzed to.determlne whether the.empha31s,place¢

4

',upon the crrteﬁwm changed with each. eValuatlve SLtuatlon.1

Ch1 square tests were' used to ascertaln if sxgnrfrcant

.‘.-.

. ) " .
,dlfferences ex1sted 1n ‘the responsés of teachers accordlng

' to personal and school varlables., '. “f

3

_evaiuate?" frequency COunts were complled to- determlne

whom the teachers felt was in the best p051t10n to evalu—j

ate thelr work.' Ch1 square tests were also used to .

te "

ascertaln whether o? not 51gnif1cant dlfferences exlsted

hln the’ responses of the teachers. accord*ng to personal

»

'and school bac: ground variables. '

, Thls st dy revealed that teachers do generally

aqree on atco on body of criteria whlch they féeI should o

be used for bot evaluatlve sxtuatlons. Teachers were:
. ‘\

“'more 11kely~to‘fee1'that process crlteria shculd be - -

emphasized when evaluatxng teachers for competence,

Whlle presage '%r;teria should be used when considerlng

teachers for admlniatratLVe bositlons. .Only a few

2
f.
o

1

y ‘For the question, "Who is in the best positlon to -

U

S
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significant 'relationships were obsetrved bétween certain

o -~ . N \ S . ‘ R e l
criteria.of evaluation and the tepachers' personal and) :
i -" . ’ s -.'. C‘. N ‘ s . . : " :
school background va
. T -

" school érinpipaliwéﬁ in thé best position to evaluate,

riables.

”

The téachers’ felt that the ¥
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" be kept on flle. The\nnformatlon in these reports was
‘kept 1n\conf1dence and used at some future time as.a
'baSis.for rehiring or releasing auteacher.

has -been’ a phenomenal 1ncrea e 1n echool enrollment in

'of Educaﬁion, 18+ 2’ May-June_

S
''e

Ja

The evaluatlon of teachers is one of the many

respons;bllltles of. the school bOards of Newfoundland ; ' ’ ’ f
Prlor to 1968. teacher evaluatlon was przmarzly done by . - S '/.
‘the denomlnatlonal supeIV1sors;'er snooperv1sors -ae- : ”"fﬁ;.'ﬂf"
they were frequently called by’ many educators.l' These- f j f/ f»:
supervxsors travelled to every bay andalnlet to perform - /<. f:

thexr'dubxes. They usually arrlved when 1east expected ' l:w

B

observed..a teacher for an’hour'or so, wrote up a report

‘a ,’

and left. Thelr style was usually autocratlc, and thelr

functlon was basically 1nspector1al The wrltten report

was sent to the Department of Educatlon in St John' s to

' \

\ : S .
‘With the exception o§ thewpast four years, there

/ .

lJames Bayer ".Supervi,gory Téchniques W Journal
9 69 p L] 1 3 .’ . : 4 !
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‘this province. Total school enrollmept 1ncreased from .o R
75,084 in 1949 £& 156,310 in 1969.2 ‘That is, the schooll co

“ «

enrollment more. than doubled ln these two decades.

<

At the same time there hashalso been a seVere

’

hdrtage of quallfled school teachers, partlcularly in e !

’

“jrgrak,areas.u Men and women_were often recruited from the
localdcommunity, classified as:'temporary supply! andf'

hired'to-teach until'more quaiified teachers. could be-‘
'recruited. Qulte often these teachers were poorly tralned\
-wvang possessed no more formal educaelon than the students _ jv-\
they taught. It was not uncommon in rural Newfoundland : . U
,'to‘have a.teacher With a grade nine day.sbhool dipl ma,: .:;;.'\
, ) e SN

,or less, teachlng the prlmary or elementary grades. In TN
the school year l97l—72, school boards Stlll had a total : : ) "'ﬂ

of seventy;four emergency~snpply teachers 1n:the1r e e :_ﬁ
seloy. T
S ' L AR e

Today, the teacher supply 51tuat10n has changed W “ﬁ
dramatlcally. The percentage of teachers with four or .

more years of unlver51ty tralnlng has increased from St : ,jﬂ&

'2 4 per cent in 1949 50 to 60. 3 per cent 1n 1973 74 4

2 he Government bf Newfoundland and Labrador,'~4“;'i "-{,H;
Historlcal ‘Statistics of Newfoundland and. Labrador s ey
(st. Joh 's: Creatlve Prznters, 1970), P 6. --E:W?; ;,}ff;mj'

. - " y"-s, ' .;»"_..'~ RN
o Prov1nce of Newfoundland andwyabrador, Statrs%ical"‘f‘;“ L
Supplement to the Annual Réport of'thé bepartment oE i e RSN

ta

»
o2 P L. Bt e «;.c:;f:;«"a‘f-.f -
"~

'\a“': 4Harry cuff AﬂdnJohh Acremaﬁ"*“n*ﬁea&heg
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- the form of salarles and student a1d and the ederal

o ! ' S
’ government prov1ded low 1nterest loans to students.. These

. actlons probably contrxbuted to the attractlon f students

to ‘the Unlver51ty, and more spec1f1cally to the Faculty of L

'

PR - Educatlon. The teacher supply has lncreasedzto Such an-', .
. Q ‘f- 4 . ) ' '1‘." -~ L

g %
zmarket" for the15ch061 boards of_thlsgprOVane. Althougﬂ§

therelis still a shortage of qualified teachers P such

spe01allzed areas as mus1c, specmal educatlon, gu1dan¢e,
. ] R s ¢

_art, readlng, 1ndustr1al arts, sc1ence educatxon nd home

4. - ,
IR . economlcs, school boards axe generally in a- pOSlt on to'V R )
. . - ’ v : - " e
- 'select the best guallﬁled teachers.s. The ‘fact that the S e p

[ . . ' L. N ' .

cost of teachers' salarles is. borne entlrely by t e pro— :f e

e ‘vincial government makes the cn01ce of the best q allf;ed ' -
‘v . teachers even more 11ke1y. S l:-_ L f'ﬁ;

o

School boards are now in- %,DOSLtion where _:j J#LVL_

‘?. T

R

Slnca many SChool boards, especially th @ in”fﬁevlgfgertui“:

N




K ! PO
s

opportunlty to select the\most academlcally and profes-" i

31onally prepared teachers. Fnrthermore, recently enacted

and revised provjncialalaws governine educatlon 1mp11c1tly

e call foﬁgthe evaluatlon of teachers.

-, ot ‘<

" . The "Collective Agreement,' a contract between ‘the

R -

N ' " Federation ' of ,School Boards .and the Government of Newfound—

land on the one part and thewNewfoundland-Teachers ' : .
. .‘Association on .the other,'qpntains provisions for,tenure.'

K :Sectlbn 6. Ol states. o .
;(.'."_-) ] ) ¢ . . ’
; “.e e beglnnlng teachers who enter into .contract’ S
to’ teach with a School Board on or after Aprll 1, T
1973, shall be on probation until they have’ comoleted ~ .
two consecutive years with that same School .Board - - . .
and if a teacher S services are not satlsfactory to.-
the Board at the completion of the’ two-Year period,
the Board may eéxtend the probationary/perlod by’ one ‘ o :
addltlonal year.§ _ _ / Dot

"k Loglcall ¢ - the concept of ténure melﬁes that teachers L
Y o

' N _.'.‘

'fr. . will be. evaluated before tenure is' g anted -

«

A h, ' B ~In addltlon, the Teacher (Certiflcation) Regu-

N lations-l972, clstlngulshes between ‘permanent and ‘interim -

[

»certlflcatlon. - - S .

l? (1) Subject to paragraph (2), all 1n1t1a1

cert1f1CateB awarded. under these regulatlons ‘shall
S _remain' valid for. two years from the date of - -issue,
SR 5 ' .. and may after_a period be exchanged for a permanent
T : -certificate upon the recommendation of o ‘
o -{(a) the pDistrict Superintendent . . .° .7~ - |
L . » . (b) the Superviéor of the §chool Bodrd .. -i . L :
R .. (c) where’ there is no DlBtriCt Superlntendent o

[N . .
S ., . . - - ,\_.' - B -

B sy Ophe Collect;ve wgreement between the Government,:“Mlg;;'~
AR Federatlon of. School‘Boards and the NewfoundIhﬁa Teachersl.,_mayy
, Assoclation, Article p.‘l._- S 7 . - y
.;"J L. . . '.', __.-‘ . :“.I t: . .




or Supervisor, the Regional Superintendent . . ..°
that- he (the teacher) has completed two years
of satlsfactory teaching exper1ence.7

Permanéent eert1f1catlon under these regul&ﬂ@@ns implies
. . - 2 " . - ; .

evaluation of job'perfgrmence._ T &

The escalation in student enrollment in the schoolS"
< {

of Newfoundland and the rhtrease in the level of: teacher ) E _

) certlfacates in- recent fearsvhas brought about an upsurge . J?,
,“. ~ in educational expendlture.: In 1973 74 it’'was. estimated b,&“"//
:that teachers' salaries alone'a;oUntedrto $6 . 000, 000 or - ¥ {':

42 7 per cent of the prov1n01a1 educatlon budget.,jThe

~ ' ° 1

educatlon budget itself compxmsed approxxmately 28 per ’ 4

-cent of . the prov1nclal budget 8 With this increase in. o i ;
educatlonal costs;'the prov1ncia1 government ahd_the;people

» S at iargebhaﬁe beoome'concerned. Thére‘are increasing - SR

¢ - o demands.that schools be'held more accountabre ﬁdr,such'

| | huge expendxtures from the publlc chest 1 A.B.'?erlin};

< L v,

'wrltlng in The Daily Néws, stated that ', . .athe pace at

ﬁ-,-' ,' L. 'whlch educatlonal costs havearlsen has been a dlzzy one -

\ . E LY
‘. . l‘ 4.
3

'._;_l but, it is surely tlme that there was some rational~‘f

1zatlon of what is. rapldly becomlng an 1m90551ble sxtu-'

- ation."” n9. ," : o - ' B o SR | S A
eI Newfoundland ‘Teachexrs' Association Handbook, .
et 1973 ~74,. pp.. 43—44 T e : ~

e - 8Government of Newfoundland. and Labrador,
#'”'Estimates 1973 73 Supplement 1 to the 1973 Bdaget
.- .-_‘.’ppn 1 180 " . o0 .
”}.3 oL ﬂfi? 9A B. Perlln, The Dally News, February 19 1974 ,

- et e TR
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An editorial in The Evening Telégram commented: - )
Y ’ L - : S . o ; °

"along similar'lines:

/ L " ' , '
o ' What is néeded in education” is some established . ,
T .system of priorities . . . . White elephants Co .
abound in education. . All ovVer North America they ‘
stand as memorials to’ fuzzy thinking, unrestrainéd .i::;;s

self-interest and lack of common sense. We are not
old enough in post secondary education to have many; , AR
memorials but. if we continue to follow the line of SR o
_providing education to suit .the vanity of’ educators '
and politicians, rather than the needs of the students
we ,- too w1ll be ‘in the whlte elephant bu51ness.1°

~

In addltlon to calls for accountablllty from the
’ /4

‘taxpgyer’ teacher evaluation, is being debated and dis-
cussed hy educators themselves. The supervieor}'uﬁo : oA

traditidhally evaluated teachers, is belng urged by many PR

oo

(Z/f\educators to be more spec1allzed and to adopt as his major :

‘function, one of ’helper rather-than evaluator.- Board-, ) P -
; ' ““man et al, for eXample, rega&d superv151on ‘as: “' o

. " - . .. the efforts to stimulate, coordlnate and -
- : P guide the continued growth of the teacher in a ?:‘M ) .
: ~ school, .both.individudlly and collectlvely, in - ot
o - better.understanding and more éffective performance o
‘ » "of all the- functlons of instruction so that they will oL
0 T "be. h€tter able to' stimulate and direct each student’ S A
: . continued growth toward a rich and intelligent’ e A
.~part1c1pat10n in society.ll' . o : ha S

Enns, on the other hand//feels that the prlnc1pa1 should

not formally evaluate teachers, because as a result of s ;f_r TRy

~

being - the 1nstruct10nal leader of the school*?ystem at "d““'ﬂ'f'f:

‘the community 1evel ‘he: too is a helper.

lOEdltorLal Staf;\‘Eﬁe EVening'Telegram,?January.‘,,x_

23, 1974, p. 6. : Ty ¥

’ . llCharles Boardman et a1 gDemocxatic Supervisxon

Lo in Secondary Schools . (2nd ed., Cambridge. ﬁoughton-»'.-},
. . Mifflin, 1953), p. 6. i SR .

\ )




...( B /
g : When evaluatlon becomes specifically the 1nspect10n”
and assessment of teacher. efficiency and effective-.

ness, I think the prinfipal-must withdraw if he is
to continue to perform the other functions

effectively.l , , A S
¢ . - ’I-ﬂ . 3 . -

. . The superlntendent i\\usually occupled w1th developlng

- school board pollcy, educational planning, and the day- to—
’ ”

day operation of the schools. Therefore. it would b@ T

Y

almost 1mp0831b1e for him'to evaluate every teacher in his
'district. As a result, evaluatlon is often left to the

v

: superv151ng principals or buildlng pr1nc1pals in the . SR
dlstrict Nevertheless, evaluatlon is\not\elweys done in

" a formalized manner.. ' |
wrth the introdhction of tenure and permanent

certification, it is 1ikely_that:a3formaliéed'teacher.- ' R o

'evaluation’SCheme will"be'demanded This study was | I .\,~ _‘:-f

- o

! : g 3 desrgned within the limitations of the lnstrument, to : \\

’

R ~.ascerta1n ‘the criteria which Newfoundland teachers con- ° S\g P

51dergsign1f1cant_1n teacher evaluation. o | - B \\~4
. : d’” " . statement of the Problem', _ ' L -.',."u(

%L . I, P
o .. 5 - : 5

Py

4 g Q?; ' The main purpose of this study was to determine
o what criterla Newfoundland school teachers conSidered S @f::
o , al .
%'*f-ﬁ, : '.significent in the evaluation of teacher competence.'
St | Moge-speczfically, this.study was concerned thhf~
%ﬂ‘ : , g the elghttquestions which follow..\‘-' ,
e B e, T

f S C le. Enns, “Should Principals Formally Rate -
S e Teachers," C.S.A, Bulletin, 4, (February, 1965), pe 31.




1. Do teachers agree on a common body of criteria -
‘thatjshould be used to evaluate teacher competence°'f f : : "T“

"‘1
3

‘ "_ s 'Q 2, Do teachers agree on a common body of crlterla
. ) ’ ‘\..__ .
Lo that should‘be used to select personnel for an.. admlnrs—'

trative po Ltlon? - Co - - '«V
. .. : )

. B . \

Does the empha51s placed on partlcular crlterla

fchanqe fx one evaluatlve 51tuat10n to the other? (That o -

'/ . Should there’ be any partlcular emphasls, from

. '.the teachers p01nt of v1ew, placed on’ the categorles of
' personal characterlstlcs, on-the-Job performance .and

attalnment of object;ves'when.evaluatlng teacher compe- : e

tence?

5 Are there any relatlonshlps bé@ween the

"ns T .
. ' " ’ P
e, . criteria of evaluatlon deemed 1mpottant by teachers, and\ C o

o K their personal and schopl varlables? T P

6“ : -Tﬁ, ’ ’ . e o)

L3

w ' : M '6. bo teachers feel that crlterla other than x"f Ly

'those contalned in the instrument should be used 1n - PP -
! . .. Lo
" . teacher evaluation’

i
4}

Lo S who do\teachers feel is in the best poextlon g .*'“figf
‘ o to- eviluate teach r competence. (1) Superlntendent, LT s,

T . , ’ . . 'lo

(11) Superv1sox, (111) Pr;nclpal, (1v) Other teacher, .ﬂf”
/ L

(v) Students, (v1) Oneself (selfwevaluatlon)? v SRR C;:‘ﬂf;ffk.

Y

8. Are the teacher evaluatlon crlterla con51dered

i

.. -

- to be J.mportant by Newfoundland teachers the same as the A
.o P . y ) . . .,‘x CE
| ,(' “ | \ \" " . .
. ’ ' . B . ",' N ) ! . e
. ! .
\ - N AN A \41. S ( ‘,‘
wgoaptle “"f”“‘"" rP \\'4 L b L
4 . , n-a;» (ﬂk -.1 L ,- -i \ a\ e, ER 'Lﬂ;l‘fr




crlteria considered to be 1mportant by , lnjpeCtorS,

_prlnc1pals,'and superintendents in Australia, Alberta. and )
N 1"’] |) , B . "-’ ‘k’;“ ",

Newfoundland?; ' - :, o _-4 ' Sa o S

N

" Hy otheses
. . . SR S : e
The following null hypotheseé were tested:

o

1. No 31gnificant relationshlps exist between the

body of criteria con81dered by teachers to be important

for (i) the assessment of teacher competence, and (ii) the’

Yo "~ selection of personnel for administrative positions. ‘ C

. ill : : t_j 2. The criteria conSidered to be important by -

4
teachers -are not related to their personal and profes—

A A a

e - .. . o

Ea . . o

151onal backgrounds.
» 3. No 51gnif1cant differences exlst between the : S

'“.evaluation criteria which Newfoundland teachers think
-~ ,'m-

. should be used, and the criteria actually used by

- - LN

3‘pr1nc1pals and’ superintendents. ‘s.;

4. Teachers do not think that any one of.the -T}'

LT LR

o ' '~'_ _-follow;ng factors shquld be emphasized more than the S -

i L = 'others- personal characterlatics,'on-the~30b perfoﬁgggc

,-'“3'. ’ s ) N ‘ . _,;, v - - . >
e or’ attainment of objectives. - '
- K Lt |. .

.-_’ . . [N

. - B .o L. ,?- ., S , ‘-' ‘.."’.\,.r
o I Importancg:bfnthe"Study

I e : : : : Y

A I . : CLi

! . - o Ty

reason& ff_.lj, f" ;'j o ”j:. .vn?\




A atiaqn could'be valgableoto teaphers¢ prlnc1pals,,super— 0.

".approach,is to be taken.‘ Hazel Davis, like many other -

' e
//,evaigatlon. Oon Saturday, January 19 1974 at’ Corner -

C \ ‘ ‘ ., ~.

S C Yoo 19 Y
1o 4 | - |

1. . The 1dent1f1Cat10n of a common body of crlterla

con51dered by teachers to be 51gn1f1cant for teacher evalu*

\ ° !
|

intendents, supervisors) school boards, and the Newfounﬁ—-x

-

land Teéachers". Assoc1at10n in the development of a teacher AR

evaluation‘program. The lnformatlon gleaned from thls S .
) K

u

. study could be. used as teacher rnpu; into an’ evaluation’

-

‘program that may -be devised. Teacheré.spgglé_hauefsome4~—f~'*4 .

.

input into the evaluative process if a professional
N . - - N N N . TN

educator ﬁeels that- o T : ST coo

-

/Members of a profe551on tradltlonallf/;egard T .
themselves as Eespon51ble for their own actions., - : R
Teachers,'nd 1&55 than other professionals,- have T L
d part te play'in developli \pollc1es that govern S ')[”
evaluatlon.l3 1 , SO -

: \ S
\; 2. Thls study is- Very tlmely. 'Currehtly ih*/

B

1+

’Newfoundland there 1s con51derable dlalogue on teacher

,Brooﬂ the Department of Educatlonal Admlnlstratlon of

b

.Memorlal Unlver51ty partlc;pated in-a LeadershiQ_Seminar f'.‘i\'.fig

'whlch dealt Wlth two OplcS. (1) Teacher Evaluatmpn and S .g&f‘
the COlleCtlJ% Agreem nt, and (;x) Teacher pvaluatlon for - " :cé

' 1
,dompepence., Another eadershlp Semlnar was held at Sb.g.

MJohn\s .on Aprll 6, 19ﬂ4. ThlS semlnar focused on the

' St . .
V. . i . S . . :
'j .\_4 AR

|

- 13Hazel Davxs,-“qulutlon of Curxent Practices ‘in
Evaluatlng Teacher Competence.

1n Cbntem ora esearchgj

.Wllso
;1964)



L - R R .
5 R . IS
' = pfincipal'S'role.in teacheruéveiuation. Theee semlnars . '
{: . were attended by a crgss-section of the educétlonal cori-  uuo
', - ' ° a0 . el N
- e -munlty. In the re%ated dlsoussion it was‘evident thd% o . )
there existed a genuine concern that teacher evaluation. . Co
b ©be fair andconsistent. " L ' .
Y SN A . T
SRTRURI _I,)/ - 3. ThlS study fo%}ows research undertakén, at Co
;:} '”_o Memorlal Unlver51ty "by. Reglnald Farrell.lf Farrell T . ”ig
© ' M
examlned the’ crxterla of teacher evaluatlon employed by ' _i ’ o
IR L _district superlntendents of schools 1n Newfoundland f;nu . :14§§
Iy o T \3f7 addltlon, N. G Rogers;s anh;ysed the crlterla used 59 ‘ ﬂfi%f 'Fﬁqﬁ
. .. "~ high school pr1nc1pals in. Alberta-‘E B. Thomas16 examlned SRR
Coo the crlterla used by high school\princxpals 1n-V1ctor1a,_.'”“
;; “ - :‘ and T &. Moore}7 examlned the crlteria)used by school e
AT T 1nspectors in Vlctorla* Aus?ralla. Thxs study bUIlds Dn
. : e - N - .\
e these prevzous efforts bx»lookxng at . eValuatlon by “the"
R Subordlnate rather than evaluatlon by the superordinate. !
A B '.-l :h ': ' ° . ‘. r,,,'. l/ . A \ T
S N : ' 4R A, F&rrell,'"An Exam;natlon of the Crlteria of
3,“.¥;14§ Teacher Evalua%lon Emplqyed by the District Superlntendents
e 7 . - of Schools in Newfoundland" (unpublished‘uaster s‘Thesxs‘
Ve T Memor;al Unlversity,of Newfoundland St John s,‘1973)
) . ' o . I'd .
'?,'\7'3 ) o o l5N G. Rogers,'"An Emp;rlcal Study‘of~ he—Cxiterza
e s of: Teach::;f%giuation Employed by High School PrihC1pals
ot in Alber unpublxshed Master 8" Th8818 Unlver51ty of
RETERT -Alberta, Edmonton,u1969) e e T e )

" .ftf' o aL : l6E B. Thomas,/“An Examinatlon o the Crihet;a of
T her ‘Evaluation Bmpioyed by High. School Principals din”

©

Vlctorla, Australia” -(unpublished Master s Thesis, ERRR

e Unlver51ty<o£ Alberta,- Edmonton, 1969) .-““m o ;f{ -
{ A 4 . . . .,‘ - Cur P Ll
f 7. ’ - 17T J. Moore,;"An I entiflcatlon and Analysas of

ﬁf":..li L the Criteria Employed in, Teachex Evﬁluation" (unbublashed"

BT ﬁ%%terxs The51s, Unlversity qanlborta Edmonton, 1966)f



wE ) : S . o e gt
. . s . < o ’
i - "_ ‘u"r"- :," : 'Definitiohfcf'Termc IR ) Lt
g ° 1 E ﬁvalu?t{cn-‘ 'The forms of gudgement used to descrlbe the - : ;
L {‘ J e sln' performance cf a subordlnate bx a super— _;f(il P
i S \'“ S ,ordtnatc. - e ' '“.'2f"- ‘ /(ij‘:;
| s \ Ctiterioﬂ:' 'xny"sténdérd used by which a teacher is . ? :
?f S ).~ o , judged or evaluatcé. o ' T /:
i{ . o 'Clésseé of The - termlnoloqytof presage, process, and.g ‘f N '1
- Criteria: o - g e \
S ST product crlterla ls'based on Mitzel's study .
;k ’; . o on teacher effect1Veness crlteria.law‘ - ;
T '. (i) Presage: K . '-Q§, ‘
{‘ D Thcsé:critefla reféf“to’personal A -'H
Kl . ¢ o".
L L ch&racterlstlcs of the teacher such . B
g - I . mf - as personalxty, sen51t1v1ty.‘manner . ';(
; \ ' o "ﬁ_‘ . of specch, voiccq knowledge,_tralné f
.’ = ' . s - k ' '
e R i- T IR ing; warmth, agpropchability, 0
- L c | 1& itlatlve, ‘and so onr'“;- e .
' 5 . _— b,
. > Kit) Proccss: E B | ' :
| fheée critetia'référ~to-on-thé—job >}
' perfbrmance of the teacher such as -
LT-". l—;qt¥~ ““teacblng technxques, methodology, #'
o : ‘ . 4. e
) classroom cl:Ls;c:i.le.ne.L teacher— _ o
, . \ o
) ' student 1nteraction,ruse of 1, \ .
) N YL A% ’ o -\ :
technoiégy, apd s0 oﬁ.fﬂ o § y
s Nt [ . o w

-, . Q . :

o s F

18H E. Mltzel,'“Teachet Effectiveness Crﬁferia,?4
_ Encyclopedia of ‘Educational Réseakch (3rd.ed., New York:
The Macmiilan CON@??Y, 1950), pp‘ 1481—1484 . '
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™

Teacher:

bt

Tenure:

Permanént

. those ewployed by school boards to teach.-

b
=trat10n‘e1ther‘1n schools-or 1n_centra; : : bR

dlsmlssed from hls position except under

'contract with hlS employer, whlch in. thlS

R N [ i
Certification:

'representatlves from’ the Department_pf o

uEdpcatlon, Memorial Un1versrty,_the Denom- '

e

(iii) Product:- N - s

. ) . R - (o
These criteria refer, to'what has been

accompllshed in terms Qf the objec—-
'tlves of the courses, what galns in
student.grthh or change that has
occurred as a result of teacher 1nputs
L ~‘:mto the teacher-learner:51tuat10n.?
Teacher in'this study shall referlto all E
- |
‘1
{

chlldren. except those &nvolved in admlnls—

~ <

offices of the school boards.. :

I

A set of rlghts whereby a teacher cannot be. s

procedures lald down by statute. The ) SRR

a

teacher who has tenure has a cont1nu1ng

case is the school ‘board. 19 A L

It 1s a. prlvllege to teach granted to
teachers who have complied w1th the rules»

and regulatlons of the Teachers' Certlfl— T
. oo . ) ohe

cation Commlttee wh1ch comprlses of nine . S

’

L!f

1nat10nal Educatlon Commlttees, and the":'_. ?";

NewfoundlandfTeachers' Agsociation-.

The Collective Agreement, op. cit.) bQ'A.'
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N ‘# "
: - ’ : , 14 g
.- . . . Interih _ - It is a priﬁilegé tb‘teach‘gfantéd toa = i
B : Certification:. A o T oo !
S _ T g teacher for a designated period of: time . B
: . : until'some basicf;eQuirement.or'stipulation.' .'1 .
, o is fulfilled. '~ o S
. . o - TR . E o
—_— * schools:: This term refers to schools.operated b C .
' ;e T B SF S
o : Lo , . the school bqa;ds-oq the province and . '

. - - ' . receiving grants from the government. It S B

o

N : ; : ' includes -all -grades frofm Kindergarten to SRR
. LN Lo " l Id - K . o ] i , .
P : , S e e

: ' .o ' _Grade Eleven. FEFE R E




CHAPTER II» = S
. A . . ¥ : : .

. .« " SURVEY~OF RELATED LITERATURE
o R 7/ Introduction and Higtorical Background:

oo
. . B

L] i e

L

i o " 7 Teacher .evaluation is not a new idea, b L its .
N - > a LI
meaning has changed considerébly in, recent yeqrsl

Socrates enun01ated the 1mportance of" self evaluatlon in ' f

: /
hls famous words 'know ‘thyself'. It seems reasonable to

v, -

'assume that teachers must know thelr ab11t71es,and limi- “." S
A tations, as seen by themselves, as well a -Othefsf'iﬁ

N ‘ L3 )

' order to enhance thEII performanee and hopefully 1mprove o

ll

student product1V1ty. . e - jj
' ;In the opxnlon of Jerry MltChEll the demand for :
'teacher evaluatlon appears to be attuned to the business

'cycle!l In perlods of prosperlty very few question the '. o

’

expendlture of monies - ior educatlon. However, when the - SRR

pressure 19 on to keep budgets down, and at the 'same time lr‘ .pj

' prov1de qual;ty educatlon in the schools, attent;on is . c; , 1i,jf

drawn to the enormous expendltures for sghools;-partlc-
'?ularly teacgers 'salaries. Teacher merit, tralnlng,. N T Q@
experlence and a multitude of. other factors are brought ~,

41nto play for salary consideration. - e :
. v E.' . . ' ‘ "." o

’

o ' \ R
.o : 1Jerry B Mit ell, “Merlt Ratzng. Past, Present, |

\and Perhaps," Phi Delta Rappan, 42: 4 January 196l’ap. 142,




'_€c1entif1c Management Theory 6mbod1ed the feellng that o

One wrfter éiates that “Nothlng much ever happens
1n educatlon until someone on the out51de nges a: push 2
Hazel DaV1s feels that thls push comes most often from
the 1ndustr1al sector of the economy, where great emphas1s
is- plac;d on productlvzty; cost analysxs and account—-' ; ;‘;44 i%
.ablllty. 3. Some of- the lmpetus to measure worker produc— ’f'f'i
thlty came Jin. the early 1900 s froy Frederlck Taylor' s - .-: g ;jﬂt
onrk thh the Bethelem Steel Company. Hlb emphasis qn | |

standardlzatron, systemlzatlon, and stlmulatlon,' l§id

the foundation for the - 'eff1c1ent age" and his 1deas and: .
ftndlngs gzre gradually 1nterpre:ed, adapted and 1nst1—.

‘tuted into the school systems of Amerlca.4 Taylor s'._ . ) RS

flnanc1al resources were belng wasted everywhere, but }'. ___e*,ﬂﬁ
partxcularly in the flerﬂ of education. Educatlon became A

'a focal p01nt of controversy because publlismonles were ‘,_;:_ o R

used to pay for schools, and school admxnlstrators were ;

expected to grve,account of their huge expendltures.5 - o ey
: - ' . . 5 . . . ‘ . . . " ij R 'rl‘.:\%‘

. _ EdltDrial, Do’ You Know the Score on Mer;t - ,"wﬁ

Ratlng?“ Phi Delta Kapgan, 42:4; January»lBGl, p 137;._ SRR
3 -

- Hazel Davis, "Evolutlon ‘of Current Practices in. e s
Evaluating Teacher Competgnce,” Contemporary Research on’ Lo
Teachier Effectivenéss, ed. Bruce Biddle. (New York- Bolt,_ Co oL
R;nehart and WLnston, 1964], . 44, - L XSRS

1 : AR R . & o p

Ibldo, pn 44. o, -‘(*‘ ’ ) N T - . I, Lt |
5RaymOnd Callahan, Educatlon and the Cult of . . .i‘;f e
EfflClean (Chlcago. Univers;ty qf’chlcago Press 1962)';¢_ : _

@p. o g
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. \ The flrst educatq;s ‘to deal s'gnlflcantl w1th IR
teacher evaluatlon were men 11ke Fra k Spauldlng aed J L.
IR " T Merrlam. Spauldlng 1ntroduced a merlt program in the
? . _ schools of Newton, Massachusetts, where he served as |
A oy ,superlntendent from 1304 o 1914.6 Merrlam made the - -;,Kiﬁi
r. ‘ 1n1t1al effort to measure teache; competence by _ |
;l ’ -:(. ' '"scaentlflcally" stuoylng the. concept of teacher effl“ o ft <:§
;;; | 'c1ency ana attemptlng to' take 1t out of the realm of- — | N
ij _ p' o bplnlon.7 John F. Bobbltt even advocated that " }', .%Eﬁ%. %
| bu51ness and 1ndustr1a1 world shoald enter the schools and . .J.f
%~ o o set.up.standards——lt was thelr ClVlc duty ?h It was not - g Lﬁﬂ?
?; e uncommon for school systems to hape eff101ency experts L ':
who ‘demanded stopwatch accnracy and elaborate record ;” f"'?'i.:"“;%
lfzeplngi Ratlng scales were devised to rate teachers. : . -
superlntenoents, and even Janltors.gu,Rpg&hg'becaMEWSOV'ﬁ ‘ | ;
R, popular that by’ 1915 aggut 60 per cent of the clﬁrés~of ' '-.:;%
A, -i" ‘ the Unlted States- were reporting some type of formal : | ' ;45
L . S evaluatlon of thelr teachers.}o This - concern Wlth effr .‘f
- & c;encx contlnued up to the mid 1920°'s. . FQ°'.~ S 421'. ?ﬁ :f -3
- 6Jerry Mitchell, op. 'cit.‘.'p. 13@,3’:- | ;
i , 7Raymond Callahan, op.‘cit.; pp} 99—1l0.-'f %
| | BIbld.. p. 101, . o ”
. ST %1bid., p. 106, L oo | o |
:fﬁ!f ”z-‘r'- "'p‘.'louazellnavmg, E cit., p..4§. ;,. :f“i'f' - kS
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After 1925 concern’ w1th teacher evaluatlon gener-'

.

‘. ally decllned. However, in the late 1930 S. educa%ors

early 1900's had waned.
~ . " .

?'efflclency r%ford' publlshed by Boyce'ln '1915.%

'startéﬁ to. look at the aoillty of students to evaluate;
: thelr teaphers. After wOrld War II broke out teacher

-evaluation essentlally returned to its pre- 1900 state.‘[

'-Thls is not to’ say that teacher evaluatlon olsappearea.

'completely, but the strong empha51s placed upon it ln,the}

11 .
' K . ) LS hd
Although hundreds-of\st dies in teacher evaluation

_have been undertaken since. 190 Y Davis states that "Many

evaluatlon forms in’ use since 1962 aré-51mllar to the
12

i
i T

;’Inglls found t&at most forms used d1d not 1nclude much of

the area that " ... . could have been objectxvely stated

-

. and evaluated and which would seem ‘to be 1mportant to |

_school systems have no clear cut goals or ObJeCtlveS by

) teach1ng.ﬂl3 Ing;ls postulated that the reason why these

1mportant areas were not -taken into, account was that

wh1ch to evaldate teacher-effectLVeness. In splte of the

o

- lack of goals or establlshed crlterla, eaucators have

gone aheac and evaluated teachers and 1gqored the fact

‘that in 9 . . . no instance was any'attempt made to-

N

11Dw1ght Beecher,.oé. cit.,'p.hl7l CT
e 12Hazel Davis, og. c1t., p-. 50: C ,” : ';'
1y ,

Chestar R. Indils, "Let's Do Away with Teacher .

'yEvaluatlon.f The Clearing_House,,44»8.‘Ap;11,1970, P 453.

’.' _,)—\ to.

L



. states that: - !

. teacher effectiveness lS evaluatea desplte the'lack 5&

{ - < . : s

'relate evaluatlon 1tems to whether they contrlbuted\to

|v14 ’ S . .. /}“

'learnlng . i SR g.

Y

Byrne, wrlting w1t6}reference to the popularlty

. @ .
jof teacher evaluatloh as a tOplQ'Of educatlonal research

/

’

No other 1ssue in evaluatlon has received so much
-attention from research wo&kers. An unkind critic
might be inclined to observe that .never has there
been so much effort expended for so few results
U . e . v .
Yet few .if any "facts" seem to have been’ :
established concerning teacher effectiveness; no .
approved method of measuring competence has been
, accepted, and no methods of prompting . teacher
, adequacy have been widely adopted 1

1

The lack of success 1n the fleld of teacher evalu-

. -
ation has not meant that efforts have been abandoned .

There has,usually been-some fornm of evaluatlon ln the,

past, and thls trend w1ll probably continue 1n the fore-

'.seeable future. T.B. Greenfleld wrltes that " l . .

Al

by

ec1entif1c.knowlque ﬁbout effectlveness and desplte the F.

_failure of research to devfse reliabie,methods of -

Ypia., p. a4y
15

T.C. Byrne, "Good Teachlng and GoodﬁTeachers,"

The: Canaddian Administr tor, 1 19, February 1962,
_Ppp..20=2l~ .' f -

W

' 16Bruce Biddle, COntemporary Research 1n Teacher

.- Effectiveness - (New York: Holt, Rlnehart and Wlnston,,,
- 1964), p. 2. - . . . . .1g~ ’
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evaluatixucj{:e'ac'hers."’l7 S T e

[

Recent Studles on Teacher Evaluatlon
.',.t_‘.r} R : Q B : - .

'I‘he llterature on teacher evaluatlon can be organ-— . .‘j.?""j-""_"‘
ized in terms of fwe basic questlons- What is evaluatlon?-

_ Why evaluate? Who should evaluate? when should eva‘uatlon ]

’ PhelRe

‘occur?, and Where should the’ emphasm be placed in teacher '

evaluatlon? The llterature and research deallng w:Lth each'

of  these questlons ;ull be con51dered in turn.

wh'at'\ié Evaluation?.

" In the past, cr1ter1a used m te,acher evaluatxon
were often very s:.mple and frequently revolved around two , o
basic factors.' the.no:rse level of the classroom, and the | o
@umber o referrals to the princ:.pal's offxce. In many

: mstances the pr:mcrpal could be heard to remark "I .can . '

tell wh:.ch teachers are good or bad by jusf’walking down . .

the corridor." R e B . L

’ Today this form of global evaluat:l.on is cons:.dered

h e
- 1nsuff1cient. Burton and Brueckner, for é’kam[)le, acho

the op:.m.ons of many writers- '. _ j SR '-'. R

. . g .
. .. all in all, teaching is a very éumplex act.ivitg
and the haphazard, - unscientific .and superficial study

12, R

: : T.B. Greenfiel'a, "reacher Leadex: Behavior and
its Relation to Effectiveness as. Measured.by Pupil

- Growth". (unpublished Master of Educatron Thas:l.a. o
',Um.verslty of Alberta, 1961) s P 2. L ‘ _ Cod

\ ~
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. which are causative or predictive of teaching . -

‘ McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1973), P- - 221,

v ! i)a:' .
. RN
of teaehlng tha't characterizes much of our - B
_ supervision today should not be tolerated . . . . . . .
Just as we have developed improved methods o,f e

, studylng puplls -and their habits of work, so we .
" must develop ‘improyved methods of studying and '
: ass.lstlngnteachers 18 q '

.1:

. T.B. Greenfield agrees with- Burton and Brueckner where he’

N l

states that_gs;n flndlng some means of evaluation:
. « . the flrst problem is to J.dentlfy the factors'

success. -Secoridly, criteria must be establ:.shed
= by which the.success of the teacher can be judged.
. Finally, . theré is a neeq for.a general framework
“within wh.‘LCh research may pr0ceed 19 .
\ : -
one dlctlonary of education descrlbes teacher Ny

v

evaluation as: 1 ' - \ Py v,

: \ S : . o PR

4 _ . wel o o

. « . an estimate or measure 'of the qual:.ty of a .. . LA ¥

person's -teaching based on one or more criteria : T
such as pupil achievement, pupil behavior, pupil D T

adjustment, and the )udgeh\ent of schaol officials, Lo " \-\ ~?

parents, puplls, or the teacher hlmself.?o i

l . .-"' - " e _’.L'.li_

Karns and Wenger see evaluation as:’ L T
.0 L a process of del;.neat:mg, obtamlng and ) . ', e

' prondmg useful information for -judging, mak:mg o e
decxszons, and. chomung a].t:ernat:xvesn.2 . SRR :

P s . v .2
Y
[

18W H. Burton and L. J Brueckner, SupeerSJ.Oh - A e
Soczal Process (New Yorks: Appleton - Century - Crofts Inc., L
1955)," p. 359.., . Cn

.. 19

T.B. Greenfleld @E ci - p, 2107 o . \

2oCziu:t:er Geod,’ Dxctionax:j of E.aucatl.on (Nev_a York:

ot 'b: ) E ‘- . ':-.1‘

. 21E:dward Karns and Marilyn Wenger, 'Developmg ' "; L R
Correctlve "Evaluation," Educatlonal I.eadership, 30 6 o ’*
March 1973, p. 534. — S TR
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To evaluate effectively, it seems that there must be - . '

- some way in wh.u:h to f£ind facts through observatlon and

- study.. o . ' E /
. " ¥l ) ' ' : .
Vi T . . ... and that 1nvolves the careful descrlptlon of.
A aspects to be evaluated, a statement of purpose, frame -
/ R of reference, and crlterla for the evaluation and the

0 ‘ -+ degrees-of terms that are to be employed in recording
' ' .Judgements 22 ' . :

) Putman and Chnsmore23, say that there are st least ' ._ L ;
three types of evaluatlon when congs\ldered from a legal pOlnt c /
" . L. ek

.of v:Lew_: (1) satl_sfy:.ng minimum or basic 1ega1 requxrements, /
"= . sometimes referred to as' "ap’i)roval"' (2). detennining the/"i _ c
extent to whlch set standards of quallty surpassing mnumum . p
. ! . : ' Q‘ prs
ol : . legal requlremyare met, sometimes referred \to ae@gtw D
s ’ . , *]
accredltatlfm and (3) determinmg the extent to whlch b
f. -
- spe01f1c local’ needs and objectlves are beJ.ng ox have been T #
- : ) . A . o -, ‘ -h' lJ.
R ORI Héwsam descr:.bes two majﬁor and. very dlfferent types BRI+
I - . I
o of teacher evaluation._ ’l‘hese two types he laba'ls formatwe C Ty
5 and summative. o S CIoet T R . L
e\ . Formative evalua on refers to the use of data to make | - . o
oy a process oOr Operatz.on ‘effective as it .goes ‘along. .. - L
A \x - . By being able to redireéct'the process as it. progresses, R
. \ S ~“the." goal seeker has -a .greater chance of- rdaching his. . o
B . goal ‘. . . summative:evaluation occurs. at the.con= L e R
Lo clusion of an act.or .process, it is terminal. .Sum-’ LTy
- g 'matlve evaluations have’ a chapacteristioc of- £inality - T
e ‘Teachers retain or ‘lose their. pos;t:.ons on. . LR
‘ 'the basxs ‘of . Summative evaluatlons 29 Sy
. .fgzcartei: Goo" d.. o E' cit’.-, 'p..}Zl. S
'2330hn Putman et a/l,\,@__g__g_z._t_.. P. 17. o - " _' }
“Robett g Héwsamf “Cutrent Issues in Evalhation, o SRR,

_,-The National Elementazl Bxiine:.pal. §2: 5, Pebrua::y 1933, p. 13 I
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'I‘he terr’n 'teacher evaluatlon' appears' to wvary

accordlng to the motlves of the evaluator, but, in all \}
P "~ forms of teacher evaluatlon, some frame of reference must 'ﬂﬂ*ﬁg_:,_,,'
. -///‘/: ‘be used. I;nvarlably, th:.s frame of reference grav:.tates P s_
2y " _towards the evaluatorx's concept of the 1deal' teacher. §

Researchers have tried dllxgently to use a . PR

- _ descrlptlon of the 1dea1 teacher as a bench mark fo} '. R !

future teacher evaluatlon. Antony Jones feels that to set‘ EN T
as an objective the establn’;hment of an evaluatlve lnstru— o

~oa ment -t6 identify the effectlve teacher would be self-

25 He says: that Ahe most real:.st:n.c: and v:.able ’

R defeatlng
.o . . . . . r/— g ’ ‘: _;".
- objectlve WOuld be t6 think’ of evaluatlng teacher charac- ’ A

", : .
A ‘ ' -

terlstlcs that are de51rable for a particular system, at -

: : — . ’ t n
R a ;?ar/tﬁu/é‘r pOJ.nt 1n tinme Da.v:.d Ryans in ha.s s udy o

., o teacher characterlstlcs Sald that' S e

i o e e e person s concept: of?a "good™ teacher

no ' depends, first, on his acculturation, his past

I LI experience, and the value attitudes he has c‘ﬁ&

= .' to accept, andy second, on. the aspect of tea g
R : which -may be foremost in his consideration at agy,

ST given time .: -.,. (many educators) may consider W

S © quite different attn.butes 1n conceptuallzzng
o | the’competent teacher.26- . - _

T’ B . [
7 . . A

Aeo T e Why Evaluate? C LT Yoo o I
:"-. o e ‘(L?:? : ’ Lo - a v‘—
1

oL = Whenevet reference J.s made to teacher evaluatxon oo Y

* : T there 1s consensus on one point and that is the need for
SR : , . S I

,"i Co 25Antony S.: Jones, "A Real:.stlc Approaoh to Teacher
T e ' Evaluat:.on," Cleam.ng House. 46: 8 AprJ.l 1972 p. 475 L
- " 2GDav:.d Ryane, Characten.stxcs of. 'l‘eachers (Menasha- )

George Banta COmpaﬁy Inc. . rsuu; " 9.1. S
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" . . -evaluation. However, the definitions of need .vary with . ° E:f_ﬂf
the positions and philosophies of the-pgople who express: - ;.”Xh\,
% L ik, - ° : T IR
o b . P v Y . .
o : S “‘The School Board School boa}:ds are accountyle ‘.,._\..
\ 7. ! L
) to’ the publlc atglarge, and as such: are respon51b1 -
- the proper operqt‘lon and admlnlstratz.on ofﬂ schools. " "In
. ! / . b . R .
l; a Qeneral then, the primary purp05e of evaluatlon as K h} <,
T e o stated in the cdrrent pol:LCJ.es of . most school boards, lS
- to ;anrease teac‘her effect1veness.“27 School boards have Coe \
- LA .-.' .- ) "_ '."..,_
a respon51b111t)l to wo::'k towards tche 1mprovement of - - Lo
1nstruct10n and this can only be done by dlagnosmg weak- )
. o DA .
T~ nesses and tpro gh 1n~serv1ce educatlon correctrqq QX - .
- ’ 4
- \( .
N ' mln:x.mizmg the e weaknesses. - - '\_."- . A
T School Hoards oft—n Ses eVALGaEIon: A& an 1nstru-
. neas
' :me\]t to help in removing the 1ncompetent teachér ‘Katz '
' ma:,ntams that “ . . . ‘a proven incompetent s:.mply does -
not belo:‘xg in. our profess:.on, and no tenure law should o l“} Lo
o '{r_‘,:_'- - y + . / n«\ o
\ L .pro,tict h1m from dlsmlssal.' Every prof_e551on has, 1ts o BRI
‘ w ,,‘J o . R ' . N AL R s . ‘ . .:’,,‘/ . i ;;_
SN shar i but . . . 5(the teachlng professxon) -has 'somewhat . .. {
o ., -~ more thafh,. ._' - (its) rightful portlon. 28 Vittetoe YA "
' agrees that ways need to be devi,sed to get rid of - o _,/4
i 27 - C R
o ' 3 A “'"-‘ . ..” -‘:'%-
. “2 Irv_mg Katz "Why I oPpose Select.i.ve Merlt L
Pay,” Ph1 Delta Kappan. 42 4 , January 1.961, p.' 162."_ . L i’
; . -,_...,‘_'_\‘ S . Lo T B . t j 2" ‘f\. - ' “:\
- } ol \‘\ ) '
N v : ’
’ n-/_\:‘ * [ :
- ""‘l -
R - ) -, . L
. . ° A- I
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' 1ncompetent teachers., "If 1t's ‘the best_thax the. pro— o

_ fe551tn can do\ls to say\that onIy nlne out\of nlneteen s
§ _— o S . .

ff-‘ N ,h ndred teachers are inefficient, then’ a new type of- <
crlteriakby wthhth ]udQe the product should,be found "29
,’.D ‘. : 3 :‘ . . - ‘ ' ; K ./ D_'
The Publlc.‘ The school is. a- phbllcly flnanced ’ ;
—— L \ . ¢ : :

;. ,'1nst1tutuon and as such 1sehe1d accountable for #its . A

) ; "

c‘"_h f’expendltures. In 19Y2 the Rochestek Educatlon Associ~ - S
. .t . / . .
atlon took part in a\pigiect on evaluatlon because, .
v "] . i ’ N
- parents, studeqts, el?c d officials and state agenc1es

across.thé'nation'weréldemandlng teacher aCCOUDtablllty. @)

o
)
l

This assoc1atlon‘f . belleved that 1f the profe531on . B
doesn*t deal w;th-the problcm, then someone else Wlll R = 5
Thls a43001ation felt ﬁhat all educatlonai assoc1atlons.f "“ S ¥
.must place a hlgh prlorlty on becomlng fully 1nvolved 1n ,p-"

establlshlng,pOILC1es fory and,carrylng out evaluatlon o R

' :programs and\of teachlng proce

A

JER

‘?: Thejp lltlcal :7barra sment created by inter- {ff.ip

S ?natlonal even sssometf mes trlgger off concern for edu—'- ~ %

catxon. The auggtlng of Sputnlk 1n 1957 touched off an

'\ 29Jack 0. Vittetoe, "Evaluating Teachers. . S
, -School and Conmunltz, 57: 6  February 1971, p. 8. T
? 30Larry WleS,u,E. c1t.,-p, 125.
. . S . . ' e .
. 1 i x
: i : -
) . H \ { . Lo -
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. .Q\;;WN»T.A. Bulletin gives two'reasons ﬁhv teachers should'be

N

4 s

» . a . " . - . . " . . . . 26
In a world of computers and technology, ‘the : T
schools! curricula consisted of reading textbooks,
'ﬂ,wrltlng on the, blackboard and rec1t1ng out “loud. o
Suddenly, Amerlcans realized that thé&y had under- - )
ﬁestlmated the relevance of the schools to our . -
society. and to the world.3 , : ' -

= ; “The' publlc is expre351ng its dlscontent with edu—

'catron by W1thdrawal of flﬁanCLal support. This’ phenomenon

"
’

is most prevalent where education is flnanced heav11y(§xom i

local sources. In 1965, 25 per cent’ of the bond 1ssues

h »

_were rejected by the publlc 1n,§he Unlted States, but in

) ‘ s s
1969 thls rose to 43 per cent.32 Thlsdgay 111ustrate, in’

_part,-the concern .6f the public abouﬂ@éducatlonal,expend—

iture. Soc1ety may feel that it is not reaplng adequate:

o
rreturns on its expendlture 1n education. (Teacher evalu-_

ation is perhaps one way in whlch.the‘puhlic's fears mayﬁﬁ S

be -allayed. =~ "¢ . Y
o P IR . ' ‘
Teachers. Although there is .no proof that teachers

want to. be eva&yated, thetre are many people wh9 feel they

W

should be evaluated. H. Walters in an editorial for the
A ' ' ‘ : 4

' .
7

evaluated. o —_— > c ey

Beglnnlng teachers must Belevaluated in order to.
‘receive a permanent’ certlflcate to teach - they

P

S
31Mar:.e Hacket, Success 1q)the Clagsroom (New York.
Holt Rlnehart and Wlnston Ing¢z!197l), p- 4. '

32 U S. News .and World Report, "Growing Protest '
Agalnst School Costs," October 20, 1969. ~ _ B
} .

. » 7
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o must be evaluated in order to recéive tenure.
: * Experienced teachers, moving’ from one school
dlstrlct to another, may be required to serve 33

- a-one- year probatlonary perlod hence evaluatlona ]

Inwageas where merlt pay systems have been 1ntro—

'\ .l ‘ ’ W L] J

. duced .good teachers Jay want to be evaluated for pay .
, © idncrements. However, merit pay has beeh used fréquently

.in the past as a political~ploy'to‘"--';_. ake feachers"

-salarles seem to be hlgqFr than they are in actuallty “34

Whlle some teachers stahd{to galn, some’ of their colleaques

tend “to suffer., - W

1mprovement of lnstrhttlop and ?£>thls polnt most wr1ters‘ \
agree. " Most writers also agree that the 1mprovement of }:
1nstruct10n leads to more de51rable educatlonal-outcomes‘; o
If teachar evaluatlon does this, it will " . . . not bulld ' \
~ 'y a wall between the evaluator and the teacher,“3 but will:
.resdlt 1n the removal of obstacles to teacher effech;;%
.ness. Teacher evaluatIon should'also serve, 1n a p051t1véA
'way, to help prevent new obstacles from arising..
. i .

— Y 8
- Who Should Evaluate’ '

”

. - Accordlng to the varylng views Of educatlonal

i
H 3

.wfiters, teacher'evaluatlon appears;to be everyo e“s -

; . 33y E. Walters, “"Teacher Evaluation," N:T.A.
Bulletin, 17:4, p. 2. ' L ’
e 3“1"rving Katz, op. ¢it., p. 162. |
. _ 35 y wagner,,“What Schools Are Doing," Eduéatloné'
T 89:3, Feb axy 19691 pc 280. - . . : o

The prime goal of teacher evaluatlon should be the, \~‘“
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- , business.~ Potentlally students, parenﬁ} pr1nc1pals,
o 2
'lsuperv1sors, superlntendents and even peers can engage 1n\

formal evaluatlon of. thecteacher. ALl of these groups do:

o

in fact evaluate teachers 1nformally now..

~

Authority-Figuresa The legal respon91b111ty ‘for- ' -

evaluating teachers in Newfoundland rests with the dlstrlct ke

: school superlntendents. ‘The Schools‘Act-of Newfoundland-

defines .the role of the superlntendent 1n evaluatlon.. The
.superlntendengg&s requxred to" . .. recommend the pro-
motlon, transfer and, subject to this Act, the termlnatlon

of employment of profe551onal employees of the school

36

{board " if the superlntendent is. fulfllllng hlS obli~

J
gatlon he must eValuate to recommend ‘or he has to

delegate that respon51b111ty to other personnel under hlS S

"Jurisdiction. who must perform thls functlon on hlS behalf.-

o

i WOrth had 51xty~three superlntendents and 31xty-

five pr1nc1pals rate a lesson of a Grade ane’ teacher,.. _
) e G
: Twenty 51x per cent appralsed the teacher' s lesson as - - ...

‘

,belng doubtful weak or barely satisfactory,'51xty nln%@ ’T

per cent evaLpated her_lesson as generally satlsfactory,

‘ ’

: prof1c1ent, or exceptlonal. WQrth felt that the extfbme

»

:dlscrepanc1es in these ratrngs cast some doubt‘on'the - :¥;L'

ability of administrators to evaluate teachers and good

4

o - . 36 The Schools Act of Newfoundland, Chapter 346,

.Artlcle l9(f), P 4734.

P
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teaching.??. It appears that the admlnlstrators were not
:\),}A‘..

gulded by any common def1n1t10n of good teachlng and

—lacked a’ clear cut deflnltlon of learning. It was eV1dent~

that,what one admlnlstrator percelved as unfavourable,
”another saw as'commendable.”

Gage is of the oplnlon that.
. . . most classroom visitors go to tha. 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 w1dely believed than the one' -.
which says that it is possible to. Judge a. teacher s
skill by watchlng him teach.38) .

i There has been con51derable dlalogue on whether the
pr1nc1pal should or should not, evaluate. Bargen is of '
/ .o
the opinion thdt "o, ;'. authorlty need not destrdy good

Y lationship c e e e (The questlon of) should a prlncxpal

‘e aluate teaéﬁers starts of £ on ‘the wrong foot by assumlng

-

'that authorrty and cooperatlve pursult of common - goals are

, 1ncompat1ble. w39 Bargen continues by saylng that . the" crux K

-of the problem'" . -«-» is not of ellminatlng authorlty:
. e

'.1t 1s a problem of weaV1ng authority and partlcxpatlon

-~

37, B ' o

T W.H. Worth; - ‘nCan Admlnlstrators Rate Teachers?,"
1The Canadian’ Admlnlstrator, October 1961 pp- 1-5. -

. "38N L. Gage, Handbook of Research 'in Teaching
-(Chlcago Rand McNalIy company, 1963T4’p._257.

P F. Bargen, “Should a Pr1nc1pal Evaluate_
.Teachers," C.S.A. Bulletin, 4:3, pp. 5=-6...
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'effectivelyatogether -+ » a leader must evaluate or he '
u40 . t . .r. : ’ ' "
cannot lead @ : . SN
- o '
Enns contends that principals should not formally LB

“

'rate teachers. .He feels that if pr1n01pals evaluate .
41 -

£y o= 7

teachers, then other 1mportant facets w1ll be stlfled

The ﬁrlnC1pal should - fac111tate learnlng, prov1de leader—'

s, ‘e

1
Shlp, agd evaluate, but, evaluate in, the sense of super—

-vision. ‘Enns is of the oplnlon that when 1t comes to

e e . 1nspectlon and assessment of teacher eff1c1ency
and effectlveness .. . the pr1n01pa1 must w1thdraw if he ‘_-' &

' iﬁ]toncontinue to perform the other functions effec-" :'51.-~-
tively."42' L

Aﬁdrews_and.Brown, as. a result/of their research ‘of
608 teachers and prihcipals. found that itﬂéould not be
concluded that " . ... all school principals are able to
exclude their ewh persénalities from their-ratings of

o . A
teachers as successfully as . . fwlarge high schodf

prlnc;pals. 43 ThlS could suggest that objectlve L o .;ﬂ

.n.'.'.

.4°1bid., ppv 11- 13, - S L o ,'si-'f

lF. Enns,-“Should Prlntlpals Formally Rate B
Teachers,“ C.S.A. Bulletln, 4:3, Febrnar?‘1965, pp. 20 23 .

42.

Ibld., p 3l : o ' ' D L f_ S :~_'3¢
) g : ,- ' : Loy
: 43thn Andrews ‘and Alan Brown, "Can Princ;pals‘- I
'Exclude eir Own Personality Characterlstics When They ) Sl
-Rate Their Teaghers?," Educational Admxnistratlon and ' e

Supervxslon. 45.. July 1359, pp. 234- 241. L S

’
J



’ ,v1rtues of self evaluatlon.- Gowan sees two procedures for

hevaluation.depends upon size of school and theﬁdedree of
. intimacy. between the.principal and’ hi§istaff. . - o S

[

Self Evaluatlon.. ‘Many educatorS'have extolled the e

14
.

,the measurement of teacher effectlveness- (1) ratlngs by

third partles such as prin01pals, superlntendents,:super—ﬁ

v1sors, parents, students, and (2) self report.44 The -

ratlngs by thlrd partles have themdlsadvantage of’ belng

-:second hand whlle ratlngs by onesel% are flrst hand. ARE

However, Gowan contlnues by recogn;zlng the probable
weaknesses of the self-ratlng approach ‘ One of the

.'greatest weaknesseswls the probab111ty that the self
econcept may be at varlance with’ the reallty of behav1or.

Y.Ratlng scales would have to be con81dered 1n the light of
' (

“1. o« e vaxpd;ty, reliablI'ty and resxstance to fakv

' ablllty. 45;.

Wicks:sees teacher evaluation as .a personal affairrl

)

" He feel@’that every teacher has a de51re to want to know . )

hlS or her strengths or weaknesses. He'contends that if

’the results of such evaluatlon were seen only by the
1ndiv1%ual educator, then great improvement would result 46,

2]

44John Curtls Gowan, "Self Report Tests in the
. Prediction of Teacher Effectiveness," ‘The School Review,
68:4, w;nter 1960, 'p. 409. ' o ]-' e s
: 451pia., p. 420, - R
o 46 - b : o Lo C
. 6La_rry Wicks, op. cit., p. 42.. =
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ﬁ.Evalhation by this method could include rating scales,
’ L » A : e

S

v

audiotape,.videotape or some other form or system that the.

teacher would deem necessary This whole argument seems

. to falter since ;t is baikd on . the assumpt1on that a

teacher knows how to .correct weaknesses that exxst or that

.'~ . N Q
. the teacher.knows where to get help. Nelther may be true :

Houts feels that self-evaluatlon is the only sound
- Hi ‘ é’) .
form of evaluatlon avallable. ‘He says that: - )
so. . if a sound and thoughtful evalthlon program.
is essential for improving instruction in our schoolg
. - egqually important, we believe, is the process of
* self evaluation:- the critical need for all of us
involved in education to think about what we are
doing and why we dre doing it. Unless we have. the -
. - capacity for self renewaﬁ .which ig, after all,
at the heart of any: effective evaluation- prograh Lt
~ we shall be uﬁﬁble to improve educat on in thls o
-~country to, any 51gn1f1cant degree.47 AR

Y A N "
. - . v

Ty

Student.' If obserV1ng and Judglng teacher perform—

. a «

‘ance’ are 1mportant and v1ta1 factors .in teacher evaluatlon, '

1nxmuw'ways the best people to evaluate the teacher ar%

the students, since they have ample time to become thor-

\ /

oughly acqualnted w1th the teacher s, classraom performance,

Beecher concludés in one ‘of his studles on teacher evalu--

atloi_that L 1t appears(ghat both Junlor and senlor'-

)

‘high school puplls can pOLnt out speC1f1c strong and weak

. ~spots in teachlng to a degree that makes: pupll ratlngs

N\

> 47Paul Houts,'"Edltorlal,“ The Natlonal Elementary _
Principal, 52:5, February 1973, p. 10. - . .-
..
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‘ raters have so much to offer.

worth@hile.“48 Taft, however} found that the age'of

. C e : : SR e XL
children is-directly related, to their ability to judge
dthers.4? Rayder cautions against being over enthusiastic- v »

< " .
regarding student ratlngs, slnce there is the probablllty
/

- thaL if studies are not properly conducted then . e

w30,

v popularlty mlght rate hlgher than 1ntellectual vigor. _ - 1-' lf;

‘9. .
Taft -quells §bme of these fears by show1ng that researchers I
have found that student ratings are not 1nfluenced by
 gtades previously earned  from the instructor belng rated;

¢

and to 1gnore student ratlngs would be perllous since these
51 “

. Jones sees student evaluatlon as belng very V1tal

In fact,.he contends that students are more capable of

evaluatlng teachers then.superv1sors, other teachers, oE'
prihcipals.~ As a result " he recommends that students, at
least in the Grades sev&n to twelve group, should partlc—

ipate in any teacher evaluatlon program that would-be

. . -3
dev1sed 52 - -

( . .
Hendrlcé;on, goes beyond the, llmltatlons set by.

. Jones;and states that even students in Grades-3, 4, 5 and,

€§Dw1ght Beecher, op. ¢it., p. 18.

49E ‘G. Payne, Readlngs in Educatlonal Socxology
(New York Prentice Hall Inc., 1940), p. 20. -

50N1cholas Rayder, "College Student Ratings of
Instructors," The Journal of Experlmental Educdtion, -37:2,
Winter 1968, p. 77. -

51,

d

1

E.G. Rayne, op. cit., Pp- 76-78.

52Antony'Jones} op. ¢it.):pp..474-475.



"IThe51s, University of Alberta, 1959), p- 112..

-

6 are capable of valld evaluatlon of thelr teachers-

Feedback “from our students at all levels of SR
llnstructlon is invaluable to us in: evaluating
our teaching procedures, flndlng lea@nlhg :
difficulties and, in general, 1mprov1ng our .
‘educational procesgs, as well as gauging the
effectiveness of our in-service programs and -
_spec1al tralnlng procedures 53

hr
‘' a

Other Teacher.. Very little research on teacher

v'o, Q e
'evaluatlon by peers has been conducted McBeath used-

Q
other teachers to evaluate the teachers in his study and

- v ! . ‘\

found ‘that: . SR . B f o R

. . the pr1n01pals and other teachers showed the
greatest amount of agreement on both behavior ..
-dimensions. 'They were'. probably in the most similar
position when it ‘came to describing’ the teacher s -
everyday behav1or\in the classroom.34 -

chks saw much value in evaluatlon by aﬂbolleague. |

o7

: He saw. the possxblllty of 1ncorporat1ng mutual self-

appralsal w1th peers.. He suggests.that.- *
: NN the classroom teacher can evaluate hlmself
,,“.u51ng an instrument of his own chojice.  .A. $econd.
. . party can complete an identical form evaluating the
... tedacher. Then the .two canconfer and compare.. This -
" cédn be followed. by a reversal of roles. T

s, . . .
. . . t

. 53Dean Hendrlcksony “What Can Chlldren Tell us
' About the Teaching. of Science and Mathemat1c5\" School
Science and Mathematics, 69 9, December 1969. . oo

54
"Relation .to Teacher Effectiveness” (unpubllshed Master! s

v

55Larry chks,. E' cxt., Pp. 42-43.g”{

A

Arthur McBeath "Teacher Leader Behav10r .and Its

Ea

v
.
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" characteristic of a good or bad teacher. o RV

When Should Evaluatlon Occur’

Some educators maintain that evaluatlon should take
place only at specrflc poxnts in a teacher s preparatlon
OL career, However, other educators contend that evalu-' .'f“; S
atlon should be a contlnulng and never endlng process. , . g;
J Beecher sees evaluatlon in’ these 1atter terms. He

sees valuation as a guidance.procedure to improye job

pétéo ance.by.cooperativejconnseiing and carefuL planning. 'j- : '?
In cp sideration of the;qualitiee of a'good evaluation | I .
fprogram he states that "appraisai should'bencontin¥0n§ |
(and)cgindlngs of eva&uat;on should be used?" g . h;
" Slmple loglc supports the need for contlnuous ) 2 : ;;E
evaluatlon, since’ at no. p01nt in a teacher s career is he o 3" 2_3
“or she con51dered competent in all sxtuatlons at all | | ?
‘times. The world is 1n‘a¢etate of flux, and 11ke every- S
bnelelse, teachere need to re-evalqate'thenSelveeuand- “é;
their teachincjnerformancem . _.i o ,”' l fE
‘Where Should the Empha51s bé Placed in ) i i
Teacher Evaluation? . , . ‘ _ . o : Jf
,\Teacher evaluatlon has been approached from three~-' : ‘ﬁv
dlstlnct dir ctlons: W" . ,}fw\ o ‘;.‘af{:: P
| 1l)t$%e study ot_teacher tra;tc thatfare\considered &

N . . . , . « "
. - “ . .

,5_6Dv-iight ﬁeecher; op- Cit.-,_'pp.-_-?g,,aG.:*;'.-..

3




a . These approaches parallel Mitzel's categories of

o syﬁbems. The c1a551f1cat10n of teachers under tth system

-

YL PR s - 36
o T o B N
2. The study'of teacher.performance afid behavior.
: 4

3. The study of teacher effectlveness as measured

&b

by student pér formance and characterlstlcsr.

’ )

presage, process, and’ product crlterla, defzned on page, 83

57 To 1llustrate Mltzel's categorles,~

con T @
R - S

%f thlS the51s.

Flanders and-Simon wrlte:
) L -
.fl'. a teacher s trait warmth towards puplls is to S "
consxder a characteristic which ex1sted before the - - ’ .
. teaching .starts; this is a presage variable. The ™™= . * ’
*cqrrespondlng process variable would be some ’
behav1orally specified measure of warmth acts while
teaching. - The .product variable in -this case, would
be‘an,educatlonal outcome, such as more learnlng or-.
A a- measure of some pupil attltude logically related to

-'teacher warmth.s8 w

-

Each of these three sets of characterlstlcs and the

‘research peftalnlng to each, will be dlscussed in turn

'

N ‘/“'. -

B . . v . . ]
' . s H

.:

Presage. Teacher evaluatlon ln the past tended tqh

! C o v
, be_globa1_1n nature. Teachers were - classrfled as gobd or : o o
ORe N ’ ‘ J _ . o
bad, and the assessment Was done from'varyinguvalue ‘
e T N . - ' 0

was heav11y-welghted wlth what soc1ety cons1dered\as o B

,

’

o 57H E.’ Mltzel, “Teacher Effectlveness Criterxa. _ oL n
Encyclopedia of Educatidnal Research (3rd ed., New. York: . L
' The Macmillan-company, T§E§T} pp. 1481—1484. ' : . -

~ ‘ >BNed Flanders and’ Anxta Simon,,‘Teacher Effectlve—' o "
ness," Encxclopedxa of .Educational. Research {4th ed., New R R

York ‘The Macmiléan Comg:ny.'IQGS)r PP 1425'1426° e e
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.v“badness of teachers -FSuch.subjectlve qualltatmve

e measuremenqs, and varlables must be more carefully con—

‘trolled "

' tdfthe presentiwriter; from the survey,aone,'. . . too

. allty, aducatlon,

H"and determlnable 1nf1uenée on’ the Lntellectual, soc1al

Literature from 1950 to 1960 on the Characteristigs of

.b . o '-I 37 . VIR
D,"‘) '. A o '

désirahle character/traits.sg“ Con51derable dlfflculty has f

been encountered in measurlng the degree: of “goodness" or

v — ——————

'Judgements must be supplemented by more, exact quantltatlve

60 _ 6 - ' S BN
- Wyse, in one of her'stuéies-concluded“that e “;a

P

often teachlng is confused with 1nstructlon. 61 Wyse ' ,; A

feels that teachlngals much more than 1nstruct10n and

'advocates that more empha51s should be placed on person—~“ E

)
e \ - .
experlence, ‘and other - personal factors .

'relatlve t6 teacher effectlveness. . R o

A, 1= . o L. "l‘_
, Washburne and uell, 1n a study of nine publlc

. >

schools in Brooklyn. found that teachers have a. deflnlte

and’ emotlonal growth of chlldren. Thls 1nfluence -is e
A

'-related to both ‘the type of teacher and the klnd of Chll-

B! , [T
dren whom he’ or she teaches. g ‘ a o

3

. 59Edw1n H. Reeder. pervisxon in the Elementary

NS . R
School (New: York: Houghton leflln Company, 1953), PP- 3~ 5. e

'60John Best, Research in Education (Englewood : . "*ﬁ“
ClLiffs: Prentice Hall Inc., 1970). p- 7..- e : o P

61

'sister Mary Corcona Wyse, “A Survey of the' . e A

the Effective Teacher" (unpublished Master's Thes;g,,. e

Cathollchnlver31ty of Amerlca, Washington, 1961),__ 5. B A'l«JE

. n . . St ’ doNis
° . . .. : . : "\ L. . b
. . . . -

. . .
.4 LT et
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L S
One strlklng posltlvedresu‘t of the experxment

oL __has“beep—c¢lear evidence 'th t. the teacher’ , o
#——————"""  personality has a clear and measur ¢ effect ' '
: - -upon the progress of the puprls//giademlcally and )
socially . . . thecresults/verlfled the major .
hypothesis of the study % . . that different klnds
“of teachers get varylhg amounts -of achlevement from"
dlfferent kinds of children. 62 . S -

' In Washbhrne and H81l s study teachers were ClaSSLELGd

~A—

»
into three categorles,related to presage characterlstncs.
The teachers were cla551f1ed as turbulent, self c&ntrolllng,
. .. .. . / >
. and.fearful.‘ Each type of teacher had certaln strengt?s

B _“"1'. .
and weaknesgses when con51dered in relatlon'to their. 3.

"
' . . . C ' ~ . . - . =~ .. : =T,

students. For eXample, the turbulent-teacher was one who

placed 1Lt81e empha51s on structure and order.' This . type:

qf teacher had best results in sc1ence ‘and maﬁhematlcs.”

¢ : Hoﬁbver, the fearful teacheroproduced fewest over-all
' 63

."M-
N .

" results, *but- succeeded most 1n socxal studles.
M \

Corey and Beery, in-a study on teacher popularlty
and student attltude towards school subjects. found thaﬁx

a strong.correlatlon existed between the . two. This study

-~ ©

supported Qewey s clalm that ‘a_teacher's personallty 18

K]

1ntr1cately 1nterwoven w1th the subject he teaches,‘and

_the. student is 1ndapable “of dlStlﬂgUlShlng the one from

A - : .
o LI

Q

’ S - 62Carleton Washburne and LO“lS M. Hell "What-
oL e Characterlstlcs of .Teachers Affect Children's Growthh
S el The School Review, 68:4, wlnter 1960, P. 425

S S 631b1d., ppr 421—428 S o , ‘.w%

mal




. ftoward learning: . ‘

.., responses,
2 °

a
P

the o_ther.’64 o -

s D ) '
. .

. Teacher attltude towards children and the subject‘

_ matter taught .can have an effect upon chlldren and their

'.$
. attltude toward learnlng. Flndley and Bryan found that

teachers who. bear attltudes of almost‘
.exclusive emphasis on academlc achievement to -
the neglect of personal development, exercise an’
expec1ally pern1c1ous influence on low achbev1ng
children

<« . . . Teachers' attitude toward 65 '
.. achievement is shown to have a marked cffect

Goldberg and Passow found that the teacher s

eXpectatlon had a marked ‘effect on ch;ldren s attitude- Cow
\“

- L. CL A
' L “ . pupils of r atlvely low ablllty ‘can abhleve
' qulte successfull

in classes where ‘expeétations
_.are high (which) suggests that teacher

generally '
underestimate the capabilities of pupgilbiin lower '
track classes, expect less of them an consequently,
the pupils learn less. ' i :

g

A
-
~

: Lamke, wrltlng on teacher characterlstlcs,

.says: -
. . t appears. that good teachers are llkely, . -
ypormore gﬁan POoor : teachers, to, be gregar10u5,~] S
" ladventurous, frivolous,

to have abundant emotional
strong artistic or Sentlmental interests,’

to be-interested.in the opposrte sex, to be polished,
fastidious and cool.

Poor teachers.are more- likely
than good .teachers to be shy, cautious, conscrentlousﬂ

to lack emotional . response and ‘artistic or sentimental
, ;nterests,oto have a comparatively slight interest

. 64

Dwight Beécher,.og cit., pp. 49-51.
L. 65 .

Warren Frnley and erlam Bryan, Ability Grouplng
- (Athens: Center for Educatlonal Improvement Unlversrty

"GGMirlam &oldberg and Harry Passow, "The Effects

(o] . N
Ablllty Grouping, ¥ ‘Grouping in the Elementary School; {ft T

ed. A. Margenstern TNew York. Pltman Publlshlng Company
1966), . 36." -
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. in- the opp051te sex, ‘to' be clumsy, easlly pleased
and more attentive to people. 67

,ﬂ Probably the most recent study of teacher charac— P
’ : "WF _(:.'\ 4‘)‘ ' \\})
teristlcs i’ one Just completed by Shefflq}d at Toronto

Unlver51ty% involving all twenty four facultles and schools

4

on campus. Sheffleld found that the most 51gn1f1cant
characterl tics (presage Varlables) of good teachers were

A
. o3 . AL ! .
: dynamlsm, v1vac10usness, warmth 'klndness, sympathy, o

approachabbllty, frlendllness, avallablllty, humburous, {
-and a concern for students.' As shown in Table I, the
Y
total presage characterlstlcs accountq@ for" more than .
' ! 68.- ‘

2

A ]

38 per cent of all responses made.
In conclu51cn,.the presage crlterla, althougéyﬁhey

.seem, ‘to be a 31gn1f1Cant factor, may not ‘in themselves be ,w\“\<;>'

a.«J - “ . s o

LT suff1c1ent to dellneate the good teacher.J Some researchers

. ., . have utllliEd presage criteria . in their research and fouﬁﬂ

h -
5

C lt sxgnlflcant It would=be unwise to ignore presage . . -

crlterla when ~evaluating teachers. |

° ’ . . i . . ' . -l‘_’,.la .

P . .
- Process. Davis observed that a long standlng issue

b , . . ” PR N

',amgng scholars concerned w1th teacher evaluatlon, 1s

i ,
O whether the teacher or: the teachlng shéuld be evaluated.
.In practice, the tedcher' is evaluated but he clalms
. . )

) ' v A . B
. ’ 67"L‘homas Lamke "Personallty and Teacher. Success, T
s Journal of Experlmental Educatlon, 20:1, December, 1951 .

T . . 253‘ - 3 L _ ] l s d ‘ . -

"f' s .#'i' . ®8paged” on. personal correspondence. between Fdward
RPN . ¢Sheffield, Professotr of Higher Educatlon, Unlversfty=of
' Toronto;~and the wrlter. ' e

N
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Had' a sense’ of humour, amusing . . . . . . o 3.5
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Master of his subjfct competent-. e e e e . 7.8
Q ] . ) . .
. Enthu51ast1caabout hls subject e e . A 4.2 |
NN Respect for students as persons . .1.'., . e . l.6
0 . * i lA
. concern fo; students progress o e e e .. 3.6,
y ' Sen51t10/fto sdydents” feellngs B 2.3 .
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B Y . . ’ . - ..
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L S

~ conclydes his

© Wenger agree

- 2 ST a2

‘ cmpha51s should'be on the’ teachlng act and how it can be

1mproved to glve}better results 6? ‘ . o/

' Medley emphasizes that the most lmportant area for
assessment 1n teacher evaluatlon is the propess raxher -

than the product.'.The‘ba51c philosophy of suchgan apgmoacn

~shou1d'encompa§s (l) assessment for.change, grcwth; and

‘1mprovement of teachlng, (2) goals such that asSeésment is -

: and (3) the criteria ‘that are agreed upon

'inpadﬁance by he evaluator: and the‘evaluatee.;.Medley
rghment by:éaying:
. .7. the
improve tea
~teaching is

est way to, 1mprove instruction is to ',
hlng, and . the' only way to 1m8rove
to change teacher behav;or.

The prodpét tells how effectlve Or_lneffective'a teacher |

oL

is, but ‘it doe not: tell him how to improve. 'Karns and

:th Medley. They feel that: RN
aluation to be an essentlal corrective
ators must - -look beyond the product off
learning to the process of learning, beyond the71
product of t,aching to’ the process of teachlng

b .to}be considered. 'He feelsathat the PUbllC would not

LN N . ]

/ 69Hazel/éav1s, oé; cit., p. 62. N
AN o S : - _
' T0h0natd Medley, "A Process Approach to Teacher

Evaluation," /The National Element@ry Pr1nc19al 52 5,
February 1973, . PP. 34-35.,

f
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:emphasis'placed on‘produot in téaéher evaluation..

2 t'

2

,
4 .

tolerate ;nhuman,'undemocratic processes, or.dangers to

 physioa1 and mental health to attain educational goals

R R . ;o
and objectives. He questions-the rationale for™the recent

02
Is ‘it not 1mportant that the process of. education
in the schools become a microcosm of the best .of
democtacy.as it is practiced’ in the greater soc1ety°
.« . « The importance of good processes as ends in
, themselves become even more important, when one
cong'iders the fact that students spend. about 12,000
hours 53 school from Klndergarten through to Twelfth
Grade. ) . . .
N C o
Flanders has”condudted extensive studies of the.

1)

'teachlng process by u51ng a system referxed to as . N

Interactlon.analy51s . He clalms that “Interactldn

‘l

'analy51s prOV1des a tool to flad out if changes in attl-

w3

tudes re%ult in dlfferences in teacher behav1or He

_cdhcluded that ;n_the?classrooms,'where muqh teacher-

v

pﬁpilfinteraction takes place, students learn .. .; )

' more constructlve and independent attltudes (and that o

students);. . . made more dramatlc changes in thelr pat-

terns of influence in various time—use act1v1ty

categorles. W14 o

Corey also gees the processaas belng very Impor-

|

tant. 5 He emphd31zes that educatlon ln the past has " .

L

. ‘ -‘ . . . R
GBernard H. McKenna, “A Context for Teacher.

Evaluaxl'h " The National Elementary Pr1nc1pal, 52:5, :

| February 1973, p. 121. , : 17

73

" Ned Flanders,zog;.cit.,fp; 200.

"41pid., p. 215 L

75Gerald Corey, o@f'cit., pP. 18-W. g
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'been product orlented rather than process orlented As

StUdents, most of. the present generatlon were taught to
&

thlnk 1n terms of good grades rathef than learnlng per Se.

As a result, grades became the goals of educatlon, but at
the center of educatlon :hould be the process of learnlng.
He says that educatlon is ideal where students can find

. exc1tement 1n the process of learning itself. If‘chlldreny
. can find exc;tement and 1earn, then the’ ultlmate aim of-
education.ls pelng'realized.- ' -

$

s D Product. The use of product crltgria in teacher

evaluatlon 1s not new. External examination results

attalned by studengs have been used 1n the past to act as

a quallty control“mechanlsm to monitor the quallty of the -

student graduatlng from school. These external examL-'

',,.natlons fulfllled agsecond purpose by monitorlng teacher

'effectlveness.r The student’ érowth as portrayed by Examl—

.nation results. was consxdergd as a direct result of the

)

,teacher s performance and also acted as one of the many
yardstlcks to measure teacher competence.
"Tod%y, as 111ustrated by current 11terature,

zproduct crlterla have agaln become 1ncreas;ngly popular

]

as measures of teachergfompetence. Terms such as account—

ablllty, job targets, perfqrmapce targets performance_‘
. B
contractlng, and voucher systems tend to domlnate pub-

4

"lished educat;onal'material. Howsam feels that the -

&




outcome of teacher performance should recelve the prlmc

focus in teacher evaluatlon“ ’

For many years researchers have sought to 1dent1fy
the characteristicds of the effective teachers;
more recently attention has turned to apalysis of

teacher behaviors. None of theéese efforts should -

obscure the fact that pupil.learning and behavior .
are the. purpose of the school -ahd, therefore, must
be the ultimate objects of evaluatlon

"Worth ‘in hlS study 1nvolv1ng 51xty-three superintendents

©is the .only valld_crlterlon to teacher efflcrency;f

and pr1nc1pals found that process cr;terla were dlfflcult

to measure w1th any degree of accuracy.' He says that~the

_most ObVlOUS place to look for measures of good teachlng
n77 T -‘_. ‘. -

e .. 1s in the 1 arnlng aqgﬁzved by students.

Beecher concurs wi h WOrth by cohcludlng hlS work’ by

: statxng that de51r d learnlng achleved by students "o

78

Smith and Grehill?%antate thatlthree problems

-

a measure of teacher effectlveneSS'

.One/‘We must know exp11c1tly what ch&nges we want
. to produce in the lives of our pupils. Two, we
must be.able to measure these changes. Three, we
must .be ‘able . through experimental design to
attribute the measured changes to the actlons of -
‘gthe teacher.79 . .

67§Rohert Howsam, opéh cit.,-p. 14.
77 N S ST
. Walter Worth, °E°'01tj' p..6. y _Gq
i Lt N ¥y /
78Dwight Beecher, 02. cit s P 85. -

e e s ——

79. N
. F.M. Smith and J. B Gremllllon, Teacher

Effectiveness (Baton Rouge' Loumsanna State UnlverSLty,
1371), p. 21. - .

-
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must be overcome 1f student achlevement is to be used as -

P



”seems amply ]ustlfled.

;studénts; ”

vr

.46
b ~
‘ Greenfield_says.that a teachér "L will be -
regardad as'effective.in the dégree to thch he accoh;{ |
pllshes goals that are held to be worthy of accompllsh—
" ment. 80 He, further states that “".:”‘ ‘the fac1lltatlon

.~

- of pupil growth is presumably ‘why soc1ety organlzes schools

)
and the use of pupll growth as an 1ntermed1ate crlterion

"8; To Greenfleld teacher éffec-
tiveness is defined a5hthe.degree of change or growth
- , ; S

which'a teacher can induce into the lives of his or her

4!,.

Ertis. feels that space ageHSOCiety‘hq§”placed-.{ L
emphasi on dlfferent products than those of the past.8-2
He says that students must be taught to think crltlcally,

to solve problems, and to handle ‘inter- personal relatlon-

ships. Because of this change, there is likely to.be a

N s

substantlal shifty in the concept of. the competent 'teacher. -

'-Finally, ﬁyans, after expressing his reservations
on pupil growth as a measure ‘of teacher effectlveness

statedf@‘ &

'.d.'. if the rationale of the product criterion - .
is accepted, and if. the complex cdhtrol problem
presented by a mult1p11c1 ,of producers and the

J

- — . L o _
..'80"1‘.8. Greenflel%,' op. cit., p.-27.. - @
811pid. .

, 82 . w.

., B.P.A: Ertls, "The. Measure of Profe551onal
Competence,“ Teacher's Maga21n§5 November 1971, P. 48.

méS!'
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S 'evaluatmg teachers for promotlon to an admmlstratlve

47

"multi-di; sionality of the criterion. €an be", '
satisfactorily coped with, student change becomes
an intriguing approach to teacher. effectiveness;83

. ~ . ! ' :
Recent Researxch Related -to the Present Study

f
1
L

Four studies have been done using the same basic
' . ' / " ’ . ) .
instrument ‘as used in this study. ' Three oOf these studies

- were completed &t the Universi‘ty of Alberta, while the

i

remalnlng srtudy was completed at Memormal Unlversn;y of.

Newfoundland , Moore, who developed the J.nstrument, con-

ducted ‘his study to determlne the criteria used by school’

. inspectors of 'Vlctorla,, Australla.e_4 ‘He, found; that the

-

inspectors emphasi zed process crlteria when evaluating.for '

. » . .
-teach'er'competence, whil'e pre'sage criteria'were used . when

p051t10n. : R
’ & ' .
Thomas conducted a suma.lar study in- V1ctor;1a, -
Yo
Australla.gs‘ He trled to determlne the crlterla ‘used by

¢

the hlgh school pr1nc1pals in evaluatmg for teacher

competenCe and pnomotlon to an adtnlnlstrabive p051t10n.

: 83D G. Ryans, "Prediction of Teacher Effectlveness,
‘The Encyclopedia of Educational Research (3rd ed ., 1960,

pp. 1487-1488. X2

§4T J. Moore, "An Ident:.flcatlon and Analy51s of
the Criteria Employed:in Teacher: Evaluatlon (unpubllshed
-Master's Thesxs, Unlvers:Lty of Alberta, Edmonton, 1966].

E B. Thomas, "An Examn?atlon of the Crlterla of
Teacher Evaluation Employed by High School Principals in
Vq.ctorla, Australia" (unpublished Master's Thesis,
University of Alberta, Edmonton, 1969)..
'v . . e

3 . ‘ -
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48 - )
LT He found that th'e"' school inspectors.and the high school
pr,incipals u‘sed similar criteria. in ,t_)ot'h/situatiohs of

evaluatlon. o . 3 R v

Bogers repllcated the Thomas study and hlS fmdl?;gs
86

— T

Rogers studled the crlterla

N

employed by hlgh school prmcxpals J.n Alberta. ; e ?’-

.o
"}

_were essentlally the same.

3 Viwy

employed by the dxstrlct supermtend%nts in the prov1nce
of Newfoundland 1n evaluating for ‘teacher competence and &

. promotlon to an admlnistranve pos:.tlon.e? " Hi§ findinq}s '
essentlally o ralleled those of Moore, Thomas, and Rogers. E
Probably thé most _J;ecen’i:‘ study was one copducted - , ‘
.“}?y.Jenkins and Bause-llgli.n' the State of Delaware,. 88 - These : ’

_re'sear'_chers ttempted to isolate signifioant criteria that

° ‘should be usegd in‘%e(z'}&er'evaluatiori.' They selectsd e ":“
‘sixteen crltérna which they arranged in Mltzel s cat:e— S e
T . . ) &(‘,-?
gorles of presage, process and product. Teachers and ’}5
. admlnlstrators weée asked to rate ‘the sncteen crltena S _’“’
86 " Studs U
N. .G. Rogers An Emp1r1ca1 Study. of the Criteria Lw
of Teacher Evaluation Employed b'y High Schbol-Principals - g

- in alberta” (unpublished Master's The51s, Uruvers:.ty of
“Albertd, Edmonton, 1969). .
T o 87R 4 Farrell ""An Examlnatlon of the Crlterla of . . ;i
. ' Teacher Evaluation Employed by’ the District uperlntendents '
T ' of Schools in Newfoundland" (unpublished Master s. Thesis,
. Memorial Uniwersity - of Newfoundland, St John s, 1973). \

- P ! 88Joseph Jenklns and R. Barker Bausell, "How - : -
RO Teachers View -the Effective Teacher: Student Learning is
: o .not 'thé Top Criterion," Ph:. Delta xappan, 55.81 Aprxb-\
8. 1974. pp. 572 573.

~
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' defme the’ '1deal' teacher. Later studles emphas:.zed the

.respondents considefed 'Relatidnshi_p-With Class' "as the

the next step would ﬁ% ‘to explore -the assumptlons that

by . the teacher in’ tl%e l:.ves of, the students. The‘survey .

, process, product and a;tuatbpnal factors. Dlagram I on

.researchers feel mlght affect teacher effectaveness.. 'f,"
. o _

s
7

accordlng to then: lmportance in determmlng teacher\
ef_feetlveness. Table II summarizes-thelr f,1nd1‘§'1gs., The,'
most significant, whereas the  'Amount 'Students Le'arn!\, _
conSLdered by many to be the prime reason soc1ety has

schools, ranked elevéﬁth Jenklns and Bausell ‘felt that

'underlxe such choice of partmular crltena.

: S , Conclusion

N 1

The survey of llterature has outlmed some of the .
major approaches th.\ch have been used for teacher evalu—

atz.on 1n the past.. 'rhe flrst studles were concerned with’

'.an attempt to J.dent:.fy the characterlstic@t’hat would R

teaching rather than the teache'r._ F:Lnally the emphasxs o =

seens to“have shifted to the qrowth or change brought: about Sy

P L R
of 11terature suggests that those people n’mi‘olved m :

¢

teacher evaluatlon have taken 1nto consxderatlon presage, ' _ oo

.. 'X,

.'page 51 summanzes -some .of the..many cr:.tena wh:.ch , ,' AR k

Ve ‘I..‘; . - Lo ' PN
& . . . VoY J . ’
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. Lo s 'I’ABLE II, b : A
/ S MEAN RATINGS Amj 'RANK’ ORDER OF:THE 16 TRITERIA
. Crlterla U, o Type ,, - - . Mean
R (ordered by ratlng) e T (Mitzel Scheme) Rating’
E 1. Relationship wif:h class . .o T
L (good rapport) « « « « « < <« .« . Process 5 8.31
. . 2. Willingness to be flex1b1e, LT '
K ... to be direct dbr indifrect as o Loob
’ R -~ situation demands . . . . e ’Pf‘s(isage‘ 8,17
3. Effectiveness in controlllng S =
b his class . . ¢ .'. . ., - .. Process 7.88
oo™ oo 4:  Capacity to percelve the. world ' S :
T from the student's-point of - -
view ... . &, . el . J .0 0 o . Process ©.7.79 e
: 5.. Personal adjustment and L - , ' ey
. ~ - ° character .. . .. .- . . .. Presage - 7.71
..~ 7 6. Influence on. student's behavior.:. Product 7.65
P © . .7. Knowledge of subject matter. Lo
A . and "relateéd areas . . . . - ... Presage . 7.64 '
s : 8y Ablllty to personalize his .- , . o L '
. teaching ... ~ . ... . .. 1 .. "Process, . ° 7.63
9. Extent to which his verbal B S I ’
behavior in classroom is L -
.. . .student-centered ... . . ... . . Process .- 7.27\\ -
" 10... Extenht to which he uses inductive o % Lo
.~ ©  (discovery) methods . . . . . . Process 6.95 \,\\ :
R ,( 11.  Amount his students learn . . . . Product - 6.86
.. - . 12, .General knowledge and under- ' ; .
' + + standing of educational
. " facts .. . .4 4 . - . .. . Presage . 6.43
, 13.: Civic respons:.bllity : RN . A
) Yy , .- _-(patriotism) . .- . . . . . . . Presage ° 6.25 . A
N ¥ P Performance in student teaching. . Presage . 5.66 - R
% . "15. Participation in community and B A o
S professional activities . . . .. Presage 4.88 " oo
|t . 16.. Years of teaching experz.ence .-+, . Presage - 3.89 - °
¥R - J,ng ' .. . combined Mean . . .. sl
T , -, . Process ‘i '7.64 o P
A ' - " Product. . g <7226 0 c 2
e Ao .. rresage TR o 643 Lo
o ‘_f' '
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-, : s - DIAGRAM ¥ - - | _— -';Lj*rﬁ
- ) . S - A '
THE SCHOOL AND. ENVIRONMENT- .
o scnoor. (TYPE I- VARIABLE) . e L Co GOVERNMENT (TYPE VII VARIABLE)
o Al ~ ‘School Organization - Curriculum K Level of Priority of Edugation
S .  Location 'of School (Phy51ca1) Instructional staff*——-—~—*~_%mun1c1pal provincial,
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, Variable . * S , . -, 7 o
£, - - | Age _ L " Pupil-Teacher Intexactlon Subject Matter Mastered PR
Lo T Sex : o . Innovation = ' - Goals Accomplished '
A Training . o - ‘Teacher Technlques and '.Student.Growth
- N T C "Methodology - . :
’ : Personality A . Lesson Preparation Attitude Towards Authorlty .
Voice., ;- = o ~ Class Control . SeIf-Expresszon : .
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X ier“” "TYPE IV VARIABLE. - TYPE V- VARIABLE- . "FYPE. VI VARIABLE '
S PUPILS (TYPE II VARIABLE) o COMMUNITY {TYPE -IIT VARI—ABLE) N
R _ - Interests . s e T . Community Resources.. ’.
\ ¢* Abilities. - - < )Jf LT Location of School (Cultural) :
i ., /Persondlity ~ = * Tl + " BAttitude Towards Education = :
e Soc1o-Econom1c background o o _'Attitude Towards Teachers e ..
“Age o - " . -Socio-Economic'Level of " - . ¢ .
o _ Sex - 7 '"',. ' STy _- .. Populace - L ;.
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] A * .CHAPTER III " . '
c e " . ) L ,'\.’ , " ) . ) ) \ .
- IR THE DESIGN OF THE STUDY
“p v ‘ . St ‘ u D ) .".. . o
. It was the purpose qﬁ‘this study to examihe the
C e .criteria which thelschool'teachers of Newfoundland felt
. 'should be taken into consideration when teachers are
K v . e L - o .. - .
_ evaluated for competence end,promotion_tq,administrative
o o ‘ . . ’ .. ' ’
h . . 'positions. 'This chapter will present the characteristics
e ‘ B . . o [ " . L I . . ' \ . . ’ r
' of "the instrument, information on the sample,.and the '
' method,of,data'collectiogf o s Lo ) ,
. L : K h ?“*fThe instrument,.' )
\1:_ ST x o : L } ) L. . . L ;- . o e) ’
o e The questlonnalre that was ‘used in’ thlS research K
' SOllClted the follow1ng lnformation. Lo
A S (l) The-School and Te@chér Backgroun31VariableSV
: (a) The age of the teacher._" R
- _C 3 : . . , L
“; Jb) The sax of the teacher., v oy
:ﬂi-‘. . f" . {(e) The marltal status of the teacher- L '
' - o (d) The type of system in which the teacher taught.-'
£xs _-' .' . . N : ’ ( .'.
(e) The iength of experlence of the teacher.‘
. L (£) The total years of teacher tralnlng of the
_ ! - teacher.‘ - :
: o . "' (g) The number of semester courses successfully'
Lot et c . "completed by the teacher-\\- . ,
, ) 4 ¢ .. . R N -
N o :
' ° . ‘\ -
’ . ] > 4 - .
° L., ST ‘ -

Coawt



(h) {Phe size of the school in whlch thé\teacher I ,
taught., _ . e , . 7
- (1), The numﬁer«of teachers on the staff\Pf the -
school in which the: teacher taughtn'
\
(3) The grade area in whlch the teacher Afuqht
. s . ol REY
(2) Teacher Evaluation CrLterla-» ' : _*J . ; yﬁ

' . (a) A -section concernlng the evaluatlon of

R

teacher competence..

(b) A ‘section concernlng 'the evaluatlon for :
prihotlon to an administratiyve pOSltloh e
Both sect%ons of the questlonnalre contalned\\hen-

same thlrty 1temi arranged in a dlfferent sequence Thewm
i 1. - 2 ;\:- {1!1

ratlonale for thlS change of sequence was to 1e§sen thﬁ _,M~4~~"'

T

probablllty of answers given to the flrst,part/iﬁflu—

//'/

enc1ng answers to the—second part. . . '\

‘ I

\ .
‘The teachers were asked to choose one’ of the
) T
\

follow1ng responses for each 1tem.,

.

‘A - a factor "that should ALWAYS be used 'in teacher

evaluatlon.- '
‘F.- a factor that should FREQUENTLY be used in B}
Sy teacher, evaluatlon - o . e {
' = ° « Y .

®»
{

\
a factor. that should SELDOM be used in teacher \
evaluatlon

L ' y L . \'

a’ factor . that should NEVER be used in, teacher - i
evaluatjon:- : : \ '

z
i

1

'Space was’ provided on the questionnaire -for theic\

\ .

,‘identification of:additionaﬁ criteria ﬁhouqht byrteachers\\-
. . . ’ \ .

‘instrument ,itself.

"1toﬁbe significant butfwhich‘were‘not included in the .\\

» S K S . Y

A

. . B . R . . . K
. . . P - . . . '
~ ’ . - . : ..
o ' . N L.,
. R . , N
. . . . -
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' cardipal objrctives and’pupillneeds.ﬁ

St. John's. 'The researcher used a table of random numbers

¢ The criteria items uscd 'in this research are the

same™as thdse developed by Thomas Moore in Vlétorla,'

(N

Australla,l‘ Moore’ flrst requested school 1nspectors to -
- (-]

react to conditions set out in a qubstlonnalre. ThESG

_readtions'wgre then compared~mith criteria most frequently

mentioned in current llterature. A pllot study was'used

e

to isolate ten: crlterla for each of Mltzel s categorles of.
. 1’)

_presage, process and product Moore stated that the -7

crlterla selected closely paralleled those.;ncluded in

Beecher s Teacher Evaluatlon Record.zﬁ-Beecher clalmed
T

‘7that$hls 1nstrument»1ncluded "o ,_all the_crlterlons

o oo ' ' T
of effective teaching commonly indicated in the lLjists, of

3

sample and Data Collection

The questionnaire, akong with a covering letter
from the researcher and a stamped, addressed return -
ehvelope,; were mailed to 300 randomly selected Newfdundland

school teachersf "The teachers were , randomly selected from

a list of teachers obtalned at ,the Department of Educatlon,

J

Lthomas Moore, op. cit., p. 30.
-aIbid., p. 30. ° L

, 3Dw1ght E. Beeché’? The Teachlnq Evaluation’ Record
(New York: Educator's PUbllShlng Company, 1953) as quoted

"ln Thomas' Moore, Op. c1 p. 30.

2 .
S
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‘to ‘make the seliqtlon.' The-covering leJter outlined the '
Py _ 0 ' a o
purpose'of the [research and assured the teachers‘that‘allj‘

":information woyld be used'oniy in the ggregate; and ‘that

!

“all 1nformatlo supplled by the teache s wéhld be held in

the Strlctest ’/nfldenee, | R @r ] .

o ; FollowJup letters were malled to all teachers who

I |

had not respomded after a perlod of two weeks. At that

time, 48 per Aeﬁt of the teachers had returned the com-

\

pleted questlonnalres to the researcher.. This letter re-

assured the teachers of. the’ confldentlallty of the study
AP ,
'}and 1nstructed teachers -to erase or" blot “out the code

at

numbers on the return envelopes if thls 1nh1b1ted them
from’ respondlng. Flfteen questlonnalres were-returned }
not completed ‘Thirteen of the teachers wére no longer

at . the address on file at the Department of Educatlon and

'.two teachers refused to complete the quest1onna1re.

' Because the school Year was draw1ng to a close and
. _
responses were slow 1n arr1v1ng,,replacement questlonnalres,

.7

. were sent to all teachers who had not responded in the
event that the orlglnals had been mlsplaced . The =~ /

'researcher contacted kKey’ people across the prov1nce, and -
3 . "A
Easked them to contact the non- respondents on his behalf

4
Replacement questlonnalres were SGnt and contacti;made
PR

) also to the . teachers who erased or blotted out- thelr

.teachér number on‘the'return-envelopes~earlier. This = .

]
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technique-proved to be very efﬁectiVeL ResponseSafrom
“ the folloQ—up and“personar'contacts-ralsed the final
response rate to- 84:.3. per Cent (see’ Table III)

Coples of all correspoﬂdence are included-in-
. ' - . X ‘t . . v ’
* Appendix A. S L BV .8

* Treatment of the' Data -

),

Each teacher was asked tcﬂrespond to each item of

)

‘Part II of the questlonnalre, and 1nd1cate the degreg%that

"he or she felt that such crlterla should be used in each
s ;’b\

.of:the two evaluatlve SItuatlons. Frequency,counts were ,'\
) : 4 T

made for each criterion. . The 1etters A, F, S, 'and'N

I

representlng always, frequently, seldom, and never, were,

-

assumed to represent-anjlnterval scale and.given an
arbitrary weight of 1, 2, 3, and 4. vatiances and means . .

~were.then-calculated for each criterion. ¢An effort was

. made to determine, by ranking thesmean scores, if those
. e, . . : o . -
criteria considered significant.changed from one eualu*ﬁ

‘
'

tlve 51%uat10n tq angther.' Pearson correlatlon co-

3
- P/ e

eff101ents were computed to. deternlne theé degree of

relatlonshlp between the scores glven to crlterla ln the f
: y
'.flrst evaluat1Ve 31tuat10n and scores glven those same

crlterla 1n thc second evaluatlve 91tuat10n.

An attempt was made to determlne what relatlve

, .
ol '

" emphasis teachers would_place on presage, process and
0 . ;\- s , . . -
; : - A "\

' S ,

. . . : . . -t
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. 'Nﬁmbér -$ of Total

;Returnéd-by résgondéhts

'(ﬁ)
- (b)’
@y

L

: |
Usable -
. , ’
Not delivered -
had mowed

Not completed .

-

Onaccpdnted for..

teachers.

w0

84.3

0.6 -

10.6 "

v

o . Total

number mailed

300 .-

o

. A
‘.‘A s I
.J"-'\A' I\ i
Loy
,vl‘\v’ ; }
)
P .'

-t

-y
Kgld

8,

s S

.o

- 8potal not equal 'to 100% due! to rounding. .
.- ' > R . . : ‘ kg
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_product criteria Thls was done by grouplng the presage,
process and product varlables. Chﬁ square coeff1c1ents

-, were used to determlne whether 51gn1f1cant dlfferences

"+, existed in the responses of the teachers accordlng to e

'spec1f1c categorles of the personal and school varlables.,'

-

An alpha level of .01 51gn1f1cance was used to’ determlne

N

1

whether to accept or. reject each null hypothe51s

! R [

}

Crlterla llsted by teachers{ but not on the 1nstru—‘

hent were treated as 'other crlterla An analy51s.was
N :

.'made to determlne-what’other crlterla teachers percelved

' as belng 1mportant for evaluatlon of teachers for compe—
"tence, ‘or selectlng teachers for admlnlstratlve p051t10ns

Flnally, an attempt wéé made to compare the &

criterla selected by the Newfoundland teachers w1th

[

criteria selected by 1nspectors, prrnc1pals, and super—

1ntendents in similar, studles that ‘have been conducted

v 4 . A
] I

8-
A3

Limitations -,

e ' . ’ . . - .l:,""

% £ =
ThlS study was llmlted to the personal and school

1

vdrlables as outllned in Part I of the 1nstrument.

It was further 11m1ted to’ the baSlC format of the'

1ﬁstrument used, except where addltlonal crlterla were

suggested by’ the:teache&i;taklng'part in the study.
-1“ ‘.,' . . . . '-,' .,' . - . * ‘\
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dellmlted to the school teachers of Newfoundland

F
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The field from whlch the data were derlved was

L3
I
f
.od
. B
[
. -
) >
e
B

.t

-

Delimitations

s

r

.

)
.
A
.-
.
id

59

-
.
’

-

« @

I

i



| ' CHAPTER IV |
" EVALUATIVE CRITERTA PERCEIVED AS'SIGNIFICANT "BY
" NEWFOUNDLAND SCHOOL TEACHERS '
S - ‘ 8.
Evaluation of Teacher Competence

N . 3 : . ;% ] '
In the treatment of the data relative to teacher
“competence,'means and Yaryances of the responses. were d

calculated-"for each of;the.thirty criteria. These means

-~

‘were then ranked .from largest to smallest. 'To interptétj‘

the findings presented in Table IV,-use must be made of . -
both statistics: the mean and the variance. The bariance‘
’ . - ) o : ‘

indicates the degree'of‘consensus of the'respondents; while

the mean serves as an 1nd1cator of the prevailing response
S .

° ». -

‘on a continuum ranqing from 1 to 4. Twenty of the thirty

*crlterla contained in the instrument hdd a mean value of
( \ ‘

" 2.00 Br less. This means that, in the opin}on of most.'
: teachers in.this sample, two.thifds'of the”criteria'listea

should always or frequently ‘be used for evaluating ‘teacher.
competence. 'Furthermore, the last column of the table
. indicates that twenty;thfee.of the thirty criteria were

each, selectcd by at least 70 per cent of ‘the teachers
as being Significant for teacher evaluatiBn.- -:" )
" The nine top—ranking crlteria combined had only

=] !

'}hree completely negative responses and the variance
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TABLE IV -
. FREQUENCY OF MENTION OF CRITERIA PERCEIVED BY TEACHERS""-
R T S TO BE SIGNIFICANT IN TEACHER EVALUATION : b
: N = 253
> ' I T _ Frequency ST ., wWwo
: - Rank._ © - Criterion ~ -, _Response _ : oBP
. - ] o T p) 3 7 ) +£ OO0
' T y U v £ 00
.ot . S . . E £ U.CAWm
. g ' .0 Y — 5 . 0 0 > >
: . : s o g v © ot = . Q4 ©
— . B . B = ] —t > B 9] ] LI O T
- 2 — HL.LT O v o) o ) U Y B~
_ : . . ot =T = - B > = o e
) : A ] . o - ! o «
. 1 Concern with the all round - R . -
- (7\\ development of pupils : - 188 58 4 - .- 250- 227  1.26 98 .4
‘.»:>"2‘ Provision made for individual e =3 . ey .
differences and group needs 173 74 6. - =0/ 253 °.273 1.34 '97.6
- '3 class .control 165 80" 8 = . 253 .300. 1.38 96.8
4 Concern with character - R : - _ ;}
. : development of the pupils ' "161 «80. 12 . - 253 .338 .1.41 9%.5
5 The loyalty and- dependablllty s . - A : .
, of the teacher R o 150 89 -10 1 250  .353 1.45 95.6 .
" 6 Teacher-pupil relationships 147 91 11 1 .250 <2362 1.46 95.2
. R L i _ - ' b - 8- . : R . '
L -7 'Lessqn prepa;atibn“and‘ . . - oo : ;
v ‘presentdation - - 147 92 - 14 - 253 ..?611 1.48 94.5

Frequently

19
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- TABLE IV (CONTINUED) . ‘ L
T . ] Frequency . g ' ‘S S8 e
o Rank ‘ Criterion I Resgonseg 3 'y TP 5t§3ﬁ3
‘ Y e 0 ST LS. o
, ) : I = yeAno
. C Sy . 0. H o T 0O'C >3
. ] o ho} . ] - ] Q4 T
. - = ¢ - > o ¥ d N0 Q3¢
. - . M ¢ . o 0 @ ] V-0 P~ H
T, o Ly s v =z - - B ‘e = Q& e Gy
BN g \Academié"Qu'al'ifi;caitions o ’
5 ) . and knowledge :0f the o - S o
e curriculum 7 129 Ilo 11 - - 250 . .339 1.53° 95.6 -
‘ . 9 THe energy, force and -
B - enthusiasm Of the L . T
Ll _ .. teacher _ N, 125, 114 10 1 250  .353 1,55 95.6°
‘ .10"TQuili£ié5'oﬁAfeadership - L . e .
displayed by the teacher .110- 113 28 -2 253  .484 . 1.69 - 88.1
11 The degree of co- , -
operation of the teacher - » . : Tooe o
with other staff members -109 110 28 3 - 250 ° .508 1.70 . 87.6
i 12- - The degfee_of self- | ) ﬁéﬁ ‘
o '~ evaluation of processes T L o o
employed - ' .- 90 - 134 26 3. 253  .400 .1.74. 89.6
: 13 Th.e-'meth.ods of ;les;soné?.- , . co . . U
presentation used ' 100 - 120 -30. -3 - 253 =499 1.75 87.0
14" . Pupil participation ‘ R : T . -
- ¥ in lessons’ 85 -p32 33 ' 3 "253.  .483° 1.82 85.8
.. . . . ‘6 -

A°]

+

.g’)"
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e
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19 The learning of the @«

pupils in self expression 58 142 48 . 2 250

_ ) . o -
.20 * The development of the . &
" process of individual _ ' - S
enquiry in the pupils: .- 52 148 44 4 248
21 .The use Qf'teacﬁihg‘éids ‘.56 ”14} 48 - 250 -
22 Pupils-attitude of ' '
"~ courtesy, industry and : o S
self rellance CoE .62 124 60 .7 253

457 1.98

& .

453 " 2.00

473 2.03 .
S
2 593" 2.05

-

- 80.0 -

78.8

) ’J " . hd
: &
- o ~', B - o _@ . ‘ . . *
- " TABLE IV (CONTINUED
Rank  ° ° Criterion o irequency;' gfgg‘ >;
Rk : . ° .__. Response . . -
v T 5 3 p; [0} ' i 240 00
. . O . cos . &
PO Q- . E ’ oo . U oA @U‘
AR, . Sy . 0 v - m OO0 >>3
. s o T v o o ot L~ o o
. S F A B ¢ o Tk 0. o869
- o g < By 0 - & > s QO B
: A .
15 . The teacher's standlng - '_fi' N N -
. with the pupils : © =88 121 37 3 249 .520 _1.87 83.97
16 Superv;s;on and phecklngv LA SR
S, of wrrttin work - 87 117 ©~ 45° 4 .253° 569 Qi _____ 87 _________ 80.6
17 The personality of _ | S i o oo : )

- . the teacher ' 74 125 48 3 250 .532 1.92 79.6
18 The training of the . ® o
: pupils in civic . compe- - o : : L

tence and responsibility 68 132 46 . 3% 249 .504 1.94 '80.3

80,7
g

" 73,5

o~
o
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&
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»
s
<
=
>
e
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TABLE IV (CONTINUED)
- L. . ® Frequency : “uno
Rank . Criterion .7 . Response T OEY
12 3 4 - TH $OUDO
; : + 0 B =l s B =
- .g ] £ 5. o ]
» O - [ .- 10 ) U0 >
o o T U ] - o] QL
-. RN S S SR R R S-S )
< f 8% vz & > £ e
23 .The attitude of the . RSN .
T pupils to the school .. . S o . : o w
and to authority . 66 115 56 . 16 253 .731 2.09 71.5
24.-D:ess and qppearance“-‘/f" . hf?,  , L
of the téacher ' |7 68 96  TT66 23— 253 .866- 2.17 64.8 °
- 25 The pupil's_appreci:m . <
) _ ation of moral and .- ) _ . - .' :
ethical standards - 54 101 - "76 20 -+ 251 .779 2.25 " 6l.8
26, The level of intelli- T : ' L
' gence of the teacher 53 9% - 75 22 ‘249 .BQO 2.27 61.0
.27 The professional activ- - o . o
ities of the tgqcher ’ 36 125 73 18 252 " .637 ?u29. 63.9.
28 .The pupils work well S : o o
without supervision 18 131 92 12 253 .476 2.39 58.9
29 Examinatién results = 18 97 102 33 . 250 .651 2.60 46.0
-30 'The_tgacher!s pértié—. . )
.--ipation and standing . ' SV - .
“w--in-“Ehe- community . 13 70 - 110, 59 252,699~ 2.85 3219
5
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" of these nine crlterla 1llustrate ‘a very hlgh degree of

,academlc quallflcatlons and knowledge of thc currlculum,'

,the overwhelmlng maJorlty of the teachers 1ndlcatesvthe.

'Thus, most of thc crlterla had already been Judged

l

'sample- Concern w1th the all—round/development of ‘the

control; concern w1th character development of the pupllé

consensus. In fact, the dlfferences_between tnese var1~

(-

ances was’ so small that perhaps lt 1s not- ]UStlflable to

con51der any one of them as haV1ng more consensus than the

) v.o' L . ° "A .
other. . L oL o ‘

!

The following criteria were selected as ‘always'. - -

. — .. ' - . .
4 ° ~ . - ° S Q

—

L T .
or ‘frequently'"by over 95 per'cent of the teachers in, the

pupils; ptovrslon made for 1nd1V1dual differences, classl
. . 4

¢_,—‘

the loyalty and erendablllty of the teacher, teacher—

u

pupll relatrOnshlps, 1esson preparatlon and presentatlon,

a kL R

and, the enerqy, force and enthu51asm of.the teacher

© -
F

The selectlon of the nlne crlterla 1lsted aboue by

)

v N

consensus of most teachers that these crlterla are very

1mportant for'evaluatlon of teacher competence. Tt must

]

‘be- recoqnlzed however, hhat thlS samp{/fof teachers was Co

presented with an 1nstrument that contained characterlstlcs

v -

gleaned from literature on the topic of teacher evaluatlon, o

and crlterla used by school 1nspectors of Apstralla.i

»

' 2

51gn1f1cant or de51rable in some context, ahd as a result,

"a hi Lh degree of consensus could be antlclpated.-,lt must

.

—
°
o
.
)
.
A\
‘




v

/s

also be recognlzed that teachers could vary 51gn1f1cantly
lE the moanlng and doflnltlon they attach to each of the
o 5

concepts and 31tuat10ns underlylng each crlterlon contalned

‘» "
l|'
1

in’ the’ instrument. For example, class-control" was -

e

5selected.’a1ways" or 'frequently' by.96[8 per cent of the

'

teachers. - ﬁowever, even. though there was almost unanlmousﬁ o,

.agreeﬁent that "class c0ntrol couhd be a- crlterlon used

\I

when evaluatlng teacher competence, ‘the 1nstrument did not *

deflne what constltuted good or adequatc class control ' ’
‘\\ ° . '

Slmllarly, even though 98 4 per cent of the sample contended A

that "concérn w1th the all- round‘development of . puplls" ' "

P' . ' . ,“\\’
should\be the most lmportant factor in teacher evaluatlon, , o

one wonders 1ﬁ one could obtaln a 51m11ar degree 'of con- N

T,

sensus on what'spec;ﬁlc actlons,”behav1ors,,and attltudes;-
e v‘_n ' ‘: . Lot
1

. ‘ -, y . < - - . . »
" donstitute such :concern. | _ 1 : g C

. . . ) . . fo .
o ‘In general, thezdata.indicate widespread agreement
by,teachers.in:Newfoundland-that‘the thirty criterié
listed in the questionnaire-should'be-taken‘into“consid— v

eratlon when they are evaluated for competence1 Those'

' 1
' Cr1ter1a where least consensus was exhlblted were: the

dress and appearance of the teacher, thewdevel of 1ntel-

, B

llgence of the teac%;r, the pupllsu apprec1atlon of moral

o a

B4

-
L] . ¢

and eth1ca1 standard%, andi'the_attltude.offthe pupils.to

the school and to autnorlty. Howeyer, even for’;hese four

1

"criteria tHat, in;terﬁs"of the.variance, exhlb'ted the

A

o . 1




,“'jand 1mportant when selectlng potentlal adm1n1btrators.

. <
[
e

N
Y e
™™

< . . . ' : ~ .

-~

“most-disagreement more than 60 per ceht of the sample"

- o

1nd1cated they should be used .
L .- - .

"It was only the. 1ast three cr&terla whlch recelved

N

'substantlally 1ess support as meanlngful 1nd1ca€ors of

teacher competence. The respondents felt that the’
.o ¢ 3 N ‘ .

. & . v . ‘. C . : . :
teachers' participation and standlngiln.the community, . )

examination results, and the ability of the pupils to
work well w1thout superv151on, e weaker than the others

as. crlterla for evaluaﬁ&on of teachers for competence.'

A

~h\Eved soO, almost a third of the sample considered even . -

I

the crlterlon rece1V1ng the least support “The teacher's

X u
partlc;patxon and standlng in the communlty,' to be one *
3 :

whlcm should 'always or 'frequently be used
. . L e
’ \_‘-' ,.‘- c - . .
_Evaluation-fq; Prométigp to

“ " an Administrative PLsi%ion

> [ 4 ‘ ‘
¢ ‘ g D L
;'ﬁ Table v (page 68) 1s ‘a llsz of the.thirty'criteria Co e :

ranked 1n order of the mean frequency response glven by

\ " : e

" the sample of teachers when they were judgxng the 1tems' _ {‘

-51gn1f1cance for use when promotlon to, an admlnlstratlve
position was belng consl&ered The first eleven-ranked - 4
crlterla have a mean response of l 5 or less, suggestihg

'that teachers belleve these should be the most 51gn1f1cant

. The 1ast column of the table reycals that about 95 per cent

N . . . - G



Frequently’

enghuSLasm of theﬂteachgr

151 91

249 =

. ¢ N, .
‘ B . . T B g
TABLE v
FREQUENCY OF MENTION OF CRITERIA PERCEIVED BY TEACHERS TO BE
FOR PROMOTION TO AN ADMINISTRATIVE POSITION Y- C.
' N = 253 - &
. r _ . . Frequency 9359
Rank - .Criterion - ) Resgonsey . -y
S T2 3 3 3 2829
. - £ . c =R
© > 0 v — - ® . . 00 >™>
’ @. o) o ) ! o~ =3 Q. @
r 2 Q — 5. s LM [ N3
s 4 M o U o oY U oY~
' - - f 0 z - &= - = A
" Qualities 6f leadership i . . : :
- displayed by - the teacher . 215 35 2 - 252 .147 1.16- 99.2
'I‘he:.‘ loyai‘lt;y and'&p‘end—‘ o ; : T . . :
ability of-the teacher - 214 35 1 i . 251 .167" 1.16 0 99.2
The degreé of co- Operaﬁion ° h
of the teacher with other . ST c L R . .
staff members 210 40 2 - 252 .161 . 1.18 . 99:2
.ancérn:withfthe all—rbﬁnd_;‘ . T L
development of the-pupils 205 41 5 1 252 .233 1.21 97.6
Académic quélificatidns and A S . - .
knowledge “of -the curriculum 189+ 58 4 - 251  _.227 1.26 98.4 -
The peréorialiﬁy o'f- the' teacher 16]5** 80 g 2 252 .3637.1:%2 95.6
-Teacher pupll relatlonshlps . .160 _78- 12 1. 251 .364 1.42 . 94.3
The energy, force -and B .
7. - 301 1.42 97.2

s
1% S
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,‘ © TABLE V. (CONTINUED] 3
. _ -Frequency : uSﬂS
Tz " . L. - . __Res onse ] . [~
- Rank . .. Criterion . ' 8y
Cemtenon | pemer g wipd
0 = . = \ VoA !
> . - -0 M — . OO
. @ o o . 0] © o e o] . O~
5 3 = Q — > o R .. M0 Q3
o H ¢ ... 9 0 ' ) 0O U~
< O 4] z £ > = Qo -
9 .Class control 159- -~ 78 12 2 251 .390 1.43 94.4
10 Conce®h with-character . R o R
" development of the pupils " 146 92 - 12. - 250 .346 1.46 95.2 "
11 Provision made for: -
‘individual dlfferences and o o : 7 _ h -
~gr0up needs . | ‘146.% © -90° 14 2 252 ,410.° 1.49 93.7
.. 12 The degree of self-
© * evaluation of processes } R ) A ©o o
N employed , N . 117 406 28 - 251  .454 1.65 88.8
13 The level of 1ntelllgence . < St e .
) "of the’ teacher 108" 113 22 . °5° 248 .513 1.69 ~..89.1
14 The pro‘fesSmnal activ- : X . :
T ities of the teacher 110 111 26 5 252 .535 1.71 87.7
iS‘ The teacher -3 standlng R S o . - : )
w1th the puplls 109 105 - 327 5 251 .572 .1.73 85.3
16 Lesson preparatlon and- . S ) - ; 7
planning . . "~ 104 T 113 27 AR 251 .573 - 1.757- 86.5
_ . . o .

Frequently

69 .



and self-reliance

TABLE-V (CONTINUED) .
] ’ ) " Frequency - %Tﬂfﬁ“:
" Rank Criterion . " B Refponse QU ‘Q 5:»8
) . - .3 3\\4 0’ £ o
TR . E S G g
i X . R v ct U RAF
. = R ~ > Mo T - Hu oz
b . Mo U . o . o - QU v QoA
— s B W = > = JoR s
“17 'The attitudes of the -
puplls to. the school- and . T :
to authorlgy . 99 99 43 .10 1.86 78.9
- "\;\.“ ) " :
.18 The tralnlng of puplls 1n‘ - :
! civic competence ‘and o _: L
‘responsibility . . 72-7 134 .40 -6, =192
" 19 - Thedevelopment of &he .
" - - processes of -Individual e : o
‘ehquiry in the pupils 66 135 ° 47 2 1.94
'-VZO The teacher s part1c1patlon
E and standing in tlie K '
communlty ' .74 112 52 .12 2.01
il Superv1slon ‘and checklng ST , :
_of wrltten work 62 127 50 13 2.06
22 The tralnlng of pupils 1n = -
T self expre551on 53 134 _ 5B 6 2.07
23 Dress and appearance of . % . -
: the teacher™ B .73 - 104 58 17, 2.08
24 .Pupil's attitude of -
courtesy, industry ~ o e - .
52 133 56 8 2.08"

FreQuently;

0¢
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" TABLE V,

(CONTINUED)

. Criterion

T

- -

Frequency

Always

Response .-

2

‘

Fieq.

Seiéo@ ﬂ

L]

‘Total

yariari¢te

" Mean

Per-cent of

ondents|

Resp
RepE

ying tof .

Always or

26

27

28

g
"+ _without supervision

307

The . methods of lesson
presentatlon used

_Pupll part1c1patlon in
lessons ' .

Ihe pupll's appreciaéioh
of moral and ethical

_f‘N\éstandards

The .use of teachlng alds"

The ‘pupils: work well

N

Examination results

o
o

‘,ﬁSD‘

.55

48

133

18.

121
131

115

Ci2s

80

wn
\O

—68

70_

77

114 .

19.

17

30 &

250 .
252

248 .
252

252

251

.575

716

.613

;670

643,

628

2.09

2.12

2.24

12.3)

~ -
N

'

71,

8

690

64 .

62

. 39.

;7

o

Frequently
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for

¢

of the teachers felt /that these criteria should always;

s

or 'frequently' be ed in. the,evaluatlon of teachers

, . . -

romotion to administrative positions. . A potential

admipistrator, in the respondents"opinion,“seems tp be

one “who diSp‘lays'quaJlities of'le'a'dership, is loyal and

,dependable, cooperates w1th othcr ‘'staff members. and 1s

K

'Qenulnely conctrned w1th the all- round developmont of

hlldren. He or she’ is also a person with a ploas1ng
personallty who is capable of worklng effectlvely w1th

chlldren, wilile at-.the same tlme a good dlsc1plrnar1an.

»

}
On the other hand. taklng a 1arger varlance as

an- 1nd1cator of. dlsagreement the crlterla which reflected

’

Jthe most . dlsagregment among teachers lncluded dress and

‘.. attitude of t

7teacherﬂs_part'

'promotxonlto an admlnlstratlve 9051t10n. J

s
appearance of the teacher, the use of teachlng ‘aids;

ipation and Standlng,in the dommunity.
HoWever, more,t h.eo perrcent gf,the.sample feltuthati t
even these crrter'a ;hould almaysljor ltrequently' he“
used as evaluatlonﬂltems when con51der1ng teachers fon. -

© 2..,4"

L [
v L. )

-“‘In summary, over 70'per'cent of the teachers felt.
that twenty slx of the crlterla llsted 1n the lnstrument

. }] to
should always or 'frequently be used to evaluate '-"'

teachers for promotlon to an admlnlstratlve p051tlon.

0

Eﬁxamlnatlon results of puplls were

. ‘ . IL.
v [

L

> pupil to school and to.authority; and the

‘onsidered to ‘be the.:



IeaSt,helpful; since bn;y_39'per1centiﬁe}t tHis.criteridh

should 'always' orf;fféquehtly{ be uﬁéd in-evaluétion”fqr

v

promotion to-an,administrative position.-

\
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CHAPTER V

A COMPARISON OF THE EMPHASIS PLACED ON

Fagel
e . ~TBACHER, EVALUATION CRITERIA BY
S Pt L '

.+ . NEWFOUNPLAND. SCHOOL TEACHERS

-~

-

The . ahaly51s dlscussed ln this chaptér has a ﬁhpeer'}

»

fold purpose- (l) to determlne if- the sample ofnteacﬂeré‘

felt that- the same crlterla should be uscd'to ebaluaﬁe
teacher competence an& admlnlstratlve poteﬁtial,'énd (2)
: . A - ;. . .

'if.so, wiﬁh tﬁe same -or different degrees of"émphasis;—and

- ,

(3) to dctermlne 1f the“crlterla con51dered 51gn1f1cant by .

the rcspondonts in each evaluatlve 51tuat10n tcnded to -
ﬁ!* [ v

'cluster 1nto Mltzel s categorles of presage,” process ‘or. ..

~pr9duct.

gmphasis'Placed'onélndividdal Criteria’:

in Both.Evaiuativé'Sipudtions'

¢ ‘ )
. . ‘ . . * L
In order to analyse the relatlve emphasls placod

ﬁon the same criterion in each evaluatlve sxtuatlon, the-
. . i g N
rans of tho mean scores for each crlﬁérlon An both evalu—

,t

\d-.
hatlve 51tuatlons were comparcd Table \'21 (page 75) llsts

the thlrty crlterla and the. rank of the;r mean scores for

.

s each.of_the,twggevaluatlve 51tuat10ns: (1):evaluatlon for.

ll.‘.~>

<

.. . .-‘ . . . I Q ‘ - h' - v . . -
.teacher competenge, and( (2) evaluation for promotion to

¢

-
.
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' tan admlnls@ratlve pOSltlon. o - o,
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A Spearman Rank correlatxon coeff1c1ent was com—\

>

puted us1ng the rahks listed’ in columns bﬁé‘aﬁd three of

Table VI, and the computatldn revealedna falrly strong .

'frelatlonshlp of + .69. Thls 1nd1cates that in’ qeneral

the teachers in thla sample placed the crlterla in the

]
Y
T

'same relatlve order-for each evaluatlve 51tuat10n. Thoso

. J g -

crlterla whhch (\re deemed 1mportant for evaluatlng°

.,
-~ .

.'teachers' competence were also thought to be useful if one:

;‘& /. !.\

\_ were 901nqqto ‘evaluate a teacher for p0551b1e promotlon to

y . i N & u o ‘ } . R L . , X -;.-'
S an admlnls rative p051t10n. il R . a Co

. f \ '44' N L N . . A

\

~_-' 4 Pearson correlatlon/coeff1c1ents were computed for
' geach 1tem to ascertaln whether the same or a dlfferent
‘ e /"\, . ~
group of respondents was | ratlng an item ﬁhlgh“ (should

s

-~ “ ‘

always or frequehtly be used) in both evaluatlve 31tu-ﬂf o

g ?
atlons. A st;qgg p051t1ve correlat10n~would 1nd1cate that
/ . .

. j .
the  same teachers were. ratlng the item, hlgh 1n both sltu-

l ot

atlons, wh11e a zero or negatlve correlatlon would 1nd1cate

"o i

that teachers Were ratrng the 1tem high in -one 31tuat10n

+ - [

E ] - ‘f ~ vl‘
e and low in the other evalua 1ve 51tuat;oh Only th%ee
/£ + 60 ox greater, whll the

N drlterla hadfcoefflclents

o
Loyest correlatibn\was + 18\*\$he majorlty of the i ems

' ’o-..,,\. ~atal e
.|

'I

1ndlc tlng general(agreement amoéng teachersfthat if'an

.'; . rtem a’s thouqht to be, useful 1n one evaluatlve 51tuat10n,

-

e,
o 1t wgs. also/hseful in the second s¢tuatxom.

‘79,

"showed correlatlons betWeen +" .35 and + .95, once aga;ni{.

.\.
' Y(
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-However, there were some important distinctions

Cms L, ' . ' . b .
and differences which manlfested,themselves.‘ First, where

~ i

. the difference“in 'rank order Qas-small (between 0 and Zif

o / .
the items concerned were con51dered relatlvely unlmportant

1 o

by the teachers. Only two of these eleven comparlsons
involved items ranked in the flrst ten. Therefore, the
v ;

teachers seeméd to agree most on. what they oon51dered
‘ /

relatively unimportant criteria. S?cond for each evalu—f o

ative situation, one half of the flrst‘ten ranked crlterla_}

1

1.
had’ rank order dlfferences greater than or equal to sxx.

For.example,_"Qualltles 6f leadership dlsplayed by ‘the

teacher" was ranked first in the promotion to an adminis-

s

trative'ﬁosition situation, but only teénth in the teacher

eValuation situation. "The degree of codperation with

other staff pembers".was ranked'third in the prdmotion

.31tuatlon but elevenfh in the: teacher evaluation 51tu—

atlon. "The personallty of the teacher"?ﬁ%% ranked 51xth

among the criteria for the promotlon to an admlnlstratlve

posxble\\61tuatlon, Qut a mere seventeenth in. ‘the teacher
evaluation 51tuat10n.~ '., - _ L .
Therefore; relatively epeak;ng,uleadership qual-
"’ities, cccperation Qith other'staff-members, and the
personalfty of the teacher are not deemed by teachere to
:be as rhportant.as characterieticé of good and sucéessfgl

teachers, as they are as characteristics of'potent;al

S .



C oL , L .
administrators. ' On the other hand,/teachers $eem to feel

Ny ) .

'thaththe'gotential admlniétraﬁor”need'not display as much?

. 5
- -

concern for class control, provision for individual .dif- .

ferences, concern for pupil character development, or

lesson‘hlanninqa . If we look’enly-at the relative-difé'

. ferences within, the top ten ranked 1tems in each evaluatﬁve

situation, these‘dlfferences suggest that teachers 4n

'Newfoundland feel that successful admlnlstratlén and -

‘instead of relative ranks of the mean Lcores, we see that

'differenceelin emphasis seem to be more relative than

‘absolute. ' The general mean for the raﬁ scores in the B o

sllghtly lower than the “Teacher evaluatlon" sltuatxon BRI

3

I

teaching comprlse in part' -two separate task areas and y

.

skills.. , B .
\/..r-"‘\ - ©
' Nevertheless, when we look. at absolute mean scores '

., -1

even for those criteria where-the'aifference in relative U '

- rank -is large, the raw ‘mean sco;es are qulte sxmilar.'-rér

Py

example, although the dlfference in relative ranks for ’ }J_-
"Concern wlth'pupll~character development"‘was sxx, the 'J

two raw mean rscores for this crlterlon were l 41 and 1. 46-—‘ b .

almost the same. Because there was qeneral agreement by

the eample that all crlter;a-llsted in the instrument were

-

genetally.applicable in both evaluatlve‘situations/ the

I - . . ' C e s . . I b
"Promotion.B to an admlnistratlve p051t10n" situation are v

1

(l 76 and 1.87 respectlvely), but both cluster between the" . N

always' and 'frequently Categorles.
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The 51ngle most 1mportant crlterlon (1 e. of those

whlch were ranked high) whlch seems to dlsplay the- greatest

dlfference 1n enpha51s is "Qualltles of leadershlp diss—
played by’ the teacher.““ ThE difference in ranks was nlne.-

the-dlfferencefln'raw nean scores was .53, one~of the
largest in the)stuey} and for this iten the correlation :'
Between teachersf responses fcr the twc.evaluatiye.situ;
ations was oqu + ;18--tge lowest of any‘item. These

' facts suggest that teachers belleve that "leadership

qualltles are necessary for an admlnlstrator, but are not

'@as necessary forra teacher.hFurthermore, although th:.s,

crrterlon displayed raw mean scores of 1.69. and 1.16{ both
. 1 i '

/ . . s

. of which: are Highland can be interpreted as an'indication

of general support for the use of_this.criterion, the low .

correlation coefficient means that for each evaluative

- I,

51tuat10n 1t is a dlfferent group of teachers who ranked

"

the crlterlon as Slgnlflcant. JThat is, there seems to be

a group of teachers who consider "leadershlp qualltiesﬂyf.

as an 1mportant 1nd1cator of successful teachlng, and a

dlfferent group of _teachers who consider it just as -

re

important in the identiflcation of potentlal adm1n15~

trators. Whether or not they are both hef;n;nq “leader-

ship qualltles" 1n the same way is a matter of conjecture._

-
v ! " : - . " . N .
- . " . - . [ . 4
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: criteria.ahd four of the product criteria had a mean score

-

+ . An Analysis of the Data According . '~

To Mitzel's Categories of Presage, = e

Process, and Product

] ’ . »

.

)

To establish a picture of the teacher's emphesis on

'each of Mltzel's three categorles of presage,_process, and

o

,p:oduct, the means ~and vanances for all 1tems in each |

‘category whkre grouped and arranged'ln orde? of magnltude
of the mean, for ‘each evaluative situation. The Statii ics
are presented in. Tables ﬁII to IX.. The'meéns and-§aria ces .

N

by categories are summarized in Table X.

Teacher Evgluation .
¢ — , , )
Six of the presage criteria, nine of the process -

2>

-

-

. . e : ) Ci:r—
of'less thaﬁ'2 00. Howeber/ as, Tables VII to IX show - ~

there is- a wide degree of 1at1tude between the extreme -

1tems w1th1n each categé@y, suggestlng that perhaps

Mltzel's systeﬂ?of categorlzatlon is questlonable. Forxr-

¢

'example, Whlle in general, the°‘product' crlterla were

‘.ranked less 1mportant, the most 1mportant crlterlon of

all thirty (lfe. that one ranked first) was .also a pro-

duct criterion: “ConCern w1th the all-~ round development

.of pupils.” Similarly;'that item ranked flrst among the

'presage' cr1ter1a (the loyalty and dependablllty of the

teacher) had a mean score of l &5 whlch resulted in it

A 4
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DISTRIBUTION OF "PRODUCT"
' OF TEACHER COMPETENCE BY‘VARIANCE AND MEAN

va RIABLES FOR EVALUATION

~ . "~ Rank .- Criteria . "Variance' Mean
o l.; Concern.with:toé all-round deyelopmentiof.pupi;s ;227: ih26': i
2 Conccfc with_chérccter'deQeIOpmenc.of the:pﬁpils .338"" 1:41 )
3 'I;he izroi.ning ';of the pupils in civic competence 504 ) 1.94
4 ) The learnlng of the puplls in self expre551on -;457_ 1.98 .
: 5' The development_of the process of lndlvidual enqulry e
R in the\puplls S e | .453" 2.00 ;
1>6, Puplls .attitude of courtesy, 1ndusfry[and ' - . : - .
. self-rellance : _ o ‘ .593 2.05 :
' | 7’ 'The attltude of the puplls to the school ana\to authorlty;:_,jjlr 2;09‘
8 v-The puplls appreCLatlon of moral and ethlcal standards -;279 2:55 “
_ c9 ' - The puplls work well w1thout superv151on ‘ ;Q?g' 2439
i‘ " 10 Exgmlnatlop.results : - ‘f ) . {Ssi‘ 2.60 -
Grogp‘mean and variance ‘ .521 200

\

172 I

.\J
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I TABLE VIII ;

- DISTRIBUTION OF "PRocgss'.’" VARIABLES FOR E.’VALUATIO‘N
‘ OF TEACHER COMPETENCE BY. VARIANCE»AND MEAN
. Rank . _ . ‘,—Criteria‘ -Variéﬁcei Mean

.. l

2

3
4
5

6
7
‘“5'.Ld g
9

10

Prov151on made for 1nd1v1dual dlfferences and

Class qont;ol oo -
. Teadher~pupilTreiatiohshipeﬁ
;iessqh preparation and plannihg

_The energy,

. Supervision and chetkingiof'ﬁritten work .. . .
. R . . ST -y ) - ) T .

The use'of teaching-aiﬂgﬂ

group needs . , : - IR

» B ~ .

force, and- enthusiasm displayed in the
: teachlng : e ) T - Lo
t

The’ degree of self—evaluation of processes employed

The methods Of lesson presentatlon used u'*,-‘
RO

Pupxlﬂpa;tlcxpatlon in lessppa

~ — et

.273

.300 -

362

1361

. .353.

.400 .

499 .

483k

.473°

569

L.o1.34

'1.75
res
o187

2. 03,'"

' ' Group mean and variance - "¢ . - ' L L

',.407

Tomeay -

58

o
-
v
-
[
-




_TABLE IX - . S / R
DI_STR:&BU'-I‘I(’)N. OF "PRESAGE" ,VARIAéLﬁs FOR EVALUATION .~
OF TﬁACHER:COMPETENCE BY VARIANCE AND MEAN i
Rank - - ’ Criteria N "Yarieﬂce:_ Mean
i‘ The loyaﬁty ahd.depeﬁdabili&y of‘the*teaeher ' ‘ <353 1.45
T2 'Academlc quallflcatlons and knowledqe of the currlculum | <339' o 1.55
Lo - s
3 Qualltles of leadership dlsplayed by ‘the teacher’~ ©.484 - 1.69
- 4 The' deg se of cooperatlon of the teacher w1th -_  E :
o ’other staff members S .508 1.70
The teacher s standlng with puplls .520 \1{82
6 The personality of the teacher CC ".532 | 1.92
' 5 Dress a%d_apﬁeafénce_of‘fhe teechen- 866 "~ .7 2.17
'8 The level of intelligence of the. t;eacherl ’ _-.;_890 27
, .9 The profeseibnal aetiviéies‘gg the“teACher 5657 2,29l
: '10-.,-' The: teacher s part1c1pat10n and standlng . . . |
: in the communlty i }699:- 2.85
QGroup'@ean'and've;iedéé\ _ , '; | . o t1573 1.97
. » ' < ’ ‘

(e
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‘: . # L . Co T ° . ; . " . - . - '.

DISTRIBUTION OF CRITERIA FOR  °

- s EVALUATION OF TEACHER COMPETENCE- : .~ .
'{ e ’ ’ ' - '.- T ' .' ) . - ¥ o )
) ' ‘ ° S L . T

. 'Response

ot

R 3 g o Yamance o, fean
. Presage: '830  1058.. - 486 - 134 L ..5738. - .1.97 .
" Process 1i69 1101 231 20 - .4073 . 1.64
" -prodict . 745 . -1128, © 540 97 + -7 *..5209°  _° 2.00  °
< O ' ' > ..
3 - e °
N . ’ Cx =
>" ° ’ st N “,:'_ ~

[




~the/group &f '

.mean and the smallest variance masks some important d\';;— .

true, 'For'_example, the product' criterion "Concern wif;h (0

|

{ - S [ ’ R * ..‘;f‘,,
i - .
1

belng ran}ced hJ.gher than twenty—fl\ve of the otaxer crlterla--'

: .-' ’:

even though as a group the presage crltenla ere among

. " "( D 4o .
- T C s

the lowest ranked B R S f" - .

Therefore, although Table X :md:Lcates t‘]at

' 1
[ PR |

Newfoundland teachers generally feel .that more empha51s
a s
should prbbany' e placed on the c?rlterla Mltzel calls

process va\rl bles when they are beq.ng evaluated for .

d

there. are..non—process crlterla whlch,

't_e'achi,'n'g competence

'when .t’a“ken a‘lone, may be more ;.mportant,. The.fact ,that "

proces

' criteria_had the lowest aveerage’

¢

ferences. _ o : ' A
e L : o\

'

~

Promotlon to an Adm:.n:.stratlve P051t10n

' The n(eans ard . variances of the thlrty crlterla

R

~which‘resul,ted from the’ _r,eSPOndents - assessment of,what

7

p'romotion to an admiinis'tra‘tive position’ are grouped in

Tables XI to XIII accordlng to Mltzel s categorles of

presage, process and product " Once again, the range of

A

the mean scores’ wJJ.thJ.n the categorles is greater than the -
f

di-'_c‘ferences between the'categori'es.. Although, Ain general
' bresage critena werg con51dered by teachers to be more,
useful or val.xd‘ when evaluatmg a teacher for promotion :

.,

to an adminlstrative pos;.tion, thls was . not universally

¢ . .M 5 © l".

y

o

',shou'ld ‘be their'.impo,rta‘nce when eva.].uati,ng a tea‘(:her‘ for nb Y
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s AN ADMINISTRATIVE POSITION BY VARIANCE AND MEAN

e

Va:iaﬁce Mean

1 ' Concern with the Q}l -round &evelopment ogg\he child 233, 1.21
2'v Concern w1th characte: developggnt of the puplls .ﬁhé\ - 146
3 The attltude of ‘the puplls to the school and authorlty .707 - .. 1.86
'4_ ~ The tram:.ng of the pupils in civic competence L -
and responsibility - - N - o - .+ .536 1.92

C N ”‘m A
" 5 - The development of the process.of 1nd1v1dua1 T Dot~ o
- .enquiry in the students e .482 1.94"
-6 The training of the pupllg in’ self-expressiom, .535 207
7 . Pupils' attitude of courtesy, industry and self-reliance _ .558. 2.08
8 . Theqpupil ' eppreciatioﬁ'ef moral and ethieal standéfds '.62ﬁ 2:13
. .
9 ' The pyfils- work well w1thoﬁf superv151on e L613 2.31
. / .- k. . .'. .

10 Exaﬁanatlon results . Y -670 2.69
. Group mean and variance - ..~ - . . .531, fUol.97
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. . T TABLE XII " : T
o L T . T ’ o ' - ; ’ »;\\‘ e
=4 ! T DISTRIBUTION OF "PROCESS" VARIABLES FOR. PROMOTION TO ST
o ’ - ... AN ADMINIS’I‘RATIVE POSIT_IQN BY’ VARIANC_E AND MEAN - ) R
Rank . Criteria Verience. . Mean
B . : . ¥ —— . : . o .
1 Teacher -pupil relatlonshlps. =’ ~364 1.42 -
- : : . . .G
2 " The. energy, force and enthusnasm dlsplayea ‘in the teachlng =.301, lf42
3 Class control | L ) LT cen .3%0 _
4 .410

Prov151on made for 1nd1vidual dlfferences

e S~

5 The degree of self evaluatlon of processes employed .454 .
.8 Lesson pregeratlon and planning \~~ .3' " L .573 1:75
7.~ Supervxslon and checklng of wrltteh'work . - .650 2.06
‘s X . -
.8 The methods of lesson presentatlon used 1643 2:09
9 Pup11 part1c1pat10n 1nllessons . ) ot .575 . 2.12 .
10 The use of teachlng aids.’ o - c;e;mﬁ .716 2.24
Vs .\"___,.,r e ! )
Group mean and variancde = . .-, .508 1;7?/»’
Sl - T )

r .

06. -




“j,ﬂ - ! TABLE XTiI .
. DISTHIBUTION OF "PRESAGE" VARIABLES FMTION 0 - L
TN, AN ADMINISTRATIVE POSITION BY - VARIANCE AND- MEAN o ~
- o
" Rank o . ‘ "Cri.-terie I . ; . .Vaf.iance ' Meeﬁ_ L
1 Qualltles of - leadershlp dlsplayed by the teacher SRS -147 . g 1.16
2 _The 1oyalty and dependablllty of the teacher ‘ -‘ L .167 - _l.]<6_
. 3 oo ) o
-3 The degree of alcooperat;Lon of the teacher w1th o - LT S
' + gtheér staff members . _ C ‘- -l61 .- - . I.18
4 Academlc quallflcatlons and knowledge of the currlculum v 0227 . 1.26
5 The personality of the teacher' - ‘ . o ' 363\_\_,_(”/ .1.41
6" Thé. level oi intel_ligence_ of the t_ieécher : T ) - .513 ‘ 1:69°
7 - The'prbfeséional activities .0f the .teacher o7 Ty .535 4 - _'-'l,.7l_ A
8 The teacher's standing with the pupils = 0 T.s72. . . 1.73
" 9 The teather's part1c1patlon and standlng o 4 ; D
| -in the cofimunity ‘ R BN ©.699 - -2.01
10 ° DreSs and app_earanCe of the teacher o o R ,787 : - ..2,08
- ) . ., : o : ) "' N . - .o ¢ - 6 L ’
Group mean and variance ’ _ o . IS .o .4y - 1054

I6
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‘the all- round development of the Chlld" has‘"a mean score

,of 1. 2l in ‘this context--maklng J.t 'more 51gn1flcant than A
. i . v .. ! ' B
‘sevéen of the 'presage’ crlterla.‘ i L I
N SR 'Déble XIV summarizes the a\verage neans- and varlances

for Mitzel- s cateqorles for thls---evaluatlve 51tua‘t10n,,but: .'
_. as po&nted out in the p;evxous paragraph the stress Wh}ch ',

o~ appears to be placed on- 'presage’ crlterla is not as strong
| as' thls table l'ndlcates. o o t. ', e

In order to present the empha31s that Newfoundland

’

W school teachers gave to Mltzel's three categorles of’; pre-
. }

Th sage, prbcess and product 1n a more graphlc manner, Tables ‘
. ﬁ .

)
XV and XVI' were constructed. - The broken lme vseparates'

»

" o -
the flffe\en hlghest ranklng crlterla from the rest..,. ¢ . o
Toge thei with the data presented in Tables x and. XIYy it 0,

.‘can be seen that on the whole, teachers thmk there should

r
»

'_be more emphasls placed on process varlableg when evalu— S . s

atlng for teacher competence, and more should be placed on

pr,esage _.varlables when evaluatmg .for promotion. to an '

" . administrative p"osition.,

.

However, the fact must be empha51zed that whlle the,

-data appear to 1nd1cate ‘that . teachers feel most emphas:.s ,

should be placed on process crlte_rla f.or evaluatlon of

.teacher competence, the crit‘eria" ranked one "and 'four are

product crlteria, wh:.le those nan'ked flve and elght are. o

’ _:presage cr:rterla. -.Thereﬁore, wit_h suc_h hlgh‘ ranking _— e

N ‘ . ) .0 - . CE




XN .' .l' <
@ B
M .
-
- .
. ’i
1
- .
.
- - -

1

‘. 'TABLE XIV

-~ DISTRIBUTION OF CRITERIA FOR

~". PROMOTION -TO AN -ADMINISTRATIVE POSITION

i

e

. "
e R—
- ———
' ’ M ce

A

;. -Elass of Criteria -

e T Response o

Variance

‘--v i 2
- .. =
";-_ .

Ig

“. ¥ Process

TR DT
vl " ..:‘."-"_'_, Pr%sage’ -

“Product ~ - -

.,, . -4171

1:54
1777

1.97

AR
. ~ 1 "
Q . ‘
. ’
—
- - e - ~
. B
- 2 - s 3
o
! -
L% -
(. ~
- | N .
3
°
7N
. o R
N ) < 1 ) .
- . ~ ~
‘ s : -0 W
> -~
p - , <
- . .
PAF A - - . . .
S v . :
- A -
. .‘.’.. * 2 .
LA - -
2. P2 N <
s N o
. .

T s



'

TABLE XV

RANK ORDER OF CRITERIA OF EVALUATION PERCEIVED FOR TEACHER
COMPETENCE ACCORDING TO MITZEL S CATEGORIES )

' . Category

°

Rank as per Table~vu

. PRESAGE

* PROCESS
'y

- PRODUCT

'3
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 TABLE XVI

RANK ORDER OF CRITERIA OF EVALUATION .PERCEIVED FOR PROMOTION TO AN
ADMINISTRATIVE POSITION GROUPED ACGORDING TO MITZEL'S
. o CATEGORLES. .

[ °
-

LS

1"Cafeg'9;"y oY ‘ -Rank as‘\pef Table.,_.V‘ C . _," . _'

---_--"f;-‘--------—----_f--:..--—_-—-;_ ---- """-"--"'-__--"__J‘ .
Jll 2: 3r 51 6, 13: 141 151= : - 20,-
M R ) ¢ [ . .
_ L% © - e H
. 3 . . ] " ) : oo . )
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ment that can be made is that taking the first half (top

-ranked)fof the criteria, eight of these were identified

. . R

product and presage criteria,'perhaps the strongest state-. -

o
D ‘ ’ e
3

’

"process" &ariables.

In the evaluatlon of teachers for admlnlstratlve 3
positions, the" emphasrs is a bit stronger (Table XVI)- ‘ : ’
Elght of the flfteen crlterla 1nclud1ng the three hlghest

ranks. are presage‘ varlables. Howevdr, even here “process“_

o _ , : P,

and "product" criteria constitute ‘almost half of the/ = . ‘

fifteen highcst,ranked criteria. - I " _ : K g
r . ’ & . . ) .

In summation,"evidence seems to indicatefthat in’

general Newfoundland school teachers thlnk process L ‘ b

’

crlterla should be most 1mportant in the evaluation of . - C 3

teachers for competenceu,and presage criteria shduld be

‘most 1mportant 1n -the selectlon of personnel for admlnxs-'

trative: positxons.. From Tables xV to XVI it can be seen . .

that teachers £eel that less emphasxs should be placed on'fl ;_.fﬁg

product crlterra for both evaluatlve sltuatlons.
-~ A » ' . ”‘7..' '
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E . S o RELATIbNSHIP BETWEEN RATINGS OF EVALUATIVE L

' CRITERIA AND SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS
o . | OF RESPONDENTs {\ED' THEIR SCHOOLS ‘

.~ Thi§ chapter is concernéd with hypothesis two,

h"%?',: ¢ which stated that there were no significant differences ,
N . . : _ , . ‘ .
Cy ‘ between the evaluative criteria thought by teachers. to be

important( and selected persopal'and_échoolfrelatéa char~+ ."

.o

-acterlstlcs. First, howeVerffit was'neceEsary to determine
if the sample was' representative of the populatxon from
which it was drqwn. Table XVII 1nd1cates that at least

On the basls of. years of tralning, it is representatlve.

SHRRNT ~ The chi square goodness of fit test indlcates that the co- .. ’ f
?q" ; i':',eff1c1ent of 5 43 18 not significant at. the..Ol level o 'ﬂ
o - Personal and P:Qfessxonal Character;stlcs

g? . ;n*fﬁg? ?of Teachers '._,, aE 1:ff_.',.: R

.—"-l

~'The'di$triqUtiOn %f teachers'by age and seﬁ'm“""'

! ‘s,', l.‘.‘_l.‘(

x"“ .;‘ -'.7'5{

;;.'sha

,.( .

& ‘1n Se,,

o

t of‘theﬁzsa‘teachens inyolved
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.-+ - TABLE XVII

Faro-

- T COMPARISON OF. THE SAMPLE WITH THE ‘NEWFOUNDLAND TEACHER POPULATION
.- . . | BY YEARS - OF -TRAINING

B ]

—_—

R ' - T “Total _ : N
Years of " - . i Population R Sample
Training © .. - of Newfoundland _ : : Population
A . meachers{a) ' ' P
EECATE . No. -~ "% - ‘Expected No. Sy e

_ 647 9.1 :.-3 23 . . 18 7.1
- L 1 1.2 Ay . 4 3@ o 1s.0
939 13.2 033 34 . 13.4

L1650  23.2 59 66 26.1

BT

1475 20.6 52 55 . .21.7

862 x2.4 31 - - .31 - 12.3 _
o291 4 1 .1 4.4 S
T s 113 e

N & L : 253 . .0 7253 Cox% = 5.3

o

Source H. Cuff and J. Acreman, "A. Teacher Shortage Imminert,"
" N, T A.. Bulletin, 17(6), February 1974 - P- 16.

' *
- N

s 1. -

- e

o ¢

A . e »
Lo - ’
: - I
B -
LA

. >

WA B ~ ~ )

-k St . ; P - . '




“d

[ '
: . d s A
_ the female segment of the sample had moré oider and -
_youﬁgef teachers. ’
. _'.\. . ’. . .
- - TABLE XVIII , L
" DISTRIBUTION OF TEACHERS' BY AGE AND SEX -
Age . f'-: .. Male ' -:Feméie' : Total® -
( o . S . .
20-24 . T o83 14.6 72249
S25-28 ... .o - 12,3 - - 14.2, " 26.5
2934 ' . - a2 123 L 26,5
‘35'and}9ver”_:f‘ ' U 35 D i?.O‘ - 24.1
Total . . . . "41.8 . 58.1  100.0
o ‘ ' (N=106) .  (N=147) ° , (N=253)

- : «

S

Ag . Thé‘teachers were divided into'twd-age cate~
‘gories . for the purpose of’determlning 1ﬁ 81gnif1cant
dlfferences ex1$ted ln the selectlon of cr;terla for

evaluatlon of - teacher competence. or evaluatlon for

) - " -

promotlon to an admlnlstratlve pos;txon. those less than

or equal to- 35 Years pf~aer and those over 35. Slqnif~AQitfw

o

icant differencéé‘ﬁére fouqdlto exrst in restnBeatO:§é3em~..

1 c .
xL~ A

vy S,

crlter;a at the..01 ie'el'é' s;gnificaggg using\chi

T£ea§he;§ 5

:,-."

promotlon to admiﬂistragﬁig i
- tor . . ! /"""IJ
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are presented in Table XIX. Thus the nuil hjbothesis that

o 51gn1f1cant dlfferences existed was rejected in only

+ five of the sixty cases. . . e R 'f

The crxterla which had sxgniflcant differe?ces in

the responses_for teacher evaluatibn adcording to dif-

_fetent age droups'wére: the persgnality of the'teacher: .

the attitude of the puplls to the school and to author1ty.

the puplls attltude of courtesy, industry and self- . o .':{

v’ ’ ’

rellance, and dress and appearance of the teacher. The i . i

1 . ) Yt

o o _two cr1ter1a that showed sxgn1ficant differences relatlve R

Te

. ' - to age and promotlon to an adminlstratlve posxtion were~

L '_' the dress and appearance of the teacher, and, superVasaonJ.
oL . ) . ) - .. . L e
o . _ and checking of written work. ) '

PV : ° . . . N
i . . . . [ { T

‘J
&j-,"'~_ T For the crlterzon "the personallty of the teacher,

'teachers over 35 years of age felt that much more emph351s - ;!f::.ﬁ#

Z*Q#-:ehould be placed on this crxterion than d1d the teaChers E ~:}"g#1p.

35 years of age and under.‘ Only 23 8 per cent of the

younger téachere-felt that this criterion should 'always‘_'~ B

oy, Y

AN N

be used ln the evaluatxon o£ teachera for competence,

' -while 49.1 pex: cenﬁ of the dx_der teache,t:e félt that" it

.,

iiaxly oider teachers wexe

[)\4

Bim

‘ ~i:‘rt";ﬁ);P' J&;&%" 1’“5“3:

ia“gce-.- - ghou b

BT - L'w\..

3'1”‘tndeazof cottt

P

ik ':}"'“.k.,’{ ':.;.,.,:.éw,‘
“@iﬁ% g;_ ‘“a*%’*&%ﬁ%?@twy ;
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_“CRITERIA BY TEACHERS.LESS THAN OR.EQUAL TO-

. RN . o - v

| ‘SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN RESPONSES TO EVALUATIVE -

-’35 YEARS OF.AGE AND THOSE OVER 35 ° - °

: ' \1" ..:”:-; _._‘\:- - :.‘, sl o ~ J‘ f —,- _: ;" N
‘ : : L . o
+ ’ = " -
v - - " . )
- ~ \\
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- - * ~
: TABLE XIX - . N

AN
N
N
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3 o e e 23 S cmp——— , et
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. I ‘. . _ _ o .
'}ehohld ~always ‘be used only 19 5 per cent of the
¢ .
, younger. teachers édw this as being the'case.

. -

- _' " For the crlterlon "the dress and appearance of /.the
1" E:!ﬁ i i N
L h teacher" slgnlflcant dlfferences existed between the

respoﬁses ofwthe age groups for both evaluatlve srtuatlons.
For the evaluatzon of teacher c0mpetence 43,1 ‘per cent of T

e e the older teachers felt thls should 'always’ be used, -

s . PERNEES a N f

whereas only 22 1 per cent of the" younger teachers felt

. €hlsn£hou1d be the case. R o '-h".f C I

ol ) - . R Ty

Lo , 7§ . In the evaluation of teachers for promotlon to an

¢

admlnistratz.‘\i‘e positmn 47 4 per. cent of the older
;ff B teachexs percezved this,criterion as being 1mportant as - ool

CRER L compared w1th 23. 6 pet cent of the younger teachevs.'. o .'.,F';?

iy“ﬁ “ /;) PN The older and'younger teachers also aiffered s:,§L

nlficantly on the cr;taridn Isugervisron and checklng of

althoughﬂthis whaptrde bnly in the pro-f

wrltten WOrk.

-..‘\. L

~iﬂ{o feltwtﬁét"

J

!

/

2 ,.74"1":,.." '\‘@E{g ) T%‘f‘?;"-p : ¥
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evaluating teachers for competence, and two criteria when

L

consrderlng teachers for promotlon to an’ admlnlstratlve

|
pos;tlon. (Table XX) The six crlterla wlth s;gnlficant

~,

dlfferences relatlve to sex for the teacher evaluatlon

)

51tuetion were:'lesson preparattondgnd plannlng: the C

methods of lesson presentation used;. pupil participatién-

. in lessons; the use of.teaching aids:.COncern &ith;the all- Ty
. o ' round development of the Chlld, and, thé tralnlng Cf pupils AR

iteria SRR

- .. o™

~. in civic competence and respon51billty. The two c

v

percelved 51gn1f16ant1y dlfferent in evaiuatlng teachers e

for promotion were- the tralnlng of the puplls in c1vxc oo R

."}
v . [ st

competence and responsability and the tnaining of the

— M h .
- v -

pupxls ‘in selfwexpression.f o 'f ,j A f o

..,‘\-'." . . B L .g ',\ Y

Teachers differed most on, the crxterlon'"lesson -

‘preparation and’ planning. It'was observed that 99 3 per

cent of the female teachers, and only 87 7 per cent of the"

.-male teachers, felt that thls criterion should always .or

'frequently be used.m Considerlng the always .category

[

X by itself, 68.7 per cent ofﬁthe?

female teachers thqught f@h

1f;. Femeie:teaghexSQPLécedm

the male teaqh rs”

=
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Wl ' 0 TABLE XX

_ SIGN;FICANT DIFPERENCES IN RESPONSES TO EVALUATI\\(E
E ©° - CRITERIA BY TEACHERS ACCORDING TO SEX‘ ok P
) ) - (. 01 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE) -

l
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B placed on the "use of teachlng alds,' and "concern with the ,

B -

all round development of pupils" ‘as crlterla of evaluatlon

for competence than did the male teachers. ', AP

e " The criterion "the tra;ﬁlng of puplls in.-civic com-

< . . petence ‘and respon51blllty“ showed sxgnlflcant dlfferencesf) ' _ ' -
- ' ' s .

. ' : 1n.responses in both evaluatlve:sxtuatlons. Once &gain, in

both situations female teachers indicated a,much strbnger R
desire to nave«thfs'criterion'used !alWays' or ‘frequently't‘

I

"The tralnlng of pupzls in self-expre531on" was also . :'o

7

. con51dered more SLngflcant in. evaluatxon of*teachers for ., .

» (o o~ e~

, promotlon to an admlnistratlve positlon. It was observed

.; : that 65 7 per cent “of the female teachers, ) as domparea

A !

w1th 34 3 per cent of the male teachers; felt th;s crltef-' T

ion’ shodld always or 'frequently be utlllzed.~ W ":' o B T

T .'-_,' © "In summary,.where age and sex d;fferences were" .- C

> -~

L . manifested, it was female teachers and those over 35 years

of age who felt stronger empha51s should be placed On the .- S
IRV R Rt . '

t criterla mentioned 1n the precedlné paragraphs. Howevet;.‘j. o

yfz';“l - only twelve 0ut of a p0931b1e 120 comparisons showed SR H ‘ATQ

PN
sxgnlflcant dlfferences, and there was no.pattern other e AR

e, ] -r.“‘( N . .")»‘.‘.,P
S

3 : AR
than the,one Just mentloned whlch'was dischnible. S e

,,, of r .\ml .,\r.\','

~1ng to préfessional preparatlon.iﬂﬁpresegxeg 10 fab
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T e TABLEXXI LT
DISTRIBUTION OF TEACHERS BY YEARS OF UNIVERSITY * .. =~ =~ %
o v TRAINING AND TEACHER EXPERIENCE SRS s { - ';
' . ) ' .- : e ' '1 8
Years of : K 3 Yea;s‘gf'Uniﬁersity'Trainiﬁg L SR
: Teaching : - ~ e T T e
"+ . - Experience - 1 2 .3 4 5 .6 . 7 .8 Total- . ,
oo 1ew 1.7 8 22 26 3 1 - 68
- 5-9° o6 13 .11 -17 16 12 6 .- 81 o |
- . i0-14_ /s 12 8 .10 .5 -8 .3 - s .
S a L .o . - . e ' oy
. St 1s-19 2. < 3.7 6 -3 20 |- 1.1 ek
" . . . 20andover 3, 6 4 11 5 6 - - - 35 IR
‘ Total ' . .17 38 34 66 55 31 10 1 . "2527
) ) — \ i R qr . . ' w ’ [ - ) .
e " Apotal number| of ‘teachers not equal to 253 because.f-'
.+ _** " one female teacher fa:.led to give teaching experlence. ’
o {fl - The hlghest concentration of teachers by years of un;-‘
';: S L vers;ty tralnxng was located in the four and fxve year -
: " groups. These twd groups comprlsed 48 per .cent. of thew fw;‘“
.. < éample. Table XXII shows that. approximately 19 per cent o
3 of the teachera had fourteen yaats or less teacping K
o ,'. experlence, and Table xXxII 1nd1cates that therma1e~ﬁ

than femala

tegc}xerz,.
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AR DISTRIBUTION OF_TEACHERS BY YEARS OF TEACHING
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- e
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S DISTRIBUTION OF TEACHERS BY. SEX AND. YEARS OF
o - : e UNIVERSITY TRAINING

’

L Professional. Tl o .
+~¢°, . .- Preparation -~ . . ~ Male {(3) Femalé,(%) Total (%)

~ 0.4 "’ T 6.7 . ‘“711' :
L S2.0 0, 13.0° . 15.00
R Y- Th09 T e 13,400
'.Q\_,r’j R 9. 1 1.0 4 26,1
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whereas, over 80 per cent of the females fell into that,
catégory. ., - .. - o

‘; 'Teaching Experience

Because age .and experlence are both functlons of
-\ u

time, 1t could be hypothe512ed that the 51gn1f1cant dlf-"

R :ferences that ex1s€éd between xhe two age groups ‘would also"~

~'be. found when responses-were d1a551fied‘by experlence.
However, only two of the crlterla showed slgnlflcant dlf—
ferences in both evaluatlve Sltuatlons, and a thlrd

jSJgnlflcant difference was detedted only in the case of

o)

N

4 .
! ¢

'.experlence.
'The three'criteria that teachers with'lesq.than(ten
. years weaching experience felt differently about thap-those

"with more than ten years of experience in the evaluation

N [

'-ﬁof teachers for_éompetence were: the personality of the

teacher; thé'devglqpment of the processes of in&ividuel
) F oo X o, . . ' . 5 . K . ] . ‘.

’enquipy in the pupils; and, the dress and appearance of

»the-teaoher}, The - last cfiterion'has'élso-perceived dif-

41 ferently by the experienced and less . experlenced groups in-

" © the. evaluatlon of teachér for’ promdtlon to an admlnls-

\ l

., trative position.” ‘In all cases the more experlenced

'teaéhérs placed more:emph351s-on these criteria than-the ) f

[
/-

leée experfenoed teache:s;-(iable XX1vV).
' The one criteria which appeared.as significant’here

X ':.but,did not in the case of age was "the, development of .

o7 * o ~

L S
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TABLE XXIV

o SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN RESPONSES TO- EVALUATIVE CRITERTA L
A ' .BY RESPONDENTS:ACCORDING TO.THEIR LENGTH -DF 'TEACHING-
- ' EXPERIENCE ..

sl : . - —

DI T C;itéria e Teacher Competence ~ Administrative Promotion
Fe ' IR ‘chi - R Chi o .
S . - Square df s Square - df "« . -8

— ——

“d,'-i; The personallty of the | T - . o o T T
IR teacher R . -12.95%  3- .0048 | - . NS LT e =

=

~5fs,“ The»development of the - S

: 5.g\§;$‘} processes of 1nd1V1dua1‘ T . ;%-': o o Do :
g %-332;-~L;;7 9nqulry ‘ini-the pdplls L. T12019-7 37 ..0068 | NS . - 7= -

/

Dress and appearance oF . L e
the fea her

.

12,08 .3 .007L{ 11.78 3 0082 .

Eww o o s LT ey
<. NS = no s;gnlflgapt dlffgrence Co . '

" *g. = significance ° .
~ ) =4
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\&hese varlables'when P

the processes of.. 1nd1vidual enqulry ln the puplls.‘ While R

\-\.n- d'~"l

53 6 per cent of the less experienced teachers felt tha L L 3g

this crlterion should. ‘frequently be used[i72 5 per cent S  1§
‘of the more experlenbed teachers thought xt'shocld ' L L

: T e '..‘:ﬁg
'frequently be used Both\groups statgg stronqu that EPEEE T

this crlterlon should 'always be used._ Except for the

g oL T A

four cases already c1ted, the’ null hypothesxs was . upheld

for the rema;nlng flftyﬂsix_cases.;f‘ ‘fﬂ»" "'“f 'V,j'j , . f}

~ e
e =all

Professional Training ™ . -~ . - .., ‘. o o

+*

For the purpose of determlnlng if s;gnlfxcant dlf-

. . R

ferences existed between the well tralned and the othex L

3 Py
e w5 AT

0

teachers of the study, the teachers were dlvxded 1nto the
two groups of four years or 1ess ‘and- over faur years of
profess1onal tralnlng. (Table XXV) Only tWO signlflcan; ﬂ

a

0ﬁ1 square values were obtalned for the vanlable of pro*'

I

paﬁhg ; offteachera on«.-»

dlfferences were detectedﬂin‘theﬁrdp

A

onsid‘

".rk"




:SIGNI?ICANT DIFPBRENCES IN RESPONSES TO EVALUATIVE CRITERIA : oL s
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v L Admlnlstratlve Promotion
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'square test revealed that 98.7 per cent of the teachers

e
'

WLth four years or less unlver51ty tralnlng felt that 'this
_ AR \.. crlterlon should always' or ”frequently ‘be used, whereas'
: - 87 6 per cent" of the, teachers with more. than four: years ‘ B
unlver51ty tralnlng thought thlS should be the case.'
. "The criterlon "the-use.of teachlng.alds" also"fouhd ;\\;;_
more.support from the less qualified.teachers. 1w£e£egs,i | |
ithe less professionally trained.teachers iﬁdicated that
they felt that thls crlterlon should 'frequently be used
the more quallfled teachers felt that thls crlterlon
‘shou}d ‘seldom' be used when evaluatihg teachers for com-
.Petence. - S S _.i h~ . .

The researcher trled to ascertaln whether 31gn1f—'.

' o “'ioant dlfferences exlsted 1n the.respOnses of-teachers

I7 *‘

when con51dered by marltal status or ‘the number of semester.

educatlon courses succéssfully completed at’ some teacher '. Voo
tralnlng 1nst1tut10n. For the latter case, the responses
were separated 1nto tWQ groups: up to twelve courses, and

over twelve‘courses. However, no 51gn1f1cant dlfferences

c . at the .0l level were detected for the two varlables, and -

a L

- the null hypotheses in these cases were upheld., Slmltarly,.

marital status showed no sxgnlflcant dlfferences. s

W - et : R R N
L T L Y LN SR D S I S R S
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of. classrooms; the number of.teachers on staff, and the -

Ptype of School Board - .. ) .

School Variables

‘.“This stody3utilized'a ﬁumLer of echool varfébles“

for con51deratlon in the analysls of the data to determlneA

if 51gn1f1cant dlfferences existed in . the responses of

'reSpondents relative to therr school 51tuat10n. The school

“

variables used were:‘the type of school board the number

grade area in which the respondents were teaching.

1

Table XXVI shows the distribution of the teachers

,

1o\the sample by type of school board. The null hypothé51s

that no 51gn1f1cant dlfferences exlsted 1n ‘the responses
/‘

of teachers of the various systems was upheld in all cases.

.
. . -

TABLEXXVI ',

,;'

ﬁ DISTRIBUTION OF TEACHERS IN- SAMPLE BY SCHOOL . BOARD'

4
d

school  Board L g V;I' Number of Teachersl

I Lo

.Roman Catﬁolie o E i i !86_
. Integrated B _;q,:i fii?; L:‘:153' :
. Pehteeostai | K - I-l?_- L
Gther . - oo TEem g
ot T A . L

To\i\:al | i b. ’._.‘_ o " o ,‘ .' ‘.. ;253.’

.'v . - \fl, ..
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'The Number of Classrooms _: :}1 C '.w: . e

Table XXVII nges the number of classrooms 1n the

'1ng. The greatest concentratlonlof teachers was ‘in schools
5“5' - of nine’ to 31xteen classrooms. - In- order to 1nvestigate
i? ) ',whether 31gn1f1cant dlfferences exlstedvan\ghe responses
L . S of respondents of large and small schools, the school s;ze '
Ny , :

*v 15' : rooms andjeleven and over. B R S
e . "l.  TABLE XXVII o

. L QISTRIBUTION OF TEACHERS IN SAMPLE .
E s BY NUMBER OF CLASSROOMS . o

«

' ‘o K ; cnl \ .' . . . .
,f“- U thber of Cla§9f9°ms S ' fSchools of Given Size

1.- 8 . - oo 58 .

9.~'16 . . - A L. 103

, 17 - '25° ' _— 63
26 and over L AR s 29

S, S omotal - s 253

-~ . N . ‘ . \
—— o

T T
: ’ . Only one szgnlfxcant chi square value was observed

for the variable sch001 aize. The teachers in larger
e~.‘schools placed mOre emphasie on the crxterion “1eve1 of .

;;:~ S intelllgence of the teacher" for evaluatlon of teacher

w - .‘
' .
. .
y - c,
. . L
A\
i » 4
. .
/.
« R
,
- M , A
.o . | = o .
may e v v - s Xy
SNy LIS Tist'y LT e A R et e

schools -in whmch the respondents ‘of the sample ‘were teach-.

o ”-varlable .was drvlded 1nto two categorles- one to ten class-'

Number of Respondents In




: all other cases, the null hypothesis that no* Slgnif:.cant " R

‘divided .into. two groups -I- those teachmg from klndergarten '

] respondents responded to eaeh onterlon -was upheld.‘ -

s

competence than did the teachers of smaller schqols. In "J

., -7

dlfferences exlsted between the size of school and how the '. SRR

S

,‘

Grade Area "

B responses of respondents by grade ‘area, the teachers were

to grade six, and those teaching grades seven to eleven. N

In the analyses of the data for the. purpose of

determlning 1f significant differences exlsted :Ln the - '_ '.'_ ' ';;' ’

R - 4

o R
. 'SJ.gn:focant dlfferences .'x.n respOnses wero observed for the o
following criteria wi.th respect t.o the eValuation of ‘ C

'teachers for competence- class oon‘l:rol; supervis:.on and

,'-\u
,lJ\ v

checklng of written work ' the use of. ﬁeach:.ng aids, t':he S "‘&
) traming of pupils in c:.vic competence ,and zeaponsibility: Lo
.and,‘the degree of oooperation of tho teacher w:.th other ?.- ‘l
. staff members. : ) B R U . , T (:
| For the cr:.terion "class control" the teachers . ’f*

-teachlng in the lowex graaes felt. much gteater emphasss R
.should be placed on thia -critex'.l.cm than éid t.he teadiiers o

teaching in. the higher gradés‘ It was observed t-.hqt 71 2 a oo

thls critenon should always ',be used. wlu.la 59 3 per , 3

1cent of the teachers of gtades_.'seven ‘l'.Q ‘eleven agreed With

-

1"».

\‘f, .~,~,-‘ e

per cent of the teachers teaching 1h the x--s "nrea t.hought'-"

. .:,.\

.,\L'_. D
Y I e, R . E

thJ.S assessment.
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. TABLE XXVIII , ) - ;
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN\RESPONSES TO'EVAL&ATIVE
. .CRITERIA ACCORDING TO THE NUMBER OF CLASSROOMS ,
. °. IN SCHOOLS WHERE RESPONDENTS TAUGHT - - . :
. ) _  3 Teacher Competence ‘; Admlnlstrative Promotlon e

wV”f"‘- .7 semis " _ Cochi o T o
S . Square df ) Squarg‘j S E -

Level of 1ntelligence of S IR AP
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AT L . TABLE xxxx

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN RESPONSES TO EVALUATIVE CRITERIA

ACCORDING TO THE GRADE AREA TAUGHT

<

AN

. N
Criteria. .
B : .+ chi

~ Square

af

7 Teacher Competence .

®

S

' Administrative Promotion’

‘Chi

square -

ac

S

*

'Superv151on and checking-

»

s

'.Class control o 28.89

S

of written work . 28023

. The use—of teaching aids 25,75

. The training of pupila in |

civic competence and .
responSLbllity o - 24.47

N e . -

" .The ‘degree of cooperatipnf-

of the teacher with S
other staff members . 23.59.

6

.0001

.0006
10022

s

.0036

..0050

*x
NS .
NS - -
NS

“ NS -

" NS

k% ) .
NS - no signlficant dxfference

* . - - 4_ .

s - Slgnlflcance

/ -

LTI
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The crlterlon "superv:.s.mn and chegkmg of wr:Ltten : A

work" was also consldered more 1m;§o‘rtam': by teachers in

the lower gra’des.- whxle 90‘6 per cent of the teachers of. h
the lower grades felt that thlS crlterlon should always & 7
S, " ' .'or ‘frequently' be used J.n teacher evaluatzon for couxpe-.'

” \tence, only 68. 5 per cent of . the teachers in the hlgher -

Cooe grades felt thlS to be the case..

" {The remamlng Slgnlflcant cfiteria “"the use of
l
teachlng aids" "the tralnmg of puplls 1n civu: compe-

" tence’ and respon51b111ty"; and, "the degree of cooperatxon .

A _ w1th other st,aff members,“ showed a simliar pattern.r All

LR SR three ‘criteria d:.ffered in the responses of respondents

e , L . \ ey .

' -in the alwayst and 'seldom categorles. and in all three

’ . . !
'cases' 11: was . the teachers J.n t,he lower grade 1evels whq

) felt that they should be emphasgized when evaluating _ Con T

i .
teachings fOr competence. . < . *
B | . Th'e a‘hélyses.. of. t'he" deta .reeealed' only t'wenty- u‘.' ,. ~
r : ) ’elght out of a POSBlble ‘540 comparisons where signiflcaﬂt
- dlfferences were found. ; Twanty-three of these were in ' , X
the evaluat:.on of teachers for comllaetence, and five were P
. R --,-ln the evaluatxon of teachers for 'promotlon to admmls- - :
L | tra:tl.ve.po.slltlons- According to Mitzei's categorxes , ' \
- | : s'ignificant differentes. occu;‘red_.f\or 9},9h,t p_resage .. .

o . R . . WL R . S N R
Ar 0" Coev . L S T S P B S PR L T BRI SR BN S T
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" a 3 ) - 1y - . 3 ’ (] . :‘ ) 3 : ) ’ - ‘- v .
"criteria, ten process criteria, and ten product criteria. -
. . T . N . - X B ) . . . . i . H

R GNP N

'In most cases the nullihypé:t(hesié thai_: no ‘'significant = - ' oo "
}. : . _- ‘ ' I .“ . . . ' . Lo t . " B ‘ ". . . ' . ST
Ws existed in the responses of respondents and Lot

N

pe_r'sonéi and schoo;L' vafiab_leé, was upheld.

.
ot




. formulated.:
.between 1nter1m and perma,nent certlflcatlon an
) ment.\
-evaluator.
-performed by other school board personnel
' evaluatlon could vary 31gnif1cantly from one Area of the ’

: _prov:.nce to another.

1n -1972 gave provn.smn Ig,r tenur‘e.z

.:1973-74,. PP -

'. Teachérs Assoclatlon. Article 6 p. E O Co v

. CHAPTER vII . ..

. WHO IS IN THE BEST pos;'riop::' TO 'EVALqATE‘?
- . Lo : R P ’ .

T

P

Ny In.1972, l‘he Teachér Certification Regulatio'ns were ¢

qn order

'to quallfy for a permanent teaching celtlflcate the

- q ’ %
prospeotive teacher had to ~undergo a.process of assess-—c

‘b

These regulatlons stated gseveral poss:.ble evaluators,

1

but dld not delegate the sole responsibllz.ty to any .one o

¥ ‘:. : v .
Although in the flnal analyhms the super— »

J.ntendent is usually the one to recommend permanent

’

certiflcatiom, the actual evaluatlon could have been

.o ~

As a result,
< V]

[

"

The Coliectﬁze Agreement, th.ch was alsp sn.gned

These regulatlons L

- spe01f1ed thé pex:J.od of probatlon, but stated only that

;‘the schooloboards had the responsxb:.llty of eva{uatlng

lNewfound.land Teachérs. Associatinn _'i-laffdbook,
4 3‘4 4' -~ . - A 4-, ' .

2The Collective Agreement between the Government.
Federation of School.Boards and The Newfoundland . .

. .
.

'ghese regulatlons made the dlstlnd/ﬁg' C e
p

LN

-
\lrl
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v

p of 1ts personnel

teachers before tenure was granted ‘As a resuIt, the

N -

)

school board could a551gn the responsrblllty to any one‘:

v
[ . - il

e

. A perusal of the current and past llterature on

» l ¢

teacher cvaluatlon unvells a dlStlnCt problem——who should

evaluate teachers for competence’ ' Some people-fbel that
¢ .
the superlntendent should not- evaluate because he 1s far .
é Il L, N L0 2
reﬂoved from the actual classroom srtuation, Other inter- B

ested'educators-ﬁeel that the supervisor's role is one of, 9

3

. o

. : . . ¢ . :
helper_rather than evaluator, and still others'feel that

the pr1nc1pal should try ?o 1mprove 1nstructlon ‘and not

)

nnpect or assess. - Flnally, there are those who feel o ' '§f~

that students should not. evaluate, since such evaluation

~may be verﬁ)unrel}able.- The result is.: that the questlon

_remains unresolved.. Can we assume that all teachers are .
t . |

‘competeht and thus, there is. no need for asseSsment’i Orj f, o

4 v,

'1£ not all teachers are competent, who should evaluate'>

o

~

”_ The anstrument for thls study contalned the

»

follow1ng question Whom do you feel is in the best

.

posrtlon to evaluate your work as . a teacher’ The follow—

ing potential eValgzgors were glven, and. each respondent

£

- was, rasked to select one-’the superlntendent the super—

.Sélf. ) i '“ .‘I'

'V1sor, the prlnclpal, other teacher, the students,-or

When the researcher analysed thrs sectlon of the..- (¢4§-3f"
Y 4

%

instrument, it was found. that thlrty—flve teachers felt e

.o

]




122
that a combinatien of'evaluators ﬁas necessary. 'Because -
thls was an ;ncorrect response to the questlon asked( -

' these thlrty flve responses were excluded from the" follow—h‘

B

ing analysxs

"

. Pable XXX giVes a breakdown othhe‘choice'of'evaer
ator by sex of respondent It appears that teachers feel -
the prlnC1pal lS the person nost capable of evaluatlng

them as teachers. Almost half of the. sample chose that .

).

person ‘as - the one in the best p051t10n to evaluate a
L] . ! -
teacher' s~work,

I TABLE XX

v

CHOICE OoF EVALUATOR BY SEX oFr RESPONDENT

;Evaluator' ': ' S :-} Sex of Respondent
Chosen . Male (2) . Female (8) Total (%)
%uperintendent o = AP T -
_ Supervisor . t N 4 a2 S
...‘Principal U -.;'52 48 ffn_'ﬂéhﬂ~, S\
. Other Teacher = - .16 - 13 14 S
IR Students_:f ' T 16 "] 5 - 10 .
:-7*531f- : o AT 30 e T 2
Total s 101P) 100 L 99 S
L 7. 7 mes9 . Nsl20 ne209(®)-

[Y

- Forty four respondents failed to correctly answer -
the question. - Of these a total of thirty-five respondents
. felt a«comblnatlon of evaluators- should be used.

AbTotals differ from 100 per cent_dee to rounding. -
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-

'Although the number of respondents 1s small, there are two .

1nterest1ng dlfferences 1n Table XXX. Male teachers were
more llkely to pdt more confldence 1n students as evalu-

ators than were female teachers, while the reverse was -

1

,true,when-selecting oneself-as-the evaluator.n In the

-~ : . e

latter case females were morellikely'to select themselves. -

Looking at the relationship between the-res&onses :'
to'the’question, "Who is)in the best'positidn to- evaluate?”
. o T
with thefvariahle age, it was found that;the_younger
' iteachers considered students to be in a bette{ position to

evaluate than did the older teachers. Only 2p

- cent of .
the older teachers responded that students were. in -
best p051tlon,to evaluate, whlle 11 9 per cent of the

'younger teachers felt this way. On the other hand older :

,teachers were more likely to respond that they themselves

P N

were in the best'position to evaluate. It was observed
,'that 34.7 per cent of the older teachers saw this as
being -the. case, whlle only 21.3 per cent of the younger
teachers’ felt thlS way ‘ o

The relatlonshlp between years of teaching experl—
.ence and responses to the question, "Who is in the best
.pOSltlon to evaluate?" showed that the more experlenced
teachers were more llkely to feel themselVes as belng in,
the best p051tion to evaluate thelr work. - While 19 per

cent of the less experlenced teachers perceived themselves

-~

- =0
KRS
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‘-as.being ih the bestuposition to'evaluate, 53.8'per cent
. of the more experlenced teachers perceived this as- belng

Y :, ' . . -

Lo " the case. .

_The~relationship'between'the'variahle number of
. teachers on staff with responses to the qu%stion,'“th is - e
in the best position: to evaluate?" also revealed,signif—

| . . .
icant differences. Teachers on small staffs.(less than

ten staffumembers) were moreAIikely to'namelthe principal:
{, as belng in the best posxtlon to evaluate, Whlle the
‘ teachers of : rlarger staffs were much more dlverse in thelr . ' N
'responses. of the teachers on smaller staffs, 65 per cent
chose the pr1nc1pa1 as thehbest evaluator, while- only 43.
per cent of the teachers of. larger staffs chose the:
prlnCLQal "The teachers .on larger staffs were the only
K respondents who felt that the supervxsor was in the best _" S
. position to eValaate. 'They were-also-more likely-to’see "_f 5;&

~.

themselves capable of self—evaluatlon than were teachers
on smaller staffs. Whlle only 15 per cent of the
teachers on smaller staffs felt that they were ‘in the

best pdsltlon to evaluate the1r own WOrk 28 2 per cent

of the larger-staff teachers felt thls to be the cas# I .-;}

A [ 1

A similar relationshlp Was observed when the ". T
P o ' varlable, “Who 15 "in the best posltlon to evaluate?" was . i
'compared w1th the number of classrooms in the schools ln”\.;_@tjgii

whlch the respondent was t§§¢h$ng.% While 53 8 perﬂcent ij:u_

v
PR v




T ,/ ’ . -

',of the teachers in schools of ten classrooms or less
v - .

selected the prlnclpal as the best evaluator, only 43. 4
" per cent of the teachers in §chools of more.than ten‘

'classrooms selected the principal as the best evaluator.

It also seems that teachers in larger schools have more'

confldence in themselves as evaluators. ‘Whereas only . o

15 per cent of the teachers in smaller schools felt they
themselves were. the person in the- best pOSlthn to- evalu~
ate, - 30 2 per cent of the. teachers in the larger schools'
thought themselves as belng in the 'best p051t10n to_ evalu—

ate. L . ' : v' . N .n

. .,.. ) ! )

Finally, an examlnatlon of ‘the’ relatlonshlp between
the variable,. "Who 1s in the best posmtlon to. evaluate?"

-

,.and grade level taught reveals’ that all the teachers who S -

Lo o 'selected the superv1sor as belng in the best p051t10n to

>

'cvaluate were teachlng in the lower grades, that is, from

L "klndergarten to grade: s1x.'
. C ' - :Summarx ' : S ‘ 3
In general, the‘respondents considered‘the4
a principal'as'being tbé'person in the best oositioﬁ to
'evaluate._ However, tﬁére were variations.' The male
:teachers in the sample expressed more confldence than the
females in the student as the beat evaluator. On the S h‘»ﬁ

_ other hand, female teachers expressed more confldence_in

3 . . oy '
r . e R

&r’ I,« L :;«‘ ',sln <

'
’»-'4 K
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their ability to evaluate their own work thah did male .
teacbers.. The same was ttuetfqr older:and more ekpéri-
i . . . '. "' > . .
. enced teachers. - Teachers in- larger schools, with larger ..’

staffs,'alsdvfelt themselves as more cabable_of evalu-
-‘ating their own work -than did teachers in small schools,

with EMall staffs. The.teachers teabhing in grades,
kindergér;en to six were the only gfbup who réspondéd
“that the supervisor was in-Ehe_best positioh_to evaluate.
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' CHAPTER VIIT I

. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND- IMPLICATIONS

N .
LI 4 - . ¢

‘The ‘basic purpose of . this study was to determlne

o D)

‘what crlterla Newfoundland school teachers felt should be
“,51gnlf1cant in. the evaluatlon of teachers for. competence,
' and the evaluatlon of teachers for promotlon to admlnls—

utratlve.pOS;tlons. ) C

v

. There a:e'nhmerous articles on many aSpecté-of
teacher evalﬁation'and teachef~effectiVene§s in’ the
literatufe. However; the results have been dlsapp01nt1ng

'and perplex1ng No unlversally accepted crlteria, or

‘method for teacher evaluatlon have been dev1sed. .Never—"

theless,'educators have gone kA ahead and'evaluated teachefe

for coﬁpetence and‘promotion.to admlnistrative positio'nsi,.;,-~

w1thout 1nvestlgat1ng which criterla should be used

T

Because the classroom teacher is in many ways closest to

v

the 51tuat10n belng evaluated it was felt that thelr

1

'~op1n10ns on thls subJect were both theoretically:and

admlnlstratlvely necessary S

A random sample of 300 Newfoundland teachers was,'~'
chosen from the entire teachlng population of Newfoundland,_
.excludlng all adminzstrato}s at the school and board
office levels. A questlonnalre, of whlch 84.3 per cent

"
v o
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' were returned, was sent to'eachfof these 300 teachers.
I . © The questionnaire used 'in this research asked for

‘infcrmation'about'ten personal and-school related items, -

.'\

and con51sted of two thlrty-ltem batterles. These con-~

"

. talned the same thlrty crlterla re—axranged in dlfferent

order for two evaluatlve 51tuatlons. evaluatlon,fon

teacher competence and, eyaluatlon for promotion' to an" .
admlnlstratlve p051t10n. The thirty criteria could alsd\

be grouped accordlng to M1tze1 s three categorles of

presage, process and product. (7- -

Statlstlcal procedures used in the. analysis. .
'lncluded frequency counts to determlne prlorlty of

teachers ranklng of crlterla for both evaluative situ-

atlons, a comparlson of ranked. crlterla was - done “to &'
) i
determlne 1f any change of empha51s was evident from one

L)

evaluatlve.51tuat10n-to "the other;‘Pearson_s correlatlon'

. f'ship between'each criterioh in each. evaluative situationr-
" ‘ . M . .- '. °
‘ oo T a grouplng of crlterla to determlne the degree of emphasms

placed on Mltzel's categorles of presage. progess and

product- and ch1 square tests at the .01 1eve1 of 51g4

nlflcance to 1solate signlficant dlfferences between -

categories of the ten persona; andAschool variables and:

. _..' choice of evaluative criteria.

'

The different ahalyeeS'df'the data éhowed-thatlin

[

general. teachers did agree on a common body of criteria

X%

coefficient was uSed.to-ascertain the'degree of relatioﬁ-..
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h which they felt should .be . used both for teacher. evaluatlon

for competence and promotlon to admlnlstratlve p031t10ns.
'-p .. ‘ ~ '
Some ‘changes of.empha51s on. criteria were observed from

“ s

one'particular évaluative situation to the other. Teachers
generally felt that process crlterla shouf@ be used in the

evaluation of teachers for cOmpetence, and presage crlterla-

- - ad M

-+ should be»glven prlmary empha91s when evaluatxng teachers

for administrative positiohs. . Although some_éigniﬁieant ;

'differences wete'obsetved between the personai ahd-schbol

wariables and perceived use of certain'criteria,'the null'

’

hypothesxs that no: sxgnlflcant dlfferences existed was:

- . .upheld for most of the crlterla in each evaluatlve situ-= - R
Nt . ,:- ' ,/ .. ) o . . . ‘ i ] . . ’_,_
' ation. . - ' ' S ' ' : B

" - ) .
I . . N "
- ’ ' - .

.  ' : 7" Congclusions and Implications =~ S
' “As a result of this'study the fbllowipg copcldsionsw
' and 1mp11cat10ns may be formulated. o o T

‘A

v

".“ o ':".'.ll ance teachers do generally agree on a common’ body

1 3

'of criteria fq?Nthe evaluatlon of teachers,'lt is felt by
the wrlter that.any evaluat1ve instrument dev;sed should
:be constructed partlally from the criteria llsted in the Lo

'1nstrument used in this studyr The’ 1nc1u51on pf these N SO [é

criteria'would at least result in a more cqnsxstent " o Lo

-

method of evaluatlng beacher competencles. However', ‘the
.-criteria should flrst be checked fox valldity and
: , <, . ‘ o
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reliaoility It'couid be argued that the feelings and

1deas of teachers might not be’ rellable for constructlon

: of an evaluatlve 1nstrument._ However, thlS cr1t1c1sm

could be ralsed for any set of crlterla proposed by any
group of 1nd1v1duaL§, whether they belong to the teachlng
prpfession or not. -

2~ The qualltles outllned by. teachers as 1mportant 1 ’

'for potentlal admlnlstrators suggest that tHey should be

dlplomatlc, dependable, and concerned with the welfare of N

1
A

the child. The teachers also consxdered.academlc quali-
-Ufications and knowledge of~the‘curriculum as.being

' important for the evaluation of teachers for promotion to’

adminlstratlve p081t10n84 Tnis'implies that'teachers R |
feel that admlnlstrators should be well tralned academ— |
1ca11y and inf%rmed in currlculum matters. Thls suggests B |
" that the Department of Educatlonal Admlnlstratlon and - the
Department of Currlculum and Instructlon at Memorlal '

Un;verslty.of'Newfoundland should work together in-

‘devising a pfogram’where potential administrators can. >

obtain training in atfiea%t the basic concepts of cur-

-rlculum and 1nstruct10n.

,3._ The teachers felt that the crlterla 1mportant
. o
for evaluatlon were somewhat different fo; the two

evaluative situations. 'The'Criterion "cqncern Qith
'the all-round development of the chlld” ranked flrst“

1n evaluatlon for - teacher vompetence, and fourth in ‘the -
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N
l

. evaluation for promotion ' The crlterlon “qualltles ‘of

leadershlp dlsplayed by the teacher" ranked first in the "'

. evaluatlon for promotlon and tenth in the evaluatlon of-
teachers for competence. Some cr1ter1a changed as many
-f as thlrteen ranks from One evaluatlve situation to

‘anothér. This- suggests that good teachlng and admlnls—
trator competence, 1n the oplnlon of the teachers of the

_sample( are 51m11ar but not the same. If'thlS'lS the

',

case, then the pfeparatlon of teachers and admlnlstrators
should continhue to be somewhat ﬁlfferent as it is in’
most educatlonal 1nst1tut10ns at present. |

4. , By grouplng the crlterla 1n M1tze1 s- categorles
of presage, process, and product it was observed that
teachers felt. greater empha51s should be placed on process
crlterla in evaluatxng teachers for competence, and on
-presage crltérla ‘when evaluétlng teachers for promotlon
to admxn1strat1Ve p051t10ns. The f1nd1ngs of the Thomas,f
“Moore, Rogers and Farrell studles are practxcally 1den—'
tical. This study found that teachers, and Farrell found
that Newfoundland superintendents generally agree on the
crlterra-that should be used in both evaluatxve s;tuf
ations,:at least,in terms.of.ﬁhe'crrteria presentediin';
the instrument used in allﬁof‘theseIstudies.n'since_the
jinstrunent was designed hy asking'the inspectors.of ,f"

Australia which criteria theyjused‘in:both evaluative .

g
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'iifltuatlons and consultlng current llterature to ascertaln
the- oplnlon of educatlonal_experts[-lt is reasonable to
believe that the:criteriafpresented in thezlnstrument
-were fairly.vaLid. /Thereforef'these criteria should be
con51dered in the settlng up of an evaluatlve program.'
Not only would thls 1ead to greater con31stency inh evalt-

ation for the entlre provxnce, 1t would also prov1de a’’

v o \

foundatlon for. the evaluator and evaluatee to bulld.upon,
Jthat 1s, both would know What was expectedyof each other.‘

5} It appears that teachers, pr1nc1pals, and’ super;
;"1ntendents all/agrée that student galn 1s not the mo;t
"lmportant crlterlon in elther evaluatlve sltuatlon.“ Thls
1; supporteﬁ by the tlnalngs_of Moore. Thomas, Rogersr

;Farrell and now thig study.- Given the emphasis that is
4
'currently placed on - examlnatlon results by students,

teachers and admlnlstfators, it mlght be’ wlse to re-

evaluate the place.of such practlces in hewfoundlaqd's' :

school system.

6. ° The study tevea;ed that a féﬁ responses and’

K

emphases'Varied‘significantly'ﬁith the personal and
Oy
.,school related variables of the respondents. Although'

"these" instan&es were few in number this change of

K empha51s accordlng to age, aex, experle;ee, trainlng and
;grade area tiught indicates varylng v1ews on the use\of
certaln crlteria as a means of evaluatlnq teachers fori“

.l

N

1%

e _')7,: TIALS e »'a\:\-r'“._,;,”.,“-.,:.'\-.‘«,._‘_ Pu AR AR N AR



competence”or~proMOtion.f'These varying Views'should.bef
_taken into’ con51deratlon 1f an evaluat1ve 1nstrurint is b .
/'to be deV1sed o - .k. _ '_l : . ;': -.5,' .

7. ' The teacher certlflcatlon regulatlons of 1972
placed the flnal respons1b111ty for evaluatlng teach;rs‘\
in the hands of theosuperlntendent. In order for a
:teacher to be awarded a' permanent certificate he or she_.h
must be recommended by hlS or her superlntendent Cn tﬂe
other hand,; the flndlngs of thlS study lndlcate that

:teachers do not conSLder the superlntendent to be in the
best'9051tion to evaluate thelr work It was the prlnclpal
:who was con51dered to be 1n the best p051t10n. Perhaps
another look . should be taken at who should recommend that
a teacher be granted permanent certlflcatlon..
'8,3 ‘The strong. emphasis placed on class, control in.

‘fhe studles ~of Thomas’, Moore, Rogers, Farrell - and also
fln thls study indicates that thlS crlterlon still has i
‘ hlgh prlorlty as a measure of teacher competence. A. good
lteacher is percelved as one who has controi over the
classroom situation. Although the teacher 5 concept of
.class control may - vary.s1gn1flcantly from one - teacher to
anOther, class control is con51dered 1mportant. The

’

'ﬂ tradltlonal feellng that a teacher cannot teach’ 1f he or .

she has no dlsc1p11ne, seens to be Stlll accepted today.

" In a soc1ety that places a good deal of empha51s on o

a4
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Récommendations’ for Further Research

and Study -

" Future work,in this area.should'concentrate on

{ . ' . v "

,deVelobment of a“teacher'evaluation program which rs

0.

a

_land Teachers Assoc1at10n, and all other/educatlbnal.

Ay

a moderating ‘force, or out éfftouch=vith'preeent"realityw

,acdeptable to the Department of Edueatlon, the. Newfound-

agencxes. Such a program would have to be clearly unFer—

- -
@

,stood by ‘the evaluator and the evaluatee 1n order to be

o Lo

of significant-value. :The evaluative prqgram'would also .

. have to be checked for valldlty and reliablllty.

The " 1n51utence of the teachers to exclude product

ucrlterla as 1mportant from both evaluatlve 51tuat10ns

"

calls for gurther research It seems ev1dent that a
.major step would be to explore why the teachers, and

'others in 31m11ar studles, tended to 1gnore product

v )

'crlterla.. There is. an apparent need to explore the

b.u

:ba51c assumptlons whlch underlle the ch01ce of: partlc-

l'l

ular crlterla as dlsplayed in, thls and other studles.

G

'Research has been conducted 1nto what 1nspectcrs.f

.

'prlnc1pals, and superlntendents use and feel should be

.. o

fused in the eValuatlon of teachers for competence, and

evaluatlon of teachers for promotlon to admlnlstratlve
o i . ot

\.
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1n this ' regard. It seems %pparent that much could be
I«

lqarned 1f parEnt and student feellngs could also be

u

a

researched. Students, most partlcularly, should be rn“a

“‘ good p051t1on to dlstlngulsh deSLrable characterlstlcs of
' good teachers. - . s

1

~“ n

.. A S '- . . . .. ‘d;
~on teacher evaluation."Research should be.carried.out;to
determlne the degree ‘to - which teachers are’ 1nvolved in,
v

A CLL : .- e
po§itions. This .study asked for the opinions of teachers.

~--Teachers were'quite-wiLling ko express their vieWs‘

the evaluatlve process and the degree to yhich they would/i:?<?

'-lllke-tonhe rnvolved., Recent research by William Ihkpen :

[
- seems to be a Step in the right direction.l Research

N

needs to be undertaken to !ﬁentlfy the characterlstlcs,

if any, which dlstlngulsh the good admlnlstratdr from the,

‘ good teacher. ~

T o Flnally, a large area for future research revolves

around the’ effects .of contextual f%ctors of communltles,

L.

“and how they a .ect teacher evaluatlon. In-depth studles

I

should reveal df\teacher or. admlnlstrator success 1s

genu1ne or the res

‘ .
. ecould’ be only a matter* of peoples perception.of a’

ot
-

. lWllllam Inkpen, "A Comparison of the Present and
De51red Levels of Participation by Elementary Teachers

~ in .Educatiohal Dec;s;on—Maklnq“ (unpublished Master of
Education, Thesxs, Memorlal Unaversxty of Newfoundland,
1974) Lo e , .

3

-

t gf/other peoples' perceptlons. If

teacher evaluatlon falls to become more exactlng, success - .

o
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V-fteacher or admlnlstrator and not that whlch 1s belng

”:accomp 1shed It appears also thaL more sophlstlcated

,means of measurlng educatlonal product1V1ty is: paramount
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',‘.,De'part‘ment\,of Béuc'atibnalv Administration : /;

g p‘ear ‘teacher,

VE ITY OF NEWFOUNDLAND’
St J hn s, Newfoundland Canada

P
. . . / R »
Lo - )
’ . AN
M

MEMORIAL 5},

2

- ’ N N . ] "
g R . . R . . . 4

L} ' L ‘ /

1. '4‘ .- ' ~.—_. . ‘, -.',,.. ) ’ ‘l‘}a‘y,lS, 1974.

-

s /' . .
‘I am.a graduate student. in Educatlonal Adminis- .

tration at Memorial University. ‘As part of the require-

' ments for the degree of Master of Educatlon, I am .
o conductlng a study on teacher evaluation. This research .-

is a study of two situations for appraisal - (1) teacher -

" evaluation for competence and, (2) teacher evaluata.on for -

promotlon to an adm1nlstrat1ve position. -
You. have been chosen in a random sample of the
school teachers in Newfoundland and Liabrador to respond
to this questionnaire. Al}’ 1n£ormatlon received will be
used in the aggregate and this wi{dl not be identified
with you in any way. - -All informatjon- that: you 91Ve will

. be held 1n the strlctest confldence. ’

‘in the enclosed que

‘T would be very grateful if you could spare
approxlmately fifteen minutes from your schédule to- £i11
ionnaire- and return it in the
stamped, self-addre sed envelope. o

It is extr mely 1mportant that .every questlonna:.re :

be completed and eturned as soon as possxble.

Your. co—qperatlon in completlng and returnlng the
enclosed questzonh%wlll be greatly apprec1ated. .

n

. Yours truly, )

;o ' ’

< . . B

~ James Hickman




, T ad .,

- . Départment of ‘Educa_tionai Administration

‘Deay teacher,

o - . 146

‘MEMORIAL UNIVERSITY oF NEWFOUNDLAND D ey

4

St. John s, Newfoundland.. Canada

)

June ‘2, 19747 .

R (?‘y

On May 20th I mailed to'you-a questionn'éir'e"

_relatlng to-a research project which is part of my

graduate studies program at Memorial University. To

* date I have not received ‘a .reply from you. I am anxious

to include your opinions’ in the consolidated responses,
the analy91s of which must begin soon-. '

e N

I am well aware of the pressures under whxch
teachers work, parta.cularly at this time of year and
thus I- must apologize for the extra’ demand I am maklng

_upon you at- thls tJ.me. CA

This study is. of significance to you since you
have the opportunltynto express your ideas on teacher .
evaluation for 'competence. and.the sélection. of per:.sonnél _
for adminlstratlve'positlons. ¥ou will not be identified -
with the.information given in any way: The number which

- is placed at the bottom of ‘the xeturn envelope is your.
- .teacher number which is placed there only for follow up

purposes such as this one. You may erase or blot ogt
this number if’ you wish._', Co

Please forward your ‘completed questlonnaire as’
sodn as possible - I will be truly grateful for your -
cooperatlon, and-3all the information given by you w111
be held in the strlctest confidence. S

Yours trxuly, - . R

- & 7 James Hickman
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MEMORIAL UNIVERSITY, OF NEWFOUNDLAND

-

: .'St. th‘lnfs, Newfoundland, ’Cana"‘da

‘Department of 'Educational Administration
June 11, 1974.

Dear’ teacher,

. On May 20 K o sent‘you a guestionnaire from which
I had hoped to gather data for a study concerning the
evaluation of teachers for competence and the selectlon
of- personnel for adm:.nistratlve posxt:.ons. '

_ . You are ‘one of 300 randomly selected teachers
.dcross Newfoundland teaching from Kindergartén to Grade
Eleven, who have been asked to complete this 'question~.
naire. - However, responsé to this questlonnalre has i
been'a little disappointing. To date, I have rece:;,ved
only 55% of the questionnaires that I sent out -'1I need
at least 70% to continue my research., I would like to °
receive. your completed questionnaire so that I may '
contmue. If you have not. already returned the. questlon-
naire, would you please take a few minutes to. complete
and return it as soon as possible? I am enclosing .
another copy of the Questionnaire in the event you have -~
mlsplaced the orlglnal - SR . ,
’ .

If. you have completed .and returned the question-
‘haire I would like to take thls opportunlty to thank 4’
you for your a531stance

Yours truly, '

-~

I//'James Hickman
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S S
~"‘tlme to complete thlS questionnaire.

2.

TEACHER EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRES

4

FOR SCHOOL TE%FHERS

There are two sectlons to thls lnstrument~'
Sectlon One- Personal and. School Data Quest;onnalre.

b A

_Sect;on TWO : Evaluatlon of‘Teachers'

< (Two Questlonnalres) o LT,
Tt wxll take approxlmately ﬁlfteen mlnutes of your

You are asked to return tne completed 1nstrument in

the stamped addressed envelope prOV1ded at your earllest

u:convenlenoe. Youy cooperatlon would be greatly apprec1-

atear .. T / I : . T
o - ' ) p )

;.

]

- -
. ‘\
0
i

'After you ﬁave'completed the questionnaire,~please

féel free - to make comments. you w1sh oq thé evaluatlon of

- N ; ¥

';personnel, the questlonnalres, or the study.

. .. « N
. GOMMENTS

Lol Y e



)
d

1. Age idng

2. sex_ . b
3. Mar1tal Status.' Slngle___;_ . Marrledﬂﬁ_‘_
4. Type of System .in which you Teach: - o
~ Roman Cathollc_____ .o Ihtegtated-____i
' “ Pentecostal. Other_
5% Numberxbf'years teachiné”eipefiencé" o

“6.. Number of

7. Nﬁhbgr of

cohpleted
_8.].Number'cf
. ~_schccl in
9. Number of

whlch you

lo. 'Grade area in whlch you teach K-6;_ , 7-11

2

Instructlons.

years unlver51ty tralnlng

semester educatloncndrses successfully

-at .some. teacher tralnlng 1nst1tut10n

—_

classrooms used for 1nstruct10n in the

which yeu teach »

‘teachers on the staff of.the school - in

-teach

’\-’ . ’ . o

SECTION TWO

l. Each ‘of the follow1ng questlonnalres Jlist 30 factors

4wh1ch may’ be considered when evaluatlng teachers. Please"

,score EACH 1tem on BOTH questlonnalres accordlng to the

'1mp0rtance YQou ‘think ‘'should be placed on.it: 1n the

evaluatlon of

. Clrcle
”

scale glven below.
(A) Indlcates a. factor
~teacher evaluatlon. ' )
© o (F) Indicates a factor

in teacher evaluation.

teachers. lease use the follow1ng scale.

your select d - fesponse accordlng to the

» 4

).

(9

hat should always be used in

hat should frequently be used .

[P
v



(S) Indlcates ‘a factor that should seldom Le used .g M .
“in teacher evaluatlon. o e ' _ . K:
(N) Indicates a factor that should ggggg be used ' '“”:}:'
in teacher evaluatlon..l ' o

2.- Score each 1tem of Questlonnalre Onesaccordlng to’
the importance YOU think should. be- placed~on it in the-
'evaluatlon of teachers for competence. Score each 1tem
R of Questlonnalre Two according to the importance YOU
-think- should be placed on it in the evaluatlon for

promotion to an admlnlstratlve p051t10n, ) R

e

Questlonl i . .
“As a teacher, whom do you feel 1s in the best p051tlon to -
“adequately evaluate- your work as‘a teacher" (Please.tlck

response.) - . ' ' -
:(é) éuperintendeﬁt?

(b) Supervisor? - .- S o R

s

-(c) Principal? .. " ' S o
_ . gd)'Other Teaéhere?__;;;' . - U :. . ;%
. S ‘(e)-étudents?__;_:e SR | o

| t.(f).Yourself?_;____" L R "'.' -

2.

. - . .. . . .- - e,
[ . . ! .
! . : . o ’ o o ) . ' ,‘
. s ‘ . . .

aq P L.



 TEACHER EVALUATION QUESTTIONNAIRE ONE
PURPOSE: EVALUATION OF TEACHER COMPETENCE

152 ..

‘Scofe'each itém“éccd?ding'to the ‘importance you think :
should be placed ‘on it in the evaluation of teachers

l.

9.

10.

11,

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

‘17.

for competence. Qk \ﬂ
NP ' I s L .,.101 60"\,6'<\\
Provision made for individual dlfferences » gQ
and group needs .:.; ....... e eris e ' A, F s’ N
nglltles of leadershlp dlsplayed by the | .
_teacher..L..a............................ A F.S N
The dégree of self-evaluatlon of pro- ) o
cesses employed P S ,A' F 5 N
The ‘teacher's participation and standlng : ;_'.' -
in'the communlty....;L...............:...f A F s N°
ﬁ;Superv151on and checklng of written work. A %‘ S N
‘Academic qualifications &nd knowedge - L T
of the currlculum..............,; ........ A F- S N ';
. The attitude of the pupils to the . L o
school and to authority......... veee-es.. A F 's 'N.
\Pupils'attitude of courtesy, industry . . ‘._
and Self reliancCe..weeseeeneeenns ..7:' ..... A F N
Class'control..;........?ﬂ...2..:..;...:. A F. S N
'Concern with charactet development of ' o
the puplls....... ................ e ecane .;; A F ‘S N
Dress and appearance of the teacher ..... . 'A "F SN
Thé méthods of lesson presentatlon used..-dA‘ F S N
‘The profesSiohal activities of the” _ .
teacher. ..... S tieesiie-. A F. 8N
The" pup11 s- apprec1at10n of moral and o " ‘ :
ethical standards... ......... ....;.;..im.‘ A F S ~N._;(.
The puplls work well without supervxslon. A ‘} S N
Pupil part1c1pat10n in lessonsf..,.....i. A F S N
- The level of intelligence of the teacher.' A F S8 N :
A F 'S N

18.,

-

Lesson preparation and plann;ng..,..,....

-

e’



' &
O 2 &
v ' ‘%O? boe
' @S
: %
— ! & o &g
b ; & WA
19. Examlnatlon results.i...,...J;{.L....- .. A'F 8§
- 20. The personallty of the teacher......;J,L.' A F 'S
21. Teacher— pupll relaﬁlonshlps...;; .......... A F 'S
22. The teacher's standing with pupils.....:. A F S .
‘L 231 The - development of the process of
individual enquxry in the puplls.- ..... ++.« A _F S
- 24..The loyalty and dependablllty of the. )
' teacher. ....oovuvisuennnnn et et A F S

25, The learnlng of the puplls\in self" o
o-.-'o\;-oo-‘oo-'-a A F s
26. The energy, force, and enthusiasm

expre351on...... ....... .o

‘displayed in the teachlng...ﬁ...g ........ A F s‘
27. The degree of co-operation of the . . l
teacher w1th other ‘Staff members.:....... A .F S
, 28. Concern with the all-round development -
" of pupils. seseradenaans Vet e A_F. S
29. Theé use of teaching alds..};......{....f.i A F'S

\730: The tralnlng of pupils in civic’

'competence and’ respon51b111ty.;..,.....;,'“A'-F S .

Please list below any factors that you feel always or
frequently should be used when evaluating teacher
competence, and notulncluded in the . above llst.
S - , - ~

3.

4. ‘ . ‘ - \."_ .

6.- ' o -
be - . . . -

2

VR VRN VI VI VR VR S
'mmmm:m‘mmm-

mmomom oo

+

ZZ B2 %z E 2
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¢ EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE THO

PURPOSE EVALUATION FOR PROMOTION TO AN ADMINISTRATIVE
POSITION .' ~

- ' !

' Score each item accordlng to the 1mportance you thlnki

should be placed-on it in the evaluatlon of teachers for-

promoticn to an.admlnlstratlve_p951tloh. ; | 5;,5§i§§ J
| | S - o $$<¥S gr,éfil
'l. Dress and eppearanoe ofuthe'teache;..l..;., A,'FI~S' N’\‘
‘2ﬂ.Supervisioh and checking of written work.-.. A F S N
3. The development of the process of, , ' |
' 1nd1v1dual enquiry in the students.h..;.:.. A F S N
4. The attltudes of the puplls to the ':.ﬂ".. o
' school and to authorlty...Q ..... e A';E ‘5 N
5. The professional activities of the | |
teacher..........v:.. [, . baeaenan A F § N
‘ 6. The use of teachlng alds ..... ....:,........ A.F s ZN g
7. The teacher s standing with' the pupils..... A" F S N '
'8. The degree of co—Operatlon of the ' ' . -
teacher, with other séaff members....;:..g.. A F"S N
:9 The tralnlhg of puplls in civic o . '
competence and responsibility........ cev... A F S N
lO.;Prov151on made for 1nd1v1dua1 dlfferences _
and group needs...,.;; ..... Meeeeeneiie.iu.. A F S N
11. The personality of the teacher........ we... A F S N
12. Pupil participation in 1essohs.:.{;r:.....ﬁ A F-'S N
“13. The pupils work well without supervision... A F. S N
’ 314. The methods of 1esson“presentat10q\35ed _A F S:&N'
15. The degree of self- evaluatlon of processes .
| employed. . oo .erin il ".....A_F_.S N
©16. Qualltles of leadershlp dlsplayed - '
by the EEACNET e et e v eteaeenreennns e '. A f S N
l7 Caoncern  with - the all round development
of the puplls.... ............. weeosscesses. A F 5 N-
.‘ . R , _ \



Please list helow any factors that yo

the teacher......:...;..,.,,;J..Ll;......

feel always of

) 155 ~
‘ _@%(o o?e?bo@.
- R
' té?,kf & o
18. Examination regultsu...,........;........ a2 8’ S Nl
ig.fThe pdpil's appreciation‘of-morél:ana .. b '
.1' ‘ethical standardsS.ciaesa e .. .;.{l ..o A F 'S N
20. The energy, force, and. enthusiasm '
diéplayed'in the teaching....L.lﬂQ.,f{.zl".A F N
21. Teacheripubii reiatipns@jps..f..;..{:.;;. A F.5 N
'22. Class control..........e.... cerere e A E "N
23. The ttgining.of pupils in self , A
g exbressionL...;.........;u...k.x...f,..l. \A, F s N
24. The teacher's participation and _ '
' . standing in the community..|............. ‘A F S.N
‘25,'Concern with character deveidpment ' I
" &f the pupils... .o et 4e.. A F N -
© 26. Lesson preparatibn énd‘plan ing..;..,.;.. ‘A F N
27. The level of intelligence of| the téatheri--A F- N
'28f Pupils’ attitude of courtes ,'induétry: '
and self reliance......... PN PR e e e A F S5 N
29.." Academic éualifications -and &nowiédgeku ' '
o of the curriculum........h;.;....;.......,'H F 8§ N
30; The loyalty and dependability of | “,. :
F S N

frequently~should be used- when evaluating a teacher for a

“in
1.

the above list.

2.

3,

4.

-5,

6.

7.

8.

L

BOW oD P

- %s

WomLm o om o o om

-

®w - n n nn . n

promotion to an administrative pOSition, and. not included
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CRITERIA INCLUDED AT!RANDOM .IN THE INSTRUMENT

GROUPED ACCORDING TQ MITZEL'S. CATEGORIES
A.'" PRODUCT CRITERIA

Py
\

. Concern w1th the all-round deve10pment of the puplls.l

Examlnatlon results.

The pupils work: well w1thout superv131on.' : ,}:

'The development of the . process of .individual 1nqu1ry

\

. in the puplls.'

8.
9,
10.

Ve

A

W BN AW N

H.
e

.-:Pupll attltudes

Concern thh character development of the puplls., X‘.'

The training of puplle,Ln c1v1c competence and

respon51b111ty

courtesy, mpdustry and self-rellance.
The puplls ~IPPpT cxatlon of moral and ethical standards.
The tralnlng of the- puplls in self-expre551on. R '
The att;tude of the puplls to the school and to
authority . S o

7

L  B. PROCESS CRITERIA' . . -
s ’ ' . T

Lesson preparation: and planning.

Pupil participation in lessons.
Tegcher pup11 relatlonshlps.l

lClass control. ' ’ . : i

oy,

" ‘The. energy. force and enthu51asm dxsplayed in teaching.W

Supervxs;on and checking of written work

.The methods of lesson presentatlon used

The use of teachxng aids.

The prov151on made for 1ndmv1dual dlfferences and

']

group needs.

’

The degree of self-evaluatlon of the processes

.employed. o S T

a



L ( ) I 158
o .'c.; PRESAGE CRITERIAI )
1_7 The personallty of’ the teacher. l
2. The dress and appearance of the teacheru
3. Academic qualiflcatlons and knowledgé of the-
currlculum
4, - The level of 1nte111qence of the teacher.
'5. The professxonal act1v1t1es of the teacher.
6. ‘The- degree of cooperatlon by the teacher w1th other |
- staff members. ' ' -
) - 7. , The loyalty and dependablllty of the teacher.
;8} Qualities of 1eadersh1p dlsplaged by the teacher.-
. 9. The' teacher sﬁpartrplpation and standlng ‘in the
H commuiiity . ‘ ' v )
. 10. ’the teacher s<stand1ng W1th the puplls, _ .
. L :
N Cy
- \" e -
: ; '.} i \
- v
. . ’ " . .
. ‘ . s
N '
| S
" ! { -
" ” . 'S ,"-\
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TKBLE XXXIV

" ADDITIONAL CRITERIA PERCEIVED BY TEACHERS TO BE IMPORTANT'
AN EVALUATION OF .TEACHERS FOR COMPETENCE

A' - . . - o .

‘Weighted

_ AR S e Frequency ; : . Score ..
", No. - "~ Criteria . S Always . Frequent&y - (A=5 F=3)
L.‘—Teacher s punctuallty in carrylng out b , i . P L
i of duties B -6 o0 30
2. _Wllllngness to- take part in extra o L o L
L currlcular act1v1t1es PR 3 o3 24
ﬂ3."Keep1ng up to date with modern teachlng C R )
S methodology SR ' 3 -2 A 21
4. Teacher's attjitude toward suggestlons . 3 1 o . 18
‘.5;'_Teacher s flex1b111ty~in approach to -~ . : < - N N
‘teaching ) » A . 3 - r s 18-
6. Good working relatlonshlps with p 1nc1pal, %1’. - e,5’ . o s
" staff, pupils, parents, etc. ! 3 o 15 = -
7. Being able to relate to all pupils . - _ R
- regardless of soc1o—econom1c¢bac}sg-round 3 - T ': Ve T -15 -
§. Teacher's love of chlldren . 3 . s
E.Z‘Teacher s correct use - of Engllsh and ° . N - R
vocabulary : . 37 R 15
10. -Physical condition of the school and .. R ' -
. environment o ' 3 "2 1 _ . - 13 o
“llﬂv"Creatlve approach 1n presentlng materlal .2 - 1 j . ST 13 5.
12{ Teacher's dedlcatlon to teachlng v s 2 ' ) Lo - 10

=Y




—

" TABLE XXXV

: ADDITIONAL CRITERIA PERCEIVED .BY TEACHERS TO BE: IMPORTANT IN

EVALUATING FOR PRGQMOTION TO ADMINISTRATIVE POSITIONS

B ‘Weighted
- - - N Frequency - Score -
] No. -+ Criteria ..Always Frequently (A—S F=3)
' 1. Open to suggestlons, lieténs to'new o . . .
ideas . : ' 10 1 53
. 2. Ability to make decxsxons, accept R S _ L
~. _ responsibility for decisions made 7, - R .35
13%\ 3. Cooperation thh other teachers, puplls Iy A S 35 )
o Teaching experlence and devotion. 6 e T 30..
- . jAbllity to get to the core .of the ',f . R )
o problem effectively and - - _ S A
. . efficiently SR 3 I - 15
"6 ObJectlvity and applied: dlplomacy _f3 T : { :IS_'
7. .Good manners and self control e B : " 15 -
8. Organizational ability _ 3 . 15
9, ' Lack. of fear of becomlng unpOpular 3. I SR 15
10. . Always attent:we to the school program . . 2 . - . 10
) "‘ll.' A real coéncern ‘and love for chlldren, 2 - e ".10‘
.12, Abillty to communicate T e 2'/;_\“’)/’T .10

191
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