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ABSTRACT - o

This study qa' conducted to determlne 1f school .

admlnlstrators, non~vocat1onal educatlon teachers and

* .

vocataonal education teachers at the secondary school level

~ in Alberta, held different perceptlons ‘towards the-‘

evaluation”of vocational education teacbers. From an

L)

aggregated populat1on of 6,604 h1gh school’ administrators

‘and hlgh school teacbers in Alberta, a random sample of 40¢

bt

1nd1v1duaLs was selected (72 adm1nlst;ators f@@? non-

vocatlonal educatlon teachers, 21 vocational educatlon

‘teachers)
To collect data a forty item, two part questionnairer

. ) ) P . 3%
was developed General informatiom questions were used to

.collect demographic data and an addltlonal twenty three
. \ =
questlons were used to sollc1t the personal ‘perceptions of

] 282 part1c1pants towards the evaluatlon of vocational

- W

teachers; For these guestions a 5- p01nt leert scale was
" used. Prlor ‘to ma111ng the quest}onnalres a pilot study was

~used to assist w1th ref1n1ng the quest10nna1re. Data from"

~the 282 returned quest1onna1res was coded and’ subSequently
.analysed\hy\computer. Ana1y51s ‘of the data: resulted in the

following coﬁclisions.;1A~profile of characteristics “from

-

the majority of those involved in the study shoaed that they

were male between 3¢ _and 49 years of age, who possessed a
“Bachelor of Education degree and accumulated over 9 years of
‘ o - . .( ‘;:. .
teaching experience while teaching eithgy core academic or
. .

-

ry
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.

vocational education courses in . a school which offers a

vocat1ona1 education program.. This person has been formally

* ’ N

evaluated one -0r more times each school year from 1982 1987.

A

»
Although this person wif not directly involved in the

development of a teacher evaluatlon program they were

P

g-zin fact used self-

»

bent . Significant

preference for
evaluation instruments for selfi
differencesﬁexisted between the administrator and non-
vocatienal educatioh teachers, and administrator and
woeational eduqatieh teachers with Fespect to a cluster of
‘questions entitled "Methods of Evaluatien“. This resulted
in 2 ef the 3 null hypotheses being rejected.

“ " >
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\ . ~ CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION =

~

Teacher evaluatlon has been- mandated by Alberta

. Education to- all school jur1sd1ctlons in the prov1nce.

Accountablllty, ‘to ensure that this mandate was belng
accompl1shed can be fOUnd‘in the Prov1nc1al Evaluatlon;'
Pol1c1es, Gu1de11nes and PrOCedures Program whlch was

announced by the- Mxnaster of Educatlon, Dav1d Klng on
- ;‘ J‘,‘ - "' L

April 13, 1984.,.g~"f,_‘»-'-;"*’?r . R

i
S

Each,schOT chtlon”was g1ven the respon51b111ty

by Alberta Educat o} %to develop evaluat1on 1nstruments whlch

could beuused,to eValuate the performance of 1nd1v1dual

teachers within‘,helr system. Many of these'school

jur1sd1ct10ns 1n turn requested that each school under its
thor1ty develop models and 1nstruments wh1ch can be used
“to evaluate the performance of teachers in a- local school.

Under the pew system of - ev atlon, which was put in place

in l984,»each pract1slng teacher in the_province was to be:

evaluated by their immediate supervisor;on an annual basis.

To perform th1s adm1n15trat1ve respon51b111ty school

‘admlnlétrators found they d1d not have any common lists, --

guides, cr1ter1a, standards or 1nstruments whlch could be»

used to evaluate teacher performance. ~As a result of thlS

1naoequacy some school admlnlstrators have de81gned

1nstruments that they use to evaluate teacher per formance in

- : ) -

¥



a partlcular school This raises two very important and
elated questlons. The first of these questions is: Can

one assume that school admlnlstratovs, who are not

-

spec1allsts in designing evaluationi nstruments, haVe the

Aexgertlse to prepare a single 1nstrument whlch is.both Valld

and rellable that can be used.to evaluate the performance of

all teachers in a school where a diversity of programs of

~ N -

studjes are offered? -:The second questionﬁclosely"related to
the first question is: &hould the_same\criteria be used to
evaluate'teachers whoseﬂeaching emphasis in presenting
instructional content iSfpsychomotor rathervthan cognitive

or‘affective? ’ ' . . -
Popham (1973) and later Roth (1975) examined a wide
0y ‘ 3 ) . »

. v - - N .
‘variety of evaluation instruments that were used throughout

.

many school ]urlsdlctlons 1n the United States by school

adm1n1strators to evaluate the performance ‘of their

[

teachers;z These two researchers came to the conclu51on that

‘nearly all of the instruments they examlned wero 1mperfect

<

in some respect. In fact, both of these 1nvestlgators found
that every evaluatlon technlque used by evaluators to
' measure teacher performance had 51gn1f1cant and dlstlnct

flaws 1n’them!

s o

Validity’and reliability‘of'teacher evaluation systems

has been a concern of numerous research 1nvest1gat10ns such

as those completed by, Popham (1984), W1se, Dar11ng Hammond

" McLaughlin, Berstein (1984) and Scriven (1981). ‘The



., | 3
'research'of these inveStigators although concerned with how
valid and rellable the evaluat1on system was, were not
concerned w1th how teachers and school admlnlstrators
.perceived'the evaluation process, partlcuLarly as rt applies .
. 0O

to vocational education teachers.

As a result"this study was.undertaken.

-

Purpose of the Stddf

The main purpose of this. study was to determlne if
vocational educatlon’teachers, non-vacational education
teachers and school admunlstrators at the secohdar§ school
lével in ‘Alberta’, had d]fferent perceptions towards the
evaluation of vocatiOnal educatlog teachers.

Sub—probleﬁs . - | -

Thféehrelated sub-problems were cséd Eo~fulfill the
purpose of the research. |

'The first sub-problem was to identify whether there
were perceotual dlfferences between vocational‘education;
" teachers and non- vocatlonal educatlon secondary school
~ teachers toward the evaluation of vocatronal education
teachers. |

‘'The sgcond sub- problem.was to determine if vocational
education teacher participants -had dlfferent perceptlons
toward,vocatiohal education taacher evaluatlon than do

dzschool admlnlst;ators.

The thlrd sub- problem was -to determlne if the group
r- »
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. : v
designated as non- -vocational education secgndary schooﬂ -

teachers ‘had different percepti®ns toward vocatlonal ”L

educatlon teachex evaluatlon than do the school

.
M

admlnlstrator sample. ' B

\ -

‘/// . Null Hypotheses

d
-~

Resufts of the research process related to vocational
eddcation teacher evaluationAas stated in the main*purpose
of this study was to determine the relationship of the
variables given in the problem statement. Three ndilh

¢

!hypothesesawere used to state these variables and were
exnressedfas: There was no significant difference between
the perceptions that vocatignal edEcation teachers held and
the perceptlons that non-vocationalieducatiOn secondary.

school teachers had toward evaluatlon of vocatlonal

.education teachers in the secondary schools in Alberta.’

3

s Ther was no 51gn1f1cant dlfference between the ﬂg-~~v:.”
v " ‘-* . " 3

perceptlo s that vocatignal education teachers had bowand&i”

thelr evaluation and the perceptions that schoOl "ﬂfﬁ '.f*‘

W

administrators held toward evaluatlng vocational educatlon .
teachers as part of the1r admlnlstratlve mandate.

There was no 51gn1f1cant dlfference between the
perce tions that non- vocatlonal education secondary school“
teac ers possessed toward the evaluation of vocat1ona1

education ‘teachers and the percept1ons held by school

administrators in the secondary schools of the prov1nce.



. o Slgnlflcance of the Study . - )
Few research studies have been. conducted in Alberta
~which reported on teacher percept1ons towards,teacher
evaluation., Researchers.such\as: yuzdetski and Elliot
k1985), Townsend (1984), Duncan t1984), Rhodes (1984),
~Mireau (1984), Peddlcord (1984); Bergz(1983), Alberta
Educatidn (1988), and Holdaway and Reikie (1977),'réported
either on studles that- were conducted in the “province wh1ch
prlmarlly focused gh elther teacher evaluatlon pol1c1es and
practlces or reported on the proces§ to 1mp1ement a new
evaluation policy. Much of the:data in many of_these
studies has been:reported from thefsupervlsory.perspective.
" The study EEported by Duncan (1984) described the eValuation
practlces that were used by evaluators to- collect data for
ﬂevaluating teachers. There were llttle data in the Duncan_
‘ study that were concerned w1th the evaluatlon of the ‘ ?-
teachers. in Alberta per se. o ' : o
Most of the resear@hers who elected to investidate or

make recommendations concerning teacher evaluationitreat it

. . .0 . .
as a specific topic to identify either teaching methods or
teacher performance. These researchers tend to ignore-how.

those involved in the evaluation process perceive tne

:process as it may affect. those being evaluated..
2

The results of this study should make available to

school administrators information on the perceptions,held by

- . . G

thOSe being evaluated. These findings could prove helpful
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; AN
to these administrators with their decision in establishing

. , . A . T
policies directed at the evaluation‘of teachers. This '

should provide additional significance to the study.
Additional Significance for the study may be that

school administrators at the ‘elementary and seCOndary school

level may find the results of the study of- value to them

when they evaluate teachers whose major responSibility is

teaching the affective and cognitive domains of learning“
. )

The final results of the study report the perceptions

that vocational education teachers, non- vocational education
- v '
teachers and school administrators had toward the evaluation
g
of vocational education teachers. These results, whehqg

E% ¥ 5}6 ¥

reported, should add to. the literature on teacher

evaluation. This should-prove useful to other researchers
. who are interested in the topic of teacher evaluation and

.

the perceptions held by those being evaluated

&

{
Pt e . .
- ‘Limitations

The following limitations were established for this

sstudy to help narrow its scope: | °

. Those selected to partiCipate in the study were
restricted to vocational education teachers, non—vocational
'education teachers and school administrators in schools‘
,selected through the sampling procedure,to be involved in
the study. This placed a limitation on the generalizability‘
ofithe-researchvfindings. ‘This also placed a limitation on;

. P’

the reliability-and accuracy of the tesearch findings.



A second‘limitation is that the study considered only

-

teachers' and school administrators' péréeptions that were

‘held by these two groups when the study was conducted. .
The data that are collected were—l1m1ted by the
accuracy of response that each part1c1pant made to the

statements on the questionnaire designed for this study when
it was conducted. The way that these individuals interpret -

questionnaire statements placed an additional limitation on
. / B

. <& -

the ihvestigatioh.

The»participants in this study were limlted to either

-

of'one)df threefpopdlation groups to be surveyed i.e.,
school administrator, vocational education teacher or non-
vocatlonal educat1on teacher. fndividhals that comprised
each_group had to spend more than 50% of their employed

time at that position as identified on Alberta ‘Education,

1986-87 Certificated Personnel Record (CPR) forms.

Operational Definitions

.Definitions for terms that are used throughout .this
report are referred to as operational definitions. These
[ .

deflnitions»are used by the writer to establish for the

reader a better understandlng of the follow1mg terms.

LI
-

Evaluation -
- 4 _
From a review of the literature written on the subject

of evaluation it was found that there are as many

o

definitions for this term as there are writers who have

A



written on this toﬁic.suit is imperative that the reader

have a clear understanding of the term "evaluation" as the
. ¥ P ) : e

term is used in thi}f report.

Torgunrud‘(lf'.:'squesfs "Evaluation is the process of

as "a written report, leadlng to a recommendation or a

fating that is submitted to the cengral office of the schoel
system" (p. 3). -

Guidelines for Student Evaluat1on Practices, (Author

unknown , 1983), states."Evaluatlon ascertains whether the
teacher is teachlng’and the learner is learning. - Evaluation
is quantitative: }t involves appraisal as well as
measdrement, for it includes the stage of making value
judgments" (p. 1). |

The Belmont School District (1974) of Callfornla in 1ts

publication Evaluating Teachepeﬁﬁgk Profe551onal GrSWEh

PR

considers evaluatlon to be a process to assist in mak{ng
judgements which are directly related to the professienal
. » : \ ;

competencies of all certified employee§ of the school board.
(p. 5) To show the relationship-ghat exists between
evaluatien and the standards established for those-who
deliver instruction this publicatien states: |

Evaluation is the process . . . based on a broaé

knowledge of the areas of performance involved,/M

the characteristics of the situation of the
- individuals being evaluated, and. the specific



standards of per formance pre-established for their ’
positions. ‘ o T
- Evaluation should promote,awareness of the .
strengths and weaknesses of all certificated
personnel, provide for growth and improvement and
. encourage beneficial technique or .instrument, and
* it is a necessary function in maintaining a viable
profession. Evaluation of personnel should be
" directed to the total educational process in order
that children are ablg to develop to the best of -
their abilities. It should be constructive, fair
and equitable. Communication between the :
evaluator and the evaluatee should be ongging.

(p. 5)

Strake (1983) provided a much simpler definition w%en

he wrote, "Evaluation is an observed value compared to some

standard" (p. 291).
The definition provided by Holdaway and Reikie was

found to be acceptable to the researcher and will be used

throughout this reporﬁ.

) -
Non-Vocational Education Teachers

¢ For the'purpbses of this study non-vocational education

teachers are all individuals employéé by a school system in

v

Alberta who also hold a Province of Alberta Teacher —° -

LK

Certificate. Their designated position is to teach courses

. . . ‘?
other than vocational.education 22 or 32 level courses.

\/‘/ 4

These teacheé}' ould teach courses such as: mathematics,

science, English, social studies, second languages, business

\

educatid& or physical education. School boaf&é do not

recgive a vocatiomal education grant from Alberta Education

E ? \
-for these teachers. . . \

\
\
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Percepéion , |

Perception is a much studiéd fiéld of psychology as it )
relates to "receiving, selecting, acquiring;, transforminq
and organizing-the infofmation supplied -through buf senses"
(Barber & Legge, 1976, p. 7). Bartley (1972) sugéestéw
perception as: "The immediate discriminatory results of
energy reaching sense‘orgaﬁs. THYs discrimination is
expressed at the personalistic level and is not based soiely
upon action at a single set of sense organs. It is the
utilization of the input to all senée organslbeing activated
at the timé" (p. 306). This samevauthor later wrote:

"perception is the immediate discriminatory response of the

organism aroused through activation of sense organs" ~
‘o.l, -

(?artley, 19838, p. 11).

For the. purpose of this study the latter definition -

provided by Bartley will be used.

School Administrators -
This study considered school  administrators to he all

individuals employed by a school board in Albetta who- held a

Provinqe of Alberta Teacher éertificate and who have becn

designated by a school board as a'prihcipal, vice-

principal, assistant)brinciéaler department head in a

secoﬁaary school under the jurisdiction of the school board.
Thesa Individuals are responsible to see that the

policiesf rules, and regulations established by the sehool

board are effectively and.efficiently carried out 1in the
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schools where they®administrates

Vocational Education Teachers
A review of the literature indicates a vocational )
education teacher acquires this designation as)outlined in

the Industrial Education Manual For Guidance to Teachers

~

. Counsellors and Administrators (1983). According to this

official document, of the Curriculuﬁ Branch of Alberta
Education, the requireménts for a vocatiqnal teacher in
AlQﬁrta»are'aé folldws: "Second and third level courses
e ,

identified as "22" and "32" must be taught by teachers
qualifie§ in the particqlaf trade or technology as follows:
’i. Journeymbn certification; or eqhivalent in the non-
designated trade areas. 2. ‘Valid teaching certificate"
(p. 51). Fotr purpose Qf clarity the valid teaching
certificate referred to in“itemh?Z" must be & Prgvince of
Alberta Teacher Certificate. 1In adaition to the two

Y
aforementioned criteria ané, for the purpose of this study a
vocational teacher is one who is employéd by a school system

in Alberta to teach 12,§22, and 32 level courses, grade 160,

11, and 12 respectively.

Population
The populatidén for this study included three discreet

groups found in the teaching profession: high school

—

administrators, non-vocational education secondary school

teach s and vocational education teaéﬁers. After

&

B
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Co%siderable investigation an up-to-date list for each group
was .obtained from Computer Services, Alberta Education.

To acéess tﬁis data the researcher was required to mecot
E:e following coﬁditions: sﬁbmit a letter to the Acting
Director Computef Services, Alberta Education. A copy of
this letter may be found in Appenaix A, paée 132. This
letter con}ained‘the following: a request for assistance to
generate a sample populdtion from high school teachers of
voé%tionél eduéa&ion teaéhers, non-véocational edﬁcation
secondary school £eachers and scool administrators in the
province; indication that the required data would be used
for research purposes; éssgrance that information collected
would guard the anonymity of theAresearcb population and
finally the sponsoring depértment that would use the data
generated by the study had to be identified. That
department was‘fhe Ptogram Delivery Division, Alberta
Educétion, Edmonton Region.

After this letter was received by the AcfinQ'é;fector, .
Compufer Services, a meeting was held with that gnd}vidual,
two other representatives frém Cémputer Services and the

researcher. -Descriptions fof/}hsfthee population groups

‘ 1

ifwere provided with the following three identity factors
added: _gender of fhe individual; whether or'not the
{ﬁé@&idual was teachinglor administering in a school during

1986-87 school year; and finally the individual must teach

or administrate in grades 108, 11 or 12.
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After con51derab1e dlscu5510h and in copsultatlon w1th

the staff from Computer Serv1ces the dec151on was made to
- &

select data that were aya1lable from the 1986-87

Certlflcated Personnel‘Record (CPR) to select the. sample for

o

the study. . 'F

Profess1onal personnnel employed by a school system and
wh

holdlng.a'Prov1nce.of Alberta Teacher certificate arg S

-

'reQuired by Section 12 of the'Alberta‘SchoolsAct a? complete

‘a Certiflcated-Personnel Record form annually: 1"%."I‘his form
is used tofcollect:the following aQ%é;j demographrc'
'information,’employment status, type of teaching
“ cert1f1cate, earned un1vers1ty degree and/or graduate
diploma, vocatlonal tralnlng and/or qua11f1catlons; major
ﬂ,subject areas completed at un1Ver51ty (3 or more.ﬁgll year
3*courses), number Of years of tra1n1ng for salary-grldv .j//
purposes, total numbe;.of years @f“%eachlng experlence and
.f1nally major teachlng act1v1ty or OCCupatlon dur1ng the |

last school year. ‘ o “, ,‘; .

. ;pAﬂgubSection'of the CPR requires each individual
COmpleting-the form to identify‘their designated positiongat
the locatlon of employment where the .form was. completed

.
Personnel were:- only selecfed if they 1dent1f1ed themselves

1

.'m /

‘h’on the CPR as’ school based rather than jurlsdlct1on based
.and spent more than 5@6 of the tlme as ‘a teacher or school
vhadﬁxnlstrator.' For ease of‘retr1eval, data obtained: with.

e 3

* ‘the CPR forms:were.stored‘fnpcomputer disks.
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Certlflcated Personnel Record btat1st1cs\

Tere

Table 1 1ncludes data taken from the 1986- 1987 CPR
forms whlch &h&lcate high school based de51gnated p051t10ns,

_p051t10n codes and populatlon counts for the.admlnlstraoor

cohort. g k

] : [ B

Table 1

N

Désighated Position, Position Code and Count for ngh

School Admlnlstrators 19R%A-87 CPR

DESIGNATED POSITION _USITION. CODE ~ COUNT
Principal - ) - 2101 | 349
il v
Assistant Principal e 2162 - 379
Department Head - 2103 | - 453
TOTAL - . : B T 1181

Data in Table 1 1nd1ca+e the hlgh school population of
schoolﬁadmlnlstrators to be 1181 whlch includes pr1nc1pals,
asslstant principals and department heads.
L Data infTeblef2 show that there were 35@ Hiéﬁ School
~}ndostrial;Education teachers employed in the.pro§ince‘in
1986e87. Industrial education:is a generic termnthét is
used in educatiohal‘circles‘in £he pfovince tosanludei
industfiai arts and vocational education. Toffu:ther

.tategoriZe this generic classification ‘and to identify the
: Bl et : : v _
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'specific vocational training and/ar special qualifications

Table 2

- Designated Position, Position Code and Count for Industrial

Education Teacheéers 1986-87 CPR

-

D POSITION

POSITION CODE

°

" DESIGNATE COUNT
Industrial Educati.on 2204 350 .
TOTAL 350

AN
b

these teachers. possessed, the following CPR codes were'usea.

I'n actual practice these CPR codes are used to identify the

specialization of the vocational education teacher and the

approved course of study which that individual teaches..

CODE
110
120
130
210
220
230
319
320

330

FIELD

" Commercial Art
Drafting’
Printing

Aircraft Maintenance

Auto Body Mechanics

Motor Mechanics

‘Carpentry

Machine Shop

Pipe Trades

LY

CODE

hd .

340
. 350
410
420
"510
520
530
540

610

FIELD )

Sheet.MeEal
Welding

Electricity

Lo

Electronics

ﬁeauty’Culture‘

Cooking
Health Services

Sewing

»Peiforming Arts..
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}6 qompleting the CPR form each vqcafional education

teacher“idengifiedthimsélf/hegself as an Iﬁdustrial |

Education teacher and idéntified their area of .

]

specialiiation from the 18 listed. However, fot the .

purposes . of thi§’stud9 it must be made clear that these are

[

- high schdol‘voéational education teachers and not high

: ) ' _ 8,
school industrial arts teachers. The difference between

these two teachers will be shown in the mnext chapter.
Data in Table 3 include designated pcsition, position
code and population count fo%Athe non-vocational education,

teacher cohort-which were taken from the CPR form for- the

1986-87 séhool year. Attention should be brought to the

i

: . 13 .. -‘ 13 . .
number of industrial education positions, actually

o <

industrial arts positions, found in this table equal 153.
Individuals in this group of 153 identified themselves as

not having any vocational training and for the purposes'bf

this study were considered as non-vocational education

- teachers. Data in this table indicate there was a total
] .

high school popdlafion of 5073 -non-vocational édﬁcat}oﬁ‘
oo ,
teggaers in 1986-87.
The toﬁais ffom Tabies 1-3 were aggregéted in Table 4.
bata from this table show that for the three cohorts there .

were 6,604 individuals, Thesexdata also show the number of

people for each cohort.
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Table 3. o~

Designated .Position, Position Code and Count for Non

-Vocational Education Teachers 1986-87 CPR

DESIGNATED POSITION - ) POSITION CODE .COUNT
Regular K 1-12 © . 2201 4217
Special Education - 2202 o 105
HOTE Economlqs T 22@3~ oo ‘, 202 ¢
Industrial Education - 2204 “ 153,
‘Extension Programs ' 2206 - i - 81
Business Education 2207 B © - 3157

- TOTAL o : 5073 .

e g

Table 4

Count of Certifilcated Personnel in All Cohorts 1986-=87 CPR.

CERTIFICATED PERSbNNEL : o N COUNT

Total number of high school administrators 1,181

~Total number of high schoo1 non-vocational
education teachers : N - 5,073

Total number of high school voéationai
education teachers ‘ ‘ ' 350

TOTAL - , C e - 6,604
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.Sample

From‘each_pfvfhe three populations a random sample was’
selected using the follbwing procedure.’

From personnel of'the Divieion of Educat}ona1=Reeeareh'
Services, University of Alberta, ie was recommended that a
random sample of 4¢8 be taken from the aggregated‘pdpulation
'_of 6,604, It was also recommended that a constant ratio be
'malntalned fot each of the three populatlons to ensure that
the sample was trgly random.

ivﬂA randomisample was generated ny ipersonneljof Computert

-

Services, Alberta Education using the program for random

A

seleCtion taken from the Sfatistical Package For The Social
Seiences (SPSSX Y, |
(/ This program generated a random sample frem the high
‘school abministratormcohore to be, 72; from the high school
voeational edueation teachers, 2L; and from the high school
‘non-vecational education teachers, 5@7. Aggreéated,‘tne
random sample size for the three groups totalled 400
p%iticipants. ‘

| From the ranaomization process the researcher was

provided with three separate lists under the following

titleS° Random Sample of ngh School Administrators by.

School _Name, School Year 86-87, Random Sample of VOcat1ona1

Educatlon Teachers by School Name, School Year 86-87 and

‘lastly Random Sample of Non Vocational Educatlon Senior ngh

"Teachers by School Name,'School Year 86-87. On each of
T -

N
L}
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Ehese'lfsts the following specific .information was. included:
school name, échool‘gode, teacher surname/first hame/titlé,”f
bosﬁtidn, address and postal code. -
The'infgrmatidn provided oﬁ the fhree lists was used to
idehtify.mailing addresses for tHe partiéipaﬁts’in thisg

study.

INSTRUMENTATION

A .literature review of the methods Qsed"io design
research instrqmentg was made by the‘reseérchef to determine
the most appropriate_inétrpment to collect data for'this
'SEQdy. “From this'literétq;e review'éhe reséarchef
“determined that a éuéStionnaire,would be used to collect
data for analysié. From the literature'géview-the.
researcher also learned of methods uséa‘to organize an
iﬁstrumeht; techniquesﬁto.word statéments that would
élimiﬁate ampiguity and ensufe'thag the statements would ask
\tbe inﬁentighe researcﬁér wanted to state; how to design
questions that were either'(open-epded or closéd); to
sequence questions and finalzy‘to aetermine methods fop
acquiring maximum reliability and validity. |

Consideration of the ad&antages fqr,se}ecting a
questionnéife,~given by such authoritiés as, McCallon & .
M?C;ay (1975), ‘Berdie & Andergonx(1974), Tuckman (1972) and
bppenhiem (1966):, were: relatively igéxpensive to collect
‘ data'frgm'a wide area dﬁé to mailing; cover a wide

geographic area; may elicit more saccurate information about -
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a respohdentfs feelings or thoughts due to anomymity;‘allows
respondenti‘time te contemplate answers; each respondent
receives qhestions phrased inf exactly the same manner and
sequence; and finally . it can be relatively easy to analyze
data. Althdhgh a questionnaife has its advantages it is-nqtu
without its dlsadvantages. some of these are: doee the}
Fespondent understand the guestions asked as they were
intended by the researcher; wlll the respondent answer
QUestions with integrity; ®ill the return rate be so low as
to ‘bias ‘the results; do respondents have the‘abitity.or
willingness to provide infermation crucial in determining
the validity .of questionnaire data; is the questionnaire toe‘
lengthy; do respondents v1ew the' ‘study 1mportant eno%gh to
complete the answers with much consideration.

A{number of drafts and subsequent revisions of” the
research instrument were prepared by.the researcher. with the
guidance aaa direction of the major advisor of the study.

'The.instrument was then reviewed by a specialist in
énStrumeht design ftom‘the-éepartmedt of Educational

Psychology, The. University Of * liwrra, ‘Two important
consiqe:ations for questidnr P ament.Jlre'made
eyident hy this specialist« o :'1 statements on the
resea}ch instrument were ane 2 ° to elsure reliability.

'Obpenheim'(l966) states -"Reliav:. -, refers~to'consisteney,

‘to obtalnlng the same reeults agaln. (p. 69). This'

authority also indicated that sets of questlons will give

5
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~“more consistent results., Reliability was accomplished for

“this questioﬁnaire by categorizing questions in groups by '
. topics.

TheAsecond consideration.for questionnaire refinemens
was face validity. The spegialist eQaluated thé research
instrument guestions to ensure face valiéity for each
guestion was'evidentf Méore (1983) states "Face validity is
a professional éppraiSai of what'appears to be vélid for the
content the test attempts to measure.f (p. 212).

Following, recommendations made by this specialist, the

’

research instrument was piloted before use.

Pilot Study
The pilot étudylwas conducted to further refine’theA
research iﬁstrument. The major pu;poses of the pilot study
were as follows: | . V
To identify questions to which nearly evéryone_rééponds
idéhtically.°,
To encourége.pilot study respondents to make specific
comments and suggestions for‘refineméht of £he
- questionqéire. ~
"To identify ambiguous worﬁs or entire.guestions.
To reveal offensive sfatementsu
To re&eal qqestiohs which respondents did. not answer
and find out the reasons why they did not answer tﬁese‘
particular queétions.

- To check for adequate spacihg for written responses.



22

To determine if instructions were adequate,

To determine the length- of time required }or completing

the &uestionnairé.

It was recommended>by the specialist in instrument
design that a total:of 15 participénts comprise the piiot
study group. Five pilot study @articipants‘were schooi
administrators; five\wefe non-vocational edué;tion teéchefs
‘and five were vocational education teachers. For
convenience and time efficiency the“reseatcher selected 15
acquaintances who wére teadily availgble and mét the
qualifications that were previously‘mentioned in this
éaraéfaph. Selection of pilot study participgnts was not

L)

"made on a random basis.

The pilot study questionnakreé that were completeq were
aﬁélyzed for suggéstions, criticisms and‘difficulties‘those
invoived in this ph;se of the stﬁdy encountered in
completing the rgsearch instrument. From this infgrmation,
that.provided by the major édvisor of the study: the
specialist in instrument désign and tﬁe researcher, the
final cépy of the resea;ch instrumenf was developed. A copy

of the research questionnaire can be found in Appendix C,

page 141.

Methodoiogy
The methodology used to bring this study to its
conclusion is presented in this section of the thesis.

.The research methods used to gather information}related'
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to the topic of this study were performed‘either manually or

by computer. !

The researcher conducted a library search of the

standard reference sources used by those conducting

:

educatiopal reséarch. Doctoral dissertations and master's
theses, professional jourpals, and association handbooks
that dealt with thef;opic of teacher evaluation were also -
teviewed. In addition,- the researchef attended é conference

on teacher evaluation.

In conducting the literature review the follbwing‘
» ‘ i

references were used: Education Theses and Selected

Projects; The Canadian Educational Index; The Alberta

"Educational Index; The Education Index; Technical Education

_Abstractss selected government documents from the Cameron

Library; fSocial Sciences Citation Index; and lastly

Resources in Vocational Educatior. ‘Educational data bases

’

were searched by computer., For the purposes of this study

the two data bases searched were: Educational Resources
N
Information Centre (NEW ERIC) ‘'‘and ,Dissertation Abstracts

International.® The NEW ERIC search was conducted at the

Herbert T. Coutts Library, University of Alberta and the

Dissertation Abst¥acts Internatiuvnal search was conducted by’
Bibliographic Retrieval_Services (BRS). To search the ﬁi;c

Data Base descriptors were selected from the Thesaurus of

ERIC.Descriptors, 1lth edition, 1987. The following

descriptors were chosen to search the ERIC Dgta Base:
- Yol
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ad%iniStrator attitudes and teacher evaluation, teacher
attitudes and teacher ev;iuation and vqcétional education,
teacher attitudes and teacher evaluation, teacher evaluation
and vocational education, teacher evaluation, ahd teachér
evaluation and teacher attitudes. The descriptors used for
the BRS\Search'wete: teachgf—aﬁtitudes or admi;istrator—
attitudes and teacher-evaluation and vocational-education
teachers and industrial-arts teachers., Additional
descripto¥s combined with these descriptors were secondary
eduéation, industrial education, agd technical education
wﬁich yielded a total of 128 hits or abstracts.

’ Results of the manual and computer data base searches
revealed there were no research studies completed that -
detetmined if school administratofs,_non—vocational
education teachers and vocational education teachers at the
-secondary school level, possess different perceptions
towards vocational teachér evaluation., This helped to
establish a ﬁeed for the study. .

The populatidn identified fot’participation in this
study was discussed previously in this chapter:

Also, the rationale and design of the instrumentation
used for this research were discussed in a previous.section'
of this chapter.

Two letters we;e-ﬁeveloped b} the researcher under the

guidance of the major advisor.: ' The first letter was sent to

school superintendents and the second letter to those
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identified as research.participants.

- “The first letter sent to 97 superintendents of various
school jurisdictions in Alberta Fequesting their peimiésion
fer the researcher to involve teachers end administrators in
their school system in the study; A copy of this letter may
be fo&nd in Appendix B, page 137. Tﬁe'}ist of
superintendents was developed fromle computer printout
provided by Computer Services, Alberta Education.

Fifty-one of the 97 superinteqﬁents'or 52.6% granted
the permission requested. To increase the rate of return
follow-up phone calls were made to superintendegts who
f;}led to respond to the request. These procedures yielded
;a additional 46 superintendents who granted permission.
This increased tpe rate of return,bn a percentage-bases to
160% from 52.6%. ‘ ; )

A covering letter was prepared that would accompany the
questionnaire and othker material to be sent to each
particfpant. The covering letter contained the féllowing:~
request for the individual‘te‘partipipate in the etudy,
.explanation fdr the pu{pose of the study, the length ofAtime
it Qould‘fake a participant to pqmplete the questionnaire,
directions for returning completed questidnnaires and gave a
date for returning guestionnaires. A copy of this'ietter
may be found in Appendix C, page 140.‘ | .

A self-addressed postcard was included with the package

of material that-was sent to each participant.. The purpose
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of this postcard was to identify those participants who

completed questionnaires. Instructions in the covering

letter requested participants sign and return the postcard

) \
either at the same time or a few days after thﬁy returned

the questionnaire. A second reason for the postcard was to
allow participants total anonymity:on the questionnaife
/which was returned {h an enclosed envelope. A copy of the

postcard may be found ig Appendix C, pége 148.  No .
\identifying OF codifying marks were placed on‘the

{

gquestionnaire'consequently no follow-up was possible.

’;our hundred questionnaires were mailed to: .high
school_admim&strator%f hF§h schod& non—vocatiohal education
teachers and vocationa} education teacher§. Aqgfegated the
perbentage of response for the thr;e cohorts was 70.5%
(282/400) . In this total there were 86.6% (58/72)% high ‘
school administrators who'returnedothe questionnaire, 68.4%
(21@/;07) non-vocational education teachers and 66.7%

(14/21) vocétionél educat}gnal teacheré. These data are
found in Table 5. . -

Following recé;pt of the completed quesﬁionnaires, the
data provided were analyzed. ¥““mm‘W%éT

These, data were coded by thgbreSearcher and keypunched.
by personnel of the Division of Educational Research
Services, University of Aiberta,‘for computer processing.

The resulting analyzed data was organized into tables and
. , AN ? .

the findings for each question presented,
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Table 5 . = o y t"l T -ay

Rate of Return for. Each Cohort (N =.400) .

_COHORT - : L .COHORT QUESTIONNAIRES . %
. : - ‘ ‘NUMBER RETURNED RETURN-
AdministratorSH* LT e ”72_._ ' 58 - : 80.6
Non - Vocatlonal Teachers‘ 367 210  68.4
Vocat1onal Teachers IR 21 o ‘}4, ) 66,7
TOTAL R s90 282 ¢ 178.5
4 " These datg‘and findings?Were summarizedﬁas conclusions

drawn from the conclusions were made.

and‘observationst “To conclude this study, recommendations’

‘; %, IR - | _ T V'@
e ‘Organization of the Thesis,

~ The first chapter presents the research designAof the

hstudy under the followrng toplcal headlngs,,-introduction;_<

statement of the problem, sub-problems; null hypotheses,'

'1mportance of the stuldy; limitations; operatlonal ’

!

- study and methodology.

defrnltlons;-populatlon;'sample; instrumentation; pilot'

.The second chapter begins by'discussing the differences

\.and 51m11ar1t1es between a yocatlonal educat1on teacher and

v

ﬂan 1ndustr1al arts teacher followed by the hlstory of

teacher evaluatlon in Alberta. A l1terature review related

r A

©to the tOplC of teacher evaluatlon is followed by references
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and f1nd1ngs of research related to perceptlons of teaChers

-

toward teacher evaluatlon. o
The th1rd chapter presents an analy51s of the data that
were collected.» These data and flndlngs are organlzed as
tables for ease of 1nterpretat10n and analysis.
“The fourth chapter summarizes t e study, and relates
informatlon concerning cohclu51ons, commendatlons and
observatlons resultlng from the data analy51s of this study.

Also 1ncluded in thls chapter are ‘some weaknesses that are

“related to the research.



CHAPTER_II
REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH AND LITERATURE °
. sy

The first.éﬁapter of this report provided a description

e

of the research desién and indicatéd‘that the cgntral e
purpose of £Bis study was to describe the pefceptionsAfhat
xdiffefehtvtypés‘of;seCondary schoq% teachers and séﬁbol'
administrators héld toward vocational education teacher ?i
evaluations in high schools in Alberta. &Q this end, the
sgéoﬁd chapter will include a reQiew of the Literatufe by
focusing updn‘reSeéfch_related.to-teacher evaluation'fbat
Has implications for this étudy-and selécted authors who -
have written on tﬁis topic. |
" This chaéter will have the followinguorganizatioq:

’ vocationai education éna industrial afts differences and
éimilaritie§;'teacﬁer eyaluation 15 Alberta;!considerationsy
-for evalua;ﬁpé.téacﬁeré;'h&deis of evaluat;on;bénd_

 perceptidné towérd_teacher evaluation.

,vOéatibh;l Edﬁéatibn and Industrial Arts
| f‘ Differences and Similérities |
-ag, ‘In;thélpreviougléhépter the researcﬁe: iﬁdicated that'é
éiearer@undefstandfﬁg of 6ifferences and similarities . B
_between the subject area of vocational edﬁcat;on and
industrial,arté must,beAmade."The crux of this sproblem lies
With some professional educators and lay publiCVWHo,hévé
@ﬁifficulty.inchmérehending the similapiﬁieé’and"d§fferencés

29
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between these two cbmpiementapy secquary school programs.
Althéugh these differenées are'frequehgly very slight, they

. do becbme.apparent when one identif&es the intent, the
purpose, ahd the objectives of these:two practical arts
programs. bAmong noted authors in industrial edgcation
Silvius and Cuffy (1971), Feirer and Lindbéck (1969) and
Silvius and Bohn (1961) there is cbnsensUS'thét‘the pur pose

3

of industrial arts is to prepare youth to live in an-
industrial society "By definition accordlng to Feirer and ':&
Lindbeck (19695 industrial arts 1s con51dered to be "the
brdad study of the tools, materlals, equlpment,bprqcesses}
.products, and occupations of‘industry pursued for génefal

educational purposes in shops and laboratories of schools"

(p. 15). In rialhérts is, considered to be part of
Z N | o o » .
gé%ggal education because it enhances the education of all

B S 2T . g . .

students in the total school program. Wilber and Pendered

(1967y in industrial Arts ih General_Education_ believe that
industrial arts is an essential part of general education
and defend their position by stating that this program was

conceived as "an answer to'the ptqblem of educating boys and

irls to live in a world which may be accurately

chara terized as industrial and»technological"-(p; 1).
A‘distinguishiné featurerbetwegn ihdustrial arts and
vgfatlonal education is that the former 5§es not.prbvjdé -
spec1 1C.jOb or’ trade spec1f1c tralnlng. \InGUStrial arts

does, however, prov1de the learner w1th 1n51ghts into theA’
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pré@gsges, tools, anazmatérials found in‘the indusfriai
complex of a proddctive society.

Both the terms industriél\arté and yocational,edudation
were intgoduced into thé educatiohai literature during the
T first decaae of the twentieth centutry. Since that gime both
terms havé been m&dified or changed'by authors or./‘
.aséociafions who have elected to write on boﬁh of these
programsvof‘stﬁdy. ‘One of the more recent‘autﬁoré to writé
on voéational education wéévRoberts (1965) who defined
_voéational education "as instrﬁétioa which is planned fé;
thé pufpdse of deQeloping basic manipdlative'skills; saféty
develoﬁments; technical knowlédge, and related occupational

. : . N -

information for the pu;pose'of fitting young peqpie for.
initial employment invjndﬁétriai occupations and of
upgrading or retraining workers emploYed’in industry"
(p. 285). Othéf authors have prepared defipitio%s for —the.
‘term vocatibnal edqgééion. ‘All of these.definitions . |
aCCoraing to Evans (1971) are entirelyEQnsatisfactory
because "in its broadesg Sense vocational éducation is that

part of education which makes an individual more employable

“in one group of éccupaﬁions than in another" (p. 1).

o .

However, Evaﬁs did agree with other authors,.i.e., Silvius
and $ohn.(1961) that vocational=edpcétion is‘consideréd
specialized because this.type of education is not the samé
fbr all péqple."This form of education is designed to

provide instruction'leading to éntry level skills for the
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learner for é chosen occupation, - "It complements rather
“than competes with general education, for every student with
a yocationel'objective must have.a sound fremework of '
general educetion upon which to, build"z(silvius & Bohn,
1961, p. 73). .
o \ -

_Mathews (1984) in his research con51dered these
definitions for vocational educatlon 1nappropr1ate because
"of the wide varlety of terms that are used in Canada -that

-are used to prepare the learner w1th the skills, knowledge,

"and attitudes to enter .the world of work." (p. 7) 1In

- #

canada educators use such terms as vocational, technical,
°teChnioal¥vocatiOnél;‘or industrial education as descriptors
~for courses that are used to prepare students with

[
occupatlonal entry skills. This adds to the confusion of

those ettempting to seiect the“correct term because ;n
Canadian iiterature the terms vocational and technica1~are
often used as synonyms. .
| Federal leglslators in the House of Commons, to avoid
this vocabulary trap, elected to use both terms when they
enaoted the'Technical and Vocational Training A551stance Act
l96®'which became known .as TVTA. This was done by design

. , . o .
because this omnibus bill included manpower trainingh
programs -per se, which s a federal ;espon51b111ty, and
educatlonal programs both secondary school and non-
unlver51ty post secohdary educatlon, e. g., technical

‘

institutes;, which is a provincie;!responsiblllty. » according
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to the interpretation .of the Act, technical and vocatjonal
: , . o
training means:

any form of instruction, the purpose of‘which is

to prepare d-person for gainful employment in
primary or secondary industry or in any service
occupation or to increase his .skill por proficiency
in, and, without restricting the generality of the
foregoing instruction for that:purpose in relation
to any of the following industries or ©ccupations: .

i, agriculture
ii. fishing
iii. forestry
iv., mining
V. commerce . t 4
vi. construction - ' S ‘
vii. manufacturing ‘ : .
viii. transportation and communications. (TVTA,

_Article 1b) L
This.Act éncompassed no fewéwahan nihé di;tinct’
education or manpower training progfams.' These were later
expanded to ten. ' These progfams were cost shared programé;
Among‘thesegwefe Voﬁational High School Training Programs
(V.H.S;), Program I and Preram for the Training.of
Technical and Vocational Teachérs.(T.T.) Program 7. Both. of
 these programg.a:e impdrtant ﬁo‘this study because Program l-
- became an integral part of seéondary edﬁéaﬁion in the
p;ovince infwhiéh‘a minimum of one-half of th_school time
was devoted to technical, buéineés‘and>othér vocational
- courses specifically designed to pﬁepa}e the student with
entry level skills for a selected occupation.. -
Accgrdipg.to the Regulégions‘Of Schedule 7 of the Act,
to be eiigiblerfo? tecﬁﬁﬁcal'training a trainee had to -

, possess full.occupational competence in the field in which
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‘ | . .
the trainee was to give instruction. This was interpreted

by educational authorities in the province to mean

.- ‘ \‘
* journeyman status in apprenticeship trades or the equivalent

for non-apprenticeship trades.

Industrial arts teachers as a result of their
. .w -
university preparation are considered to be generalists who

v

have a wide variety of uae level of skill needed to process
both natural and man-madelmaterials. This university
preparation also.prepares these: teachers with learning
.experlences that w111 permlt ‘them to teach a limited nuﬂbet
of basic technolggles found in a productive soc;ety. Upon
. gtaduation thése teachers will teach in a maltiple activity
laboratory which is equipped to offer instruction in a
variety of industtial or technical areas for breadth R
putposes. Qonversely, vocational education téache:s after
comoleting the teacher education program.of'study will teach
their trade specialization in a uhit“shop.4 Thisztyperf ’
educational facility is an~ofgahizationa1 pl# for teaching
“a trade or a technical‘subject where stuoents concentrate'oh‘
only one type of shop work, or %ork with only ohe k;nd of
material. '(S1lv1us 5 Bohn, 1961, p. 600) In a unit shop
there is one major act1v1ty belng taught ize., machine.
shop, 'carpentry, beaoty culture, and so forth. This isg
contrasted with the multlple activity laboratory where the
_teacher may be teaching materials and technologxes comb1ned

.

The vehjcle u%§d to teach either a ‘use 1eveL of skill
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to industrial arts students or occupational entry 1dvel

skills to vocational education‘stgdents is referred to as a

. . {a
project. For the industrial arts student, projects are

chosen to meet the aiﬁs of the course and to be of interest
to the student. Projects for the vocational edu¢étign‘
studenﬁ‘are,trade spécific based an thé'aims.of.the course.
and upon practices found in the specific occupation in which
the student is developing the required c%mpetencies.
While industrial arts aﬁd,vocationél education have
. :

common characteristics to a: point, when viewed specifically

they are two distinct areas in education. (Ericson &

Seefeld, 196¢) These two authors, in Teaching the

Industrial Arts make a comparisoh of twelve characteristics
- of these two subject areas. The following is how Ericson

and Seefeld’compare theséﬁfharécteristics:
’ t

INDUSTRIAL ARTS . VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
1. A definite phase of'’ 1. A specialized program
general education based on for the purpose of preparing
‘values attained principally students for repunerative
through man}pulative activity  employment.

and study of industrial.
. materials and of industrial

life. .

2. -Emphasis placea upon - 2, Development of trade
exploration and participation skills and occupational
rather than upon skill-and- - —competence is emphasized.
efficiency. ‘ '

‘ . . o , i

3. Open and valuable for all 3. Students’ selected with
students whether talented or reference to aptitude for
not. o ‘ the work. .

4, Pupils of all ages | 4. Available to students of

“eligible. . high-school age and older.



5. Alhﬁ best served through.
a variety of experience with
tools and materials
representing many industries
and crafts.

'6. Equipment need not match
industrial conditions.

7. Classes held for single
class periods except in
special cases.

‘8. Not reimbursed through
special federal funds.

9. Teachers primarily °
prepared in teacher-education
institution.

16. Course content, length
"of time, etc., determined by
school conditions,

_11. Projefts are chosen with

reference to student interest
" and educatiocnal needs.

12, Success meaéured in
terms of pupil growth rather
than skilled work.

36

5. Concentration on one
trade or occupation,

¢

6. Working conditions and
equipment should basically
be parallel to industry.

7. Work carried on three or

. more hours per day in trade

practice and related
subjects.

8. Reimbursable through

state and federal funds.

‘9. Teachers selected frém

trades and given
professional courSes or
programs.

10. Course content and
duration of courses arranged
through advisory committees.

11. Work assignments!based
upon practiced in the trade.

12. Standards of :
workmanship judged in the
light of demands of the
trade. (pp. 258-259)

Industrial Arts was introduced as manual trainingy in

1900 into the Northwest Territories which later became the

provinces of Alberta and Saskatchewan.

Since then in

Alberta it has had a number of titles whi¢h included Manual

Arts 1966-1926,
Electives 1936-1949,
Education 1969-1983,

(Preité & Andrus, 1979)

Technical Education 1913-1926,

Industrial Arts-l949—l969f

Téchnical

Industrial

and the .Practical Arts 1983 to date
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Vocational education in Alberta has been traced by
Chalmers (1967) to the Macdonald Manaal Training Program of
1908 - 1903. The federal.governmentﬂsince 1912 has had a
long history in enacting legislation tg assist the provinces
in the cost sharing of secondary school vocational
education. The most recent act was the Techaical and
vyodational Training Assistance Act 1968. Bryce (1970)
points out that for the phaseé-out arrangements for the
capital expenditures program alone, the rederar contribution
was over a billion doilars {1, l46, 047, 200.@@). (p; 3@9{
The allotment“for Alberta was computedAat $79,104,000.60, to:
this amount the province contributed an additional
$47,521,000.280 for a total expenditure of'approximately
$126,725,000.06. (McKinnon, 1967, p. 4) Of this amount,
64%, went for the construction of vocational education wings
or- to modify existing schools to house vacatidnal education
programs of study. (Mathew, 1969, p. 4@

The "Department of Education by 1963, had approved the
constructlon of 18 vocatlonaLweducatlon faS);xtles By
1985 with no federal cost shared dollarsKK tﬁ&t number had
expanded to 52. In these facilities therekare/j yventeen
:approved courses taught that are either prOV1nc1ally
approved orvlocally designed vocational education courses.
Among these cour%es.are: Automotives, Autobody, Beauty
Chlture, Builaing Construction, Business, Drafting,

Electricity, Electronics,vFood Preparation, Graphic Arts,
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. Health Services, Horticulture, Machine Shop, Piping, Sheet
Metal, Visual Communications, and Welding.

Until the 1969-78 school year Alberta maintained a two |
stream programkfor the practical arts subjects of indust{iai
arts and vocational education. When the industrial
education congept was first introduced by Department of
Education personnel in 1569 and until its implementatgon
threé years later 1972, thaéptimeispan was indeed |
frustrating for teachérs of industrial arts and vocational
education. The main reason for that frustration was that
these teachers ha@.to become - conversant with tﬁe new
terminology dssociated with industrial education.

The industrial education program they had to becom;
knowledgeable about amalgamated the seventeen vocational.
education pﬁ&&?ams into the following seven career fields:
Craphics; Mech;nics; Construction and Fabricatioﬁ{
Electricity/?;ectroniés; Personal Services/Performing Ayts;
and Horticulture. For each cargﬁr fieldbthe:e are a number
o% "vocationay education courses{i To illustrate, i}c]uded:
in the Mechanics career field were Automoti?es; Autéquy;
Aircrafﬁ Maintenance and Agt}cultural Mechanics. The

,\ndustrial éébéation program is made up of the following
fiQe phases:AvFamiliarization, Exploration, Orientation,
Preéaration, and gccupation. The program,_tﬁeoreticélly

begins in the elementary school and terminates either in the

world of work or in a post secondary;educatiopal
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environment.

Under this - new program for«industrial education, junior
high-school industrial arts became Junior High School Grade;
7, 8, 9 Industrial Education. Following this pﬁase of the
program (is the high school phase which is gomprised of tuwo
distinct’ programs: Industrial Education 10, 2@, 30,
previously Industrial Arts, and Industrial Education 12, 22,
32, formally Vo%ational Education.

The Industrial Education 10, 20, 30 series of courses

are taught by industrial arts teachers in a multiple

-~

activity laboratory. These.courses are for general
education. ’Q‘ ‘ -

The series of courséS‘designated Industrial Education
12, 22, 32 (Vocational Education) are taught by teaéhers who
have journeyman certification in apprenticeable trades or.
the equivalent- work expérience in non—apprenticeablertfades.g/
The 12, 22, 32 series of courses are taught in’unit shops

o
and the course content is'designed/to devélop*in ?Kg’éiudent
occuéational entry level skilis in the trade, -

Although the industrial~educa£ion‘concept and itsg two
program stgsémé have been in place and.operatiohél in the
schools of the province for over a decade the differences
and similarities between thésé.tWO‘prog;ams ére still not
apparent.i )

The following information will assist in clarifying

some of the differences and similaritiés between these two
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types of teachers,
Thebprogram each teaches at the senior high school
level in Alberta indicates a m;jor difference between these

s

feachers.“ For Industrial Arts teachers the Industrial

Education Manual For Guidance To Teachers, Counsellors And
-
Administrators (1983) states:

The Industrial Education program- courses are
identified as IE 10A, 20A, 30A, and IE 10B, 208,

and 3¢B.
The tens and twenties are 4-5 credits and the
-thirties are 5 credits. . b ;
\
. "

The courses are made up of modules, each with
- a2 minimum of 25 hours of content and may be
. eXpanded to 33 hours. Three to.five modules make
up the requirements for 4-5 credits.
. v
There are fifty-six modul'es to choose frg
with about an equal number from each of the caPeer
fields:

LA

- Power

- Materials

- . Graphic Comnun1cat1ons .

-  Electricity-Electronics - Computer

’

Three modules of a general nature are also
available. These are;

- Research
- Development. Module
- Production Science Module

Specific programmln a2 local decision. If
a cluster of moduled~din_/An arpka or career field is
desired -this can be scheduled. Sequencing, too,
is left to the teachef and students insofar as

content allows it.

Procedurally, students may register in four
modules for 4-5 credit course. The first four
taken by a student will be registered as 10A. The
next four modules could be called 20A and so on,

- If after having completed 13 to 15-credits the
student wishes to'cpntinue, he/she may do so and

v

e A ,
P
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the next. course becomes 16B. An alternative: would
"be to register in elght modules for ten credits: '
'and identify the courses as 10A and 10B: The ¥a"
_and "B" connotations have no significance other o
“ than "to identify the sequénce of modules. il
iHowever, modules should not be repeated

_ * The Industr1al Educatlon 10, 26, 39 series 'is
flexible and versatile, allowing schools with one
or multiple laboratories to plan maximum use of
their facilities. ~(p. 12) o

‘“Phe modules used id the Industrial Education 1¢, 20, 30

L4

program’ ‘are prov1ded in 2ppendix D, pageHLSG. ‘b
}From this 1nformat1on on programming one is made aware of
i'the fact that one teachrng Tndustrial Edutatlon 10, ?G; ‘and
: 30'must be a generalist in four career fields. These
‘teachers are referred to as Industrlal Arts teachers.
Educat1onal tralnlng of Industrlal Arts teachers is

) Z.\ . I g
' another 1mportant cons1deratlon one must be made aware

B

m‘

~when comparlng Industr1al Arts. teachers and Vocataon=l

~,

Educat1on teachers.; ?he Deparxment of Industrlalmand

Vocatlonal Educatlon, Unlver51ty of Alberta proV1des a four

year program leadlng to a Bachelor of Educatlon with

The Industrlal Axrts égucatlon Route prov1 esﬂ o
- preparation to teach, with spec1a11zat10n in A,
teachlng about industry with its applt atlon of

various crafts and technologies. Theiprogram in .
the schools is part of general educat10n,1W1th '
‘emphasis at the juni@r high school level oh. 'r
explorifig the‘ggéhnolog1cal society in’ which wg
live. At the nior high school level the rdnge
of activity usually narrows and may 1nclu<ﬂe,*‘m

- orientation to various career, fields. ~The program
focuses on: 1ndustry,'1ts materials and its e
technologle .. as well as the occupat1onal S

4 -
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characterlstlcs of careers 1n a modern
technologlcal soc1ety
B large part of the Industr1al Arts Educatlon

program is conducted .in laboratories. where
students learn to use the materials, machines and
technology of modern industry. Further,
Industrial ‘Arts Education students learn how to
teach in an'industrial arts laboratory p
environment. (p. F-15) ‘
To become the generalist teacher for Industrial Arts

, . :

one clearly sees the university training affords the

techinical -expertise to teach the many modules offered in the

senior high—InGUStriai Arts program. ’ \

-
.

Vocational Education\teachers too must complete a four

year program leading tOva Baché1or-of'Education.: This - i

where thé similarity ends."The‘University of Alberta

&

1986/87 Calendar states: . £ 3
"73.5" ,chatioﬁalyEduéation houte
y | . e
73.5.1 “General .

‘The Vocational Education Route to the BEd
"~ degree provides preparation. in two general
instructional specializationsf '

(1) H1gh school Spe01allzat10n ,

The high school career spec:allzatlon
provides preparatlon to teach, with »
specialization .in teaching. ]ob entry skills
in - designated trade, business and technical
areas at the senior high school level. . These
subject areas include Autobody, Automotives,
Beauty Culture, Building Construction,

" Business, Drafting, Electricity, Electronics,

" Food Preparation, Graphic Arts;'Heélth L
Services, Horticulture, Machlne Shop, Plplng¢@ \
Sheet Metal, Visual Communlcahqons, and ’

, Welding. (lelted admlss1onnthh1n subject

. areas). ,1.9 A gfj_
(2) -Adult Education Sgﬁﬂlallzathg ”3”
: " See 73.6 e ) )

h ‘j A L
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Admission Requirements .
' See 13,7 of this Calendar. -

The ‘normal Faculty of " Educatlon adm1551on
requlrements are: , o al

(1) Senior matriculation, or

(2) Non-matriculated adult status, or

(3) Successful completion of one full.year or
more at a recognized Alberta post-secondary
1nst1tut10n. :

,Spec1al Entrance Requirements _ N

. In addition to the above, vocational . o
education appllcants must present ev1dence of
competency -in a recognized sub]ect area through
documentation of at least a four- year training
period and approprlate Journeyman's Certificate or
equivalent. s

High School Spec1allzatlon - Adm1551on for
this career goal is limited to spec1f1c subject
areas taught in Alberta high schools. Normally,
evidence of current competency must be presented
‘through the documentation of at - least a four year*-
‘training perlod and appropriate Journeyman's - *
Certificate or equivalent; and letters of .
reference outlining employment period, nature o
“job requ1rements, and quality of work performed
Equivalency is détermined by relevant documents,
letters-of reference, and in the case of Business
applicants, documented typing speed of not less
than 55 NET #ords per minute on a 5 migute typlng
test. with not more than 8 errors..

In the case of the Combined Schedule where-
students may be admitted with an incomplete
training perlod the minimum is 35 high school -
credits .in the area, or successful completion of a
one year approved post-secondary.training program,
“.or rsuccessful completion (with letters of
xecommendation) of one year of an approved formal
1ndustr1al/bu51ness based “training program, in the
‘sub]ect areas outlined above. -

Advanced Standing

Subject Area. ' A minimum of 15 credits and a
maximum of 30 Qredlts (one year) of advanced
" standing is avaklable on the program in »
recognition/of tralnlng and experience in ‘the .
1dentrfl§§31ndustr1al or business area.:

Tra nDg. . Successful completion .of a four-
year tralnlng period. (or equlvalent) including
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\

appropriate certification is a required and
1ntegra1 part of the program. :

,_(l)Normally, students will present documentation

"ipf training and Alberta certification and be

" awarded advanced ‘standing in the Industrial
Practicum courses EDIND 223-443.
(2)Students admitted with an incomplete training
program will receive credit toward the Industrial’
Practicum requlrements according to the amount-of
training documented on entry. Students are
required to register in the remaining work

- experience courses-and carry out the requirements
.specified in receiving further credit

Experience. On entry into the program,
students presenting work experience beyond the
four-year training "period receive additional
advanced standing on the ba51s of 3 credits for
each full year of experiencg, up to a maximum of
15 credits. (pp.*F-15, F-lOha —

"

Wwhen compadring these requireh

ht's for a Vocationa
'Education teacher ‘with those of an Industrial Arts te aéherr

one readily observes that technical training for Industrial

_Arts teaCherbis obtained from courses taken at university
e _

whereas the Vocational Education teacher ohtains this

training in industry.
* The program Vocational Education teachers offer at the
high school level in Alberta is best presented in the

'Industrlal Education Manual For ‘Guidance To Teachers,

Counsellors and Admlnistrators'(l983) which states:

'The Industrial Education 12, 22, 32 program
is a series of modules which develop competencies
leading to seven different career fields.

"Entry into a career field may be gained by
.taking one of several introductory courses. These
are: ‘ |
~a.the "12" course designaﬁed forgeach-major,
or ' ' o '

N
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b two modules from the Industrlal Educat1on
"10, 20, 30" series related to the ant1c1pated
major, or
. c.one half of a "12" course. The other ‘half
would be another half "12"\or a modulé ‘from the
"19" program, The course would be recorded as
Industrlal Educatlon."lﬁ“

a

-~

Following the introductory course the student
may advance to the major area of study by
s€lecting .any number of flV ‘credit modules from
the courses designated ag 2" or "32". The
scheduling and sequencing of the modules is the
respons1b111ty of the locaX¥ school ‘personnel but
must be in accordance with 'the regulatlons ,
pertalnlng to prerequ151té€. . e

. A student reg1stered in a segjzd or third
level course ("22" or "32") is regarded as taking
a major@in that course area. Having established a
ma]or the student may select courses designated as

minors and in this way broaden his practical skill

base in a career field or even several career
fields. However, students must complete all the
- preceding modules in a major series (usually six)

before taking the 32C module (exceptions: Beauty
Culture and,Health Services). :

Th major and minor modules available in each
career®field and the provision for related studies
make it possible . to 1nd§ease the options .for the
students.

The matrix, in Appendix D,'lietsmthe entry
level courses, .the major areas of study for each

career field and the related minors. In addition,

a student may select courses from the Industrial
Education 10, 20, 30 series, Business-.Education,
Home Economics and/or Work Experience’ to
"supplement the career field. (p. 14)

Each major (with three exceptions; Beauty'"
Culture, Food Preparation and Health Services) has
the equivalent of 35 - 40 credits available in six
5-credit and one 5 or 10 credit block. . (p. lSY

, Comparlng this 1§¥brmat1on on program offerlng ‘of

Vocatlonal Education to that of Industrial Educatlon l@,

30 one observes that vQcational Education i§ skill .

45
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deVelopment with a greater - time commitment and‘Industrial
Education 10, 28, 30 is a more general orientaﬁion‘to
“technical education. ‘ \ o u .‘ . .

Ain sﬁmmary.one readily observes that the type of
teacher training’ana pregram offering at the secondary 1e§e]
mekeAfor.greater\differences then similarities between

vocational education and industrial arts teachers.

. T ‘
Teacher Evaluation in Alberta) '

Historically many developments at the Department of
Education occurred which influenced the establiShme;t of the
_ . o
current policy and ggidelines for teacher evaluation, Among
these,devélbpments were: ‘the'role efAhigH school inspectors
‘with reference to teacher evaluation; the influence of the

. : C s - e . L.
professional teachers' association on establishing criteria

. for teacher evaluation; and research'conddcted by Alberta

- .

Education on teacher“evaiuafion.

The land‘ateé‘today known as Alberta, prior to 1955,
was part of the Northwest Territories. Chalmers (1967)
. indicated that as early as 1842 one of the first schools
thé% was'establisﬁed was a miss}on school at Lac Ste. Anﬁe,l
The founder of that school was Father Thibauit a Catholic

missionary. That school iike ether schools in the

territories was under the control of the‘Protestént or Romag

’.
Catholic church; the agencies responsible for education.

Possibly one of the earliest evaluetions of education took

"place in the Ndrthweét Territories at the school at

\
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Lac Ste. Anne. This evaluation was. an "inspection" and was

conducted by a clergyman to examine the effectiveness of the
religious instrucﬁion the students.reéeived.

In 1886, the Board of Education\fpr the Northwegt
Territofies appointed four schoo1 insp%ctoré whose duties

were: "to visit the schools at least once a year, examine
£ ‘ B

the pupils, assess the work of the_ teacher, check on, the
e

textbooks, examine the premises, and'geport on all these

factors to the‘Board of Education'™ (Chalmers, i967, p. 367).
e ’: " .
These inspections werﬂkof a religious persuasion rather than

being secular. &

However, by l9®l the terrltorles established a
‘department of education whlch in turn app01nted school

inspectors who were no longer affiliated with a rellgloﬁs
. .

‘denomination. These inspectors were concerned with
evaluating both the students' and the teachers' performance

in the territorial schools. This practice .continued until

1905 when. Alberta became a province of Canada ahd'organized
its gepartment of Education. Chalme?s (1967)uwriting.on
this ntey formed department indicated seven inépectors were
app.:.nted whbiwefe charged with the following duties:

. Service on the department Board of Examipers;
2. Endorsation of teacher's c¢ertificate; B )
e Inspection of school work and rating of G
teachers; : )
Evaluation and ‘approval of applications-of
teachers for permanent certificates;
Teaching in normal schools (from 1891),
Approving of government grants; -
"Inspection of .school property;
Submission of reports to the Department of

-3

0 ~Jowm



Education; )
9. Receivind\ applications from intending
Co teachers?\\ '
10. Assisting principals of Union Schools in
setting examinations and in arranging

practice teaching. (p. 368)///
‘i . ‘:3‘
Further changes in the Department/of Education

.contlnued to evolve and by 1912 the p051t10n of
superlntendent of schools w1th1n the’ Depar‘ment was
establlshed One of the areas of respon51b llty for those

appointed as'superintendent was to serve as a schOOI
‘ | L . ‘ £
inspector and the function they performed in that capacity
o . .

was termed "inspection". ~ This evaluation poliby of the
Departmént continued unt{i 1970 when the position of
inspector wés abolished and was repléced by consulﬁants. It
ié‘eyident‘fromAwhat Torgunrud (1985) Were,that: 2

When the evaluation policy of govermaent was
@announced it was decided that the name
"inspection" would be used to identify the .
function by which reports.would be written on the
per formance of schools and/or systems. As ‘
"inspections" had been conducted since the days-
when the province was .a part of the Northwest
Territories until approximately 1970, unfortunate
connotations connected with the historical period
were transferred to the current function. (p. 1)

The function of evaluation changed drastically when the
Departmenﬁ of Education placed the responsibility for
teacher.eValuation on the local séhooi jurisdictions.~
("Certifiqated&?&Ucation Staff Evaluatiop", 1980, p. Lf
| In the eaflyll97@'s, local school boards began to

design instruments to evaluate the performance of their

teachers in order ‘to fulfil the mandate imposed upon them by
*



49

-

Alberta Education. About this time, there was cohcern among
educational léadets in the province and among the general
public that: tﬁé quality of“high'school graduates ente;ﬁng
provincial post—secondary education fﬁstitutiops was
falling; the employers were concerned about . the quality of

" high school graduates~enterin§ the work force; this public
was concerhed‘about the level of achievément of students at
all grade‘levels; and inequity ex\sted‘in the marks assigned
%;udents. (Fé;ske, Memorandﬁm, April 27, 1979) Thesé ~

concerns beganfto emerge in other segments of Alberta's"
society which influenced the Minister of Education, Jﬁlian

Koziak, to establish the Minister's Advisory,poﬁmitgggvga
Stuéent Achievement (MACCSA). This éommittee was
established in Octobér 1976 and was commissioned with the
task of reviewing the quality and aChie;ement standards of:
basic’ed0cation in.AlberEa: .In addition Eo its méndate, the
leg{;iétu}e requested that the Committee study the effect
that .the withdrawal of compulsorydgrade 12" depar tmental .

examinations had on the quality of education in the ’

province. (MACOSA Final Report, 1979, p. 1) - . s

Although the MACOSA study dealt primarily with the

evaluation of student achievement there is the underlying

Al

belief among educators, that if students achieve poorly then

teachers must be doing something to influénce'tha%;Situation

)

to occur. This is emphasized by Bolton (1973) wh&:states:‘

‘Many educators agree that the most satisfactory
-criterion measure is the product of performance;
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the emphasis is on the result of outcome of
instruction rather than the process of

instruction. The major reason for preferring

pupil outcomes as the measure of teacher
effectiveness is that the goal of teaching is
-learner development; therefore, the teacher should
be accountable by -providing evidence that learning-
has occurred. (p, 118) '

Holdaway and Reikie Rélqtgd Reséarch

Holdaway and Reikie (1977) completed their research én
the préctices énd’bolicies‘conAe%ning teacher evaluation by
iocél school jurisdictions. .To collect data fér thjs
?investigétion these researchers mailed a questionnaire to
glaﬁ_schodl éuperinténdents in the ;rovince. These
résearcher%_found: "a wide variety of .practices and
policies existéd in school Qyééems in Alberta concerning the

o -

formal evaluation of teacﬂersﬂ (p. 1). There were a number
of factbrs that helped to produce this variety. Among them
were; "the changeovér’to a complete systeﬁ of locally
appointed sUperihtendentgj a le§s prescfiptive 1870 Sch;ol
Act, @ncreaéed militancy;vahd'increased emphasis upon
formative evaluation and self—evaluation actiQities"
(p. 1). ’

These two researchers found that of the school
jurisdictions surveyed 64% had a policy oﬁ how frequent
tenured teachers were evaluated. 'Twenty—nine pércent of
these juriséictiohs used a standard form to conduct and

report the results of teacher evaluations. (p. 1)

Two of the major purposes for using teacher evaluation
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with all public school districts aé well as all systems that
employed a minimum of 104 teachers{écéording to Holdaway and
Reik}e were recdmmending Fhe evaluatee for perﬁanent |
certificatioh (96%) -and awarding a permanent contract (94%).
kp. 8) The results of a teacher being evaluated were |
;eported as providing an information data base for
dismiséing a teacher (83%) or X assis‘iné in making a
decision concérning the promotion\of the teacher (60%). Of
the seven largest systems which provided data for the
Holdaway and Reikie study it &;s ;eportea that results of
formal evaluation were used by these districts‘as'a basis .
for dismissal. Six of these districts used the results of
teacher evaluation Eo promote a teacher, ‘In comparing how
these results were gsed by public énd seﬂéréte districtsiit
'is reported "separate districts used them for both purposés
~(teacher’dismissa1 or teacher promotion) and public
districts‘least" (p. 8). |

Less than half (41%) of the reporting districps
'indicaiiﬁ the resulté of teacher eValuatibﬁ were used to
record the performance of a teacher who resigned from the
service of Ehe school board. (p. 8) Holdaway and Reikie
also reported that 40% of theAparticipating schobl districts
indicated the results from teacher evaluation provided the
base for administrators-when transferring a-teacher.

Only 18% of the reporting school ‘superintendents in the

Holdawaw and Reikie research indicated they used the results
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from evaluating teachers to improve the!;lassroom -

performance of these teachers. The researchers stated that

o

this finding was not practice@%ﬁn any:df the four largest

systems. (p. 8)

It would‘abpear from the above that the evaluation of

teachers is summative instead of being formative and that

9

F .
teachers are normally evaluated for certification purposes,

. |
while an untenured employe€e, or in a crisis situation.
€
Unfortunately, Holdaway and Reikie did not determine what

the attitudes of .« schers were toward being evaluated,

regardless of tnr urpose of that evaluation,

R

The report Certificated Educaf .

taff Evaluation,

1980 was generated by Alberta Educat as\a result of an
in—service seminar conducteé{a year earléer by the Canadian
Education Association. One of the major purposes of the
seminar waé to.discuss thé retraining of teachers and.
édministra@ors. Seminar participants conéluded there wés
"the lack of cdmprehehsive and ongoing;evaluatioé programs
of £eachers and administrators" {(p. 1).

In the evaluation“bf'tiachers, participants were_qf fhe
opinion that it occurred during'ghe first two years of
service 1in a position,.during temporary appointment, or in a

crisis situation. (Certificated Education Staff Evaluation,.

1980, p. 1) 1t was the general opinion of.those who

attended the seminar that the major ijective for evaluating

-~ teachers and administrators was the'term@natibn of a
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position rather than%go improve the performance of the
individual. (p. 1) P

When the results of the sem&nar wers, preseoted to Dr.
K.~§Edkesworéh, Deputy Minister of Education, in January,
>19§G, he requested that a survey be made of‘échool
| .

jdrisdictions in Alberta. The purpose of that survey was‘

y

"to determlne current practlces and p011c1es involved in the

o+

formal evaluation of certlflcated.educatlon staff" (p. "1).

The results ,of that survey were:
1 = S
1. 0f the juriédictions responding in 198@, 59%
" reported having a written evaluation policy
.- but only 47% provided copies of their policy.
2. Of the Jurisdictions who reported -that they
' had a written evaluation ‘policy, only 55%
reported- that-they carried out that policy.
Of the others,” &l% reported that the policy
was not beirng’ 1mp¥émented and 24% %gve no
response. ' ) <t

sgaff and 3% rewr ed tHIN, Y
evaluate an%,tegchlng st&%&w @
4. Teach;ng staff areﬁthe B 1ma¥y tec1

certi iQﬁ-,
5. Evaluatio.‘

of staff @
year wit_vv

6. The majorithe(72%) of-gtaff.s ,
professlo% £ evaluated two’or more times -
dur ing t%@gxlilrst year. N T ,

“ystem %ﬁ e

) -

7. Tenured tq?f%are evalaated con51derably less
frequentty,t%ﬁn ate non- tenured " staff. '
8. ~ Almost ¢ef*half ofrthe jurlsdlbtlons do not
use a sg {and form for" evaluatlon of
- certlflc Eégstaff . : N
20" u51ng ermal evaluatlons for

' making 'dec1s1ons,‘such as permanent
app01n 2 .premot¥ion,. Qr dlsmlssal
jurisdg .,”'% frequently use ‘these

) evaluadiigs

¥

or 1mprov1ng;the performance of
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all categories of certificated staff,

» 10. Not all jurisdictions provided the person
being evaluated with a copy of the written
evaluation; 77% of the jurisdictions stated °
that they did this.

11. The data revealed' that beginning teachers
were being evaluated more frequently in 1980
than they had been in 1977,

12. In 1980, an increasing number of tenured
teachers, teachers new to the system, and
teachers’ new to teaching were being evaluated

~on an annual basis, as compared tc 1977.

13. Between 1977 and 1980 the use of formal
evaluations for the purpose of improving
per formance has dramatically increased. (18%
in 1977 and 83% in 1980)

14. In 1977, only 18% of the jurisdictions

- reported that they used a standard form for

& x evaluating certificated staff, while 52% did

' so in 1988. (pp. 16-17) Y

A ‘

Betdeen the time that Holdaway and Reikie completed

. their investigation and Alberta Education ¥isgleted its
4 . .“ S
survey school districts throughout the province showed
1"
) LI * o ) Yy .
con nuous interest-in teacher?evaluation. Not 0r1y did
¢ -

these dlstrlcts exhibit this interest, they, also made
Eganges in their policies and prqcedq:es toward evalgation
of tegchers. Thevpumber of school jurigdictions Qho
continued'to evalﬁate teachers during their first?year of
employmen£ continued to be high. |

The report continues by stating:

While minor changes have taken place' in most’
categories the most pronounced shift has occurred §
in the use of formal evaluations to improve .
per formancé. This change occurred.in every type £
of jurisdiction. The total change was from only

18% of jurisdictions r%porting this use in 1977 to .
83% in 1980. (Certificated Educatlon Staff
Evaluation, 1988, p. 15) :

Q

The results of the Heldaway and Reikie (1977) study and



, . ‘ 1'. i B

N

Certificated Eoucatidn'Staff»Evaluation (l98@).were ..

forwardeu to the’ Deputy Mlnlster of Education, Dr. R.

Bosettl for his 1nfor atlon. It is ev1dent from what
Bosettl wrote to Art Cowley, ?resident Alberta Teachers
" Association (ATA) thag the policy of the Departﬂbnt of
Education.toward evaluation»would'be mod1f1ed and would be a
'fOur'prohged'approaoh | ‘In a letter to“Cowley, Bosetti wrote
h"On November L3,'l983, the Honorabﬂe'DaVIG Klng, Mlnlster of
Education,'aonounced a program ;v,.f,'Which eventually would‘

irclude the. evaluation of ~teachers, schools, school systems,
X " X : . R -

"

and programs" (Personal Communication, October‘18,_1§83)}r

SR ’ Esnsiderations for Evaluating'Teachers
Evaluatlon of teachers is con51dered as a very complex

o

~process whlch must be clearly understood 1fh1t is to be used

correctly  The follow1ng toplcs must be considered,

a P

‘understand the evaluatlon processJ}mth some degree of
R 4 :

’

‘knowledge. : ’J SRR R
- .
_Formative and Summative Evaluationa™

. There is not one distinct purpose. for eyaluating‘

[teaChers., To clarify this an|under32;§dihg”of two discrete-

types . of teacher,eva}uation must be lnderstood -- formative

and»summative evaluation. These two types of evaluatlon are
. N\
descrlbed 1n ‘The Alberta Teachers Assoclatron‘Members

‘»Handbook~(l982)v1n this way: -
_(a) " formative eva&eation, designed to perform.a
- developmental function, the results of which are.

13

@



N :
56 .

used elp improve performgnce oxr increase
PO LT " for performance thr ugh identifying
arSHNP strength or areas r qu1r1ng improvement
. an\fi:th; and (b) summative evaluation, designed
to poPrform a judgmental function, the results of"
whlch are used for making decisions for purposes
of employment (hlrrng,.contlnulng contract,
promption, transfer, termination) or cert1f1cat10n
(permanent certification;, suspension of - -

certlflcatlon and decertification). (p 227)

_Format1ve evaluation may be performed by the 1nd1v1dua1
througthelfeevaluatiOn or by anyone requested to perform_ .
‘this specific task. Summative'emaluation on the other hand

is initidted by a superordinate of the teacher.

Who Will Evaluate Teachers?~*' e
Addressing the quéstion "who~will do the evalgating?n'

is a very important con51derat10n in the process of " teacher

/ )

E n

evaldation. -
.Authorities in the field otheacher evaluation such as

Goldhammer, Anderson and Krajewskl (1980) fing an imprecise

structure of 1nstruct10nal s;perv151on spec1f1cally "the

[

lack of agreement as to who' should perform the 1nstruct10nal

supervision functions" (p. 18). Cogan (1973) says that very
2

well tralned personnel be trained spec1f1cally for the: ‘~'
ir>tructiona1 supervi51on.process. Literature dlrected , ?Y
toward the Alberta scene 1nd1cate3° "central offdce
.'personnel, pr1nc1pals, Department of Educatlon personnel

A.T.A. o unlver51ty personnel vice prlnclpals, department '
' 5 3 . " [} ]

P

7heads (Holdaway & Relkle, 1977, pp ll—lQ),should eValuate

‘ ‘ <
a;teécher Sbykora (1984) takes a sl1ghtly dlfferent p051t10n

{L i ’ v : "M}. o " . ) . Lo : ‘;‘
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and belleves that- "admlnlstrat1ve consultants from Alberta
Educatlon, journeymen from 1ndustry, officers from B
1Apprent1cesh1p and Trade Cert1f1catlon - Alberta Manpower,
pract1c1ng”teachers; a Un1verS1ty of Alberta representatrve
-and_afﬁorthern.ilberta~lnstitute of Technology
representativeﬁ'(p. 2) should torm the team memberswto

'evaluate industrial education teachers; M.E. LaZerte
¥

-

Assoc1at10n of Parents (1983) would llke to see teachers O,
i =

the1r school e?aluated by "parents, students and peers

‘(p.,23). George Traynor (1984), A55001ate Super1ntendent

"Edmonton Publichchools, rn an address .to teachers of

M.E. LaZerte'Composite hlgh School presented a hlerarchy for
evaluation of certificated personnel when he stated: "The
. . ; ;

Hy

boardQevaluatedvthe superintendent, superintendent evaluated

’

the

.

. : . ;g i . . > : . -
the assoc1ates, the assoc1ates evaluated the . pr1nc1pals,'

pr1nc1pals evaluated v1ce pr1nc1pals, v1ce prtnc1pals

evaluatedﬁgge department heads and now department heads w1ll

L
.
-

evaluate the " teachers.

2

ldentlfylng thege'lndlvidualsjas teacher evaluators'is
/one'thing but whether ox not they are quallfied to‘evaluate;vi
iis an'issue'which must be thoroughly discussed toj" A
resolutlon. on this issue,.Holdaway.and ﬁelhié-(l977)
.suggested "A need appears to exist for training in
evaluatlon to be prov;ded'for those who have th1s - _7’_ ;

respon51b111ty" (p.,l3);7 i ’ Lo ‘%> e

Certalnly, validity and rellablllty of the evaluatlon.
: { ¢ .
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of 'teachers aregtwo~significant factors which must be

considered in determining.who willbéyaiuaté'teachers. The .

“Alberta‘Teachers"Rssociation, Member Handbook (1982) in

“

"aqgressing‘this issue believes there are three conditions
. which influence the validity of teacher evaluation. Closely

related to-validity is reliability both of which :the
. ©oet
association describe in this manner: ..
- . A major concern is the va11d1ty and rellab111ty of ¢
" evaluwation. In the context of teacher eévaluation,
‘'validity refers to the degree to which factors
evaluated are important to the learnlng of
children and to the successful functlonlng of the
& school. A ’'second condition of validity is that an
adequate sampling of behavior. be observed. A
third condltlon of validity is that the criteria
be related to the needs and-conditions of the
local setting. Reliability, on the other hand,
refers to the degree to which different . ».
evaluators, agree, using the same criteria, in
their evaluatlons made of a teacher's performance
or the degree to which the evaluator agrees with .~
" "himsel#® on evaluatlon of the same teacher on
) dlfferent occa51ons. . (p. 227)

Concerns about teacher eva}uators have been dzscussed

but there is llttle 1n the llterature that descrlbes the « -

concerns that evaluators havé toWard thls process. BOIton.

7

\ .
(1973) dld 1dent1fy'concerns that evaluators had after
1nte;v1ew1ng teacher evaluators.' Among these" concernswwere:

A general lack of certalnty regardlng .the
criteria, the measurement process, and the
procedures for analy51s and . 1nterpretatlon of
5 data. .
{b) The evaluator's dlsllke of belng in a-
p051t10n to manlpulate or’ adversely ‘affect -
. other: people's . }ives . °
iﬂﬁé? A fear of precipltatJng an unpleasant .
K reaction on the part«of the person being
evaluated. This reaction then prevents a
relat1onsh1p conduc1ve to helplng the

Y
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individual improve.

(d) A lack of ability to cope w1th the weaknesses

: of the. individual in terms of organizational
needs and his ability to improve. This is
sometimes linked with a failure to L
communicate to the individual the necessity
‘of dealing with both individual and orga-
-nizational problems. } ¢

(e) - A failure to see the relatlonshlp of
evaluation of others to the purposes of the
evaluator,.

(f) An inability to .organize time so that
adequate observations can be made. (p. 96)

Yy

Mény of these concerns that the evaluatoré described
may be effectively déalt with if:théy'had a cleérer
undéxst;nding of various models for teaéher’evéluation,' vib
These concerns couid possibly be negated if the evaluator
was adequately prepared to evaluate teachers. Models fot

teacher evaluation -promoted by leading authorities will be

‘discussed in a subsequent section, of this chapter.

What' Will be Evaluated? {

(,3 é;j:f
N

Another important conéide:at;on that must bevlooked ét
inwthé process of teachér evéluation is the i;%ue of ""What
wili be evéluated?". Superintendents whqwfutnished datg‘fOr
‘the Holdaway and Reikie (1977) Study idéntified twelve areas
th}th,sﬁould.be conéﬁdered when teachers are evaluatea. |
These twelve areas were:

(1) Organlzatlon/preparatlon of lessons/object—

ives :
(2) " Classroom control T . .
(3) Rapport - with students (good communication)

- ~(4) Classroom presentation/performance

(5) " Knowledge of subjeet matter

(6) Attitude and personal ‘qualities’
(7). Classroom climate.

(8) Rapport with colleagues
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(9) Maintenance of records . _— , ~‘

(19) Professional development/self—1mprovement v

(11) Ability to recognize student d1fference§% sy

(12) Empathy w1th students - (p. 10) : pgffv,i

-The above list is certalnly not 'all encompass&pg Ji

Consideration should also be g1ven “to items 1dent1f1éd by
the American Association of School Administrators in an

artlcle Evaluatlng Educatkonal Personnel (1982). They

-suggest the follow1ng items should be evaluated:

- Classroom management.

- Teacher/pupil relatlonshlps A :

"~ Staff relationships ‘ .
- Preparation of teaching plans : :
~ Effective use of training materlals
- Interpersonal skills .
ATwo,characterl tics were used in evaluations most

of the time, bpt not to, the extent of those listed
above: ‘ :

- Cooperatlon and
- - Professional 1mprovement.

Two additional_characteristios'were used by more
than 75 percent of those replying, but not as
often as the other items: ' .

- Attendance and
- Public relatlons/communlcatlons skllls.
(pp 21- 22)

Staudards in Evaluation

| 'Evaiuation is meaSurement. :ToAmeasure.one must utilize
a "stapdard" i.e., an item&wiﬁb’WEich‘to compare. One
might wggdervwhy thie component'of evaluation,;namely
standards, is of prime 1mportance in evaluat10n° 1berta‘

Educatlons her evaluatlon pollcy utlllzes the term- “\\\;‘

()

s throughout thelf pol1cy therefore, a

B AN



hclea: understanding'mus; be‘known.

The Joint Committee dn Standards for Educational
Evaluation‘(l98i) defihed standards as "principles commonly
‘agreed to by people engaged in the professional practlce of

evaluation for the measurement of the value or the quallgy
v

At

of an evaluation" (p. 12).‘ The reasons why we4sh0ulg use

. standards in evaluation has best been summed up in an

(198>

article by Stufflebeam and Ma aus

a common language acijlitate commuyictation and
collaboration in evaluation; a set of eral
principles . for delaling with a variety of.
evaluati ) lems, a conceptual framework by

6 study evaluation, a set of working

itions to guide research and ‘development on

he evaluation process; a public description of

the state of the art.in educational evaluation, a

basis for accountability by evaluators, and an aid

to developing public credibility for the '

.educational evaluation fiedd. (p. 396) : I

~Models of Evaluation T
. : R o
Theyliterature,feveals,many models of evaluationy

. 3. o
however, a stady by Duncan (1984) highlights the most

reeently developed models. He states:

\ .
In recent years a number of models of teacher
evaluation have been developed which involve the ‘
establishment of goals -and some level of teacher ﬂo'
- input. The. Manatt "Mutual Benefit Evaluation"
(Manatt, Palmer & Hibblebaugh, 1976), and '
Redfern's (198¢) "Management by Objectives" models
. are examples. The flexible, multlgoal model which
‘has, achleved ‘prominence- today 1is. the ."Clinical.
Superv151on model initially. developed- by :
glGoldhammer (1969)" and Cog- S

iV‘Many authors have wrlfte fdeus an the HT

I

oy

al supexﬁﬁs;on médel o

uatlon.f Among the'



adtbor; who have written on this topic and also proyide.a
\defihition"for_the term élinical-éuperv;éioh are: Cogan
(1973), Flanders (1976),"Sergiovanni:and'Starratt (i979) and
Goléhammer, Anderson and Krajewski (198G).

Cogah (1973) in Cli¥nical Supervision, provides this

definition for clinical superv1510n.

the rationale and practlce de51gned to improve the
teacher's classroom performance. It takes its
principle data from the events of the classroom,
The analysis of these data and the relationship -
between teacher and supervisor form:the basis of.
the 'program, procedures, and strategies designed
to improve the students' learning by improving the
teacher s classroom behavior. (p. 9)

flgnders (1976) deflnltlon for cllnlcal superv151on contalnq
many of the elements of thenevaluat1on‘process that.Cogan
iﬁcludes in his defiﬁition. Fianders',believeé thét
cliﬁical'supervision‘is;.

a special case of teaching in which at.least two
persong are concerned with the improvement of
teaching and at least one of the individuals is a
teacher whose performance is to be studied, . . .
[It] seeks to stimulate some change in teaching,
to show that a change did, in fact, take place,
and to compare the old and new patterns of
instruction in ways that will give a teacher
useful insights  into the instructional process.
(p. 19)

i . ) .
To Sergiovanni and -Starratt (1979) .clinical supervision

is "face-to-face ehcountefs-with teachers . about teaching,‘
. . .' . 2 N

usually in classrooms, with the double-barreled intent of

professional developmént and improvement of instruction" 

(p. 19). Goldhammer, Anderson and Krajewskl (1989) provide

a more’ 1nclu51ve deflnltlon for clinical superv151on These



authors believe that there are at least three elements
involved in clinical supervision all  of which impact on the

teacher for the expressed purpose of improvihg the \

Py

performance of the teacher'and the students' learning.

v -

‘These elements are included in the following quotationl
provided by these authors. Clinical supervision is:

that phase of instructional supervision which
draws its data from first-hand observation of
actual, teaching ‘events, and involves face-to-face
(and other associated) interaction between the
supervisor and teacher in the analysis of teaching
behaviors and activities for instructional

. improvement. {pp. 19-20)

It should be evident that these definitions have
several elements in common. Firstly, amdng-them‘is-a thread

of commonality which indicates that a relationship exists
B

between the teacher end the superviser which is developed
duriqg’the evaluation process. Secondly, as a result va
personal interaction between. the th pérties there should be
improvement. of the teachers perfqrmance;in the classroom.

. . s . -
Lastly, as a result of increased fteaahekx performance in the
: N _ ,

learning environment, students should ;ﬁgy improvement in
their learning. Also, increased-teache; performanee in the

1netruct10nal process %f the teacher bhould show

“y

1mprovement {;?@%

C11n1ca1 superv 1on is by no means an expendltlous way

that can be used &0 evaluate a teacher or the teaching

process of a tea%her, as a matter of -fact, no part or

: .

element of the cllnlcal supervision 'process should be taken
i W :
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either lightly nor should it be excluded. To gain a clear
\understanding of the cycle of supervision one must focus in
‘detail on the following eight phases that were_identified by

‘Cogan (1973); (1) establishing the teacherl¥mpervisor
it : : '

i

felationship; (2) planning with the teather; (3) planniny
"the strategy of—observation; (4) observing instruction; (5)
lfinalizing the teaching-learning proeess; (6) planning ther,
}stretegy of the conference; (7) ‘the ebnference; and (8)
renewedﬂplénning. Cogan (pp. 10-12) 1t is evident from
what Codan has written that certafn of these phases.are
collaborative, others are teacher'centered and still others
ate supervisor centered. Ali for the betterment of the )
Qperformance of the teacher that will~be detected in the
petformanF%\zj/the student. ' ' -

. . A mddel'of teacher evsluation, fdf instance the
clinical supervision model requires many considerations
before it can "be implemented. Townsend (1985) in a position
paper prepared for Alberta Education discussed a modified
el;nical subervjsion model. The wansend model places on
teachers'end administrators who both must be involved.in all
phases of implementation, collabotation_and commitment in
orde; to establish the most effective teacher evalyation
system possible; treining of all those involved in the
process -must occqt-during key.stages of the development and
implementation of the evaludtion process; and lastly a

demonstrated commitment to the priorities of the
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implementation by key leadership administrators must occur.

Another model of teacher evaluation is School

Management by Objectives'(School MBO) initially developed by
Q

!
odiorne (1965). In Management by Objectives -- A System of

Managerial Leadership Odiorne provides detail on tHe

concept of managing a school by the objectives established
for that school. Approkimatel¥ teh years later, Lewis in
1974 elaborated on the work of Odiorne when he had puBlished'
a series df "How to Books"-on School MBO. In defining the
term School MBO Lewis believes that the Qegree of
effectiveness of each educator is élosely related to -
.accountability ana increased student perfaxmance,. Lewis‘
(1974) defined SChooi MBO as a process:

whereby all school pérsonnél iden£ify their common

and uncommon goals as a basis for defining

successful criteria for evaluating . the degree of
goal attainment, These measures are then used to

ascertain the degrg;ggi*gifgctiveness of each

B educator and to ju the é&xtent of accountability
of our schbols in terms of increased student
performapgz. (p. 35)

The @odel for Schobl MBO according to Lewis (1974)
should include the following componénts,for the eyaiuation
cycle tobe efféctiQe: objecfives or standards of
per formance té be achieved; monitb®ring of performance by
administrators and supervisors;~at£ainment of objectives tp
détermine performanée}échieved; and_éérrective action to he
inifiated to achie&e‘thb objectiQe. (ép}'68—69)”' |

Another model for teacher evaluétioh‘is thelhutual

benefit evaluation model formulated by Manatt. This model
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™

is best described by Manatt, Palmer and Hidlebaugh (1976)

who see this model as including:

.
1. Self-appraisal for-familiarization and
’ preparation for the post-conference,
2. Pre-observation conferences. to discuss

instructional objectives, methods, and the
leasners.

3. Classroom observations--two or three periods
per cyole. ‘ :
4. Post-observation conferences..to. discuss

critical classroom incidents, progress, and
- to exchange questions.
5. Agreement on a plan of action. :
6. Time ;9 improve, help to improve, and mutual
(apprdiser-appraisee) monitoring of change.
7. .Report of the summary evaluation to appraisee
and to superiors. (pp. 23-24) '

These authors in Evaluating Teacher Performance With

Improved Rating Scales write that'a 30 item evaluation

instrument should be used with the mutual benefit evaluation

-

model to.evaluaté teachers. R ] !

7In a technical report prepared by Lawton, Hickcox,
Léithwood and Musella;(l986) for the Ontario Ministry of
Education, these researchers identify seven models for ﬁhe
evaluation of‘teac.ers. However, thé three models
previously aescfibed are thé‘most prominently uéed today.
Thé profeﬁfional ligerature on peacheg'gvaihatioq reveals
that‘ﬁodels haye béen»used by educators_as a bgsis for the

L

development of evaluation systems by numerous school

fjurisdictions throughoyf North America. These models/,

however, &éve been either modified or drastically changed by
personnel of these jurisdictions to meet the needs of a

particular school or school system. '
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; wy .
Some school Jurlsd1ct;ons use.znstrdggnts as a'major
component of their evaluat1on prodeés,- Bolt&p (1973) lists
five charecteristics that an inetrumeet’to evaluate teachers
should have. Among the-characteristics are: |

(a) relevance - the extent to which the instrument
measures a factor that is considered important

(b) 1reliability - the consistency or reproducibility

’ of the measure, ie. whethér the instrument
maintains its stability from one application to
the next

(c) wvalidity - whether the instrument measures the
behavior, object, or event it was 1ntended to

- measure

(d) fidelity - the degree to which the response to the
instrument parallels the true or actual
performance (e.g.) skill tests in physical
education have greater fldellty than pencil and _
paper tests). : K

(e) ease of administration - the pract1cal1ty of the
instrument in the evaluation, i.e., its
availability, scoring ease, etc. (p. 112) ,

In addition to considering the characteristics to be used

when selecting a measuring instrument the administrator or &

supervisor must give consideration to a number of practical-
restraints? Bolton (1973) considered the restraints to be, !

"the gggg’df acquiring the data, the time it will take to
gather the data, the availab&lity of -adequate data sources,
band the resistance of sources to evaluationﬁ,(p. 129) .,

There are a number school jurisdictionsvin Albeérta
using evaluation instruments as a component of their
evaldation. After reviewing‘the literature to determine theq!
best instruments to use for teacher evaluatioﬁ the

-y Ve

researcher found these instruments to be as varied as

showflakes falllhg in a bllzzard - To make a. judgement” as to ¢



68

)

the best instruments to use for evaluation would be

-~

ludicrous. - .
‘ ”~

¢

Many approaches, to éeacher‘eva}uation may ‘be considered
by school jurisdictions in'Aﬂbefta. Some of these are:
student evaluaﬁion, tests of stgdent performance, simulated
teaching, self-evaliatiof, supervisor observation, peer
evaluation, visiting team of experts and finally observer
rating tools. ‘Which of these approaches is best? This
depends entirely on the evaluation policy of local school
jurisdictions. A comparative chart ilentifying these
variousvapproaches to teacher evalpation was developed by
O'Hanlon and Mortesen in 1977, They identify the strengths,
weaknesses, condiﬁions for effective use, aaturevof evidence

oo,

proﬁucedAana)purposes for which most high%y appropriate for

< .
_each of the aforementioned approaches. -

\ t
| I
Perceptions Toward Teacher. Evaluation s
“ » .
Prior to focusing on teachers' perceptions toward

:evaantien one sheuld initially look at recommendations
reaearchers and authors exprees'aboqx’teacher involvement.in
teacher evaluation progtams. : . ,

. , .

Many noted aa{éore aad fése%;chers in tg& field of
teacher evaluatidn in the Alberta scene indieafe that one of
"the Lequlrements of an effect1Ve evaluation akogram is that
teachers have input prior to 1mplementat10n of a successful

evaluation program. Mireau (1986) states: "The process of

supervising instruction involves cooperation between the
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adminlstrator and‘the teachef/fn'order'to reach the mutual

*\

' goal of 1mproved 1nstructlon and thevoptimum achieyement of

students"'{p, 1. Yuzdepsk1 and Elllot 1985 state "if a

apogram of’ teacher evalua 1on 1s to be successful; the
purposes of the program must be 1dent1f1eo, dlscussed and

LA

fvagreed-d@on by_ailvwho are_1nvo1veg ln.the-process (p. 8)."

Duncan (1984) in'a~report Teaéher EValuation”Practices in
&
Alberta recommends "that school boards 1nvolve classroom

teachers in lnservféekprograms so that they become more

w

-know;edgeable,.and more: commltted td the process of formalg

evaluat1on (ps 121) ": }‘ R R a

In a research project which focused on, 1nvest1gat1ng
the 1mplementatlon of a new teacher evaluatlon program in

five secondary schools of the Lethbrldge\\\hool Dlstrlct No{‘

‘”51, Townsend (1984) says "there 1s ev1dence that
oy -

conflderable teacher 1nput from the dlstrlct at large

'Tlnfluenced f1nal pollcy statements '(p ). Townsend goes:4

e

"on to 1nd1cate "1t was apparent that dlfﬁe?ent superv1sory

-
¢ »

processes were approprlate for dlfferent classroom T

51tuat10ns, olfferent career levels of teacherSv and

dlfferent leveIciof knowledge and ablilty of teachers

» d‘d'. >‘

v

“p. 43); The,llterature goes on to: say that teachers and

Y

supervisor*s reactions to the uethbrldge School D?str1ct s°
oo » :
propess of- evaluatlon has been very pos1t1ve."

s The lnformatlon prov1ded in the precedlng two
5 . :
paragraphs supports the belzefs that tea€her 1nvolvement is

*
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essential to quality evaluation programs. However, the

Coat

'researcher found by doing an extenSLVe.literature réview
that very little 1nformatlon is avallable whlch glves the'
teacher s p01nt of view towards teacher evaluatlon o

Duncan (1984)'usedithe‘Modified Acheson/Shinn

R & N

.1nstrument for a reseg;ch saa@y@whlch lncl [ded a randpm
sampllng of 51 teachez%/whoﬁﬁiugﬂt grades I»12 i Alberta,'“p

.One of the conclusions 1n th1s report stated '"Thls pattern_
"s
of responses by teachers suggests to the researcher that
.nteachers are anxrous about tge purposes of formal teacher f
'.evaluatlon, and notwithstahding the datalpresented;eaflieg;‘
, : , 8ol

'percelve the process as punitive" (94784)- , ' o

A major study which 1nc1uded 4082 teachers perceptions
.};owards varlous aspects oﬁ the teacher . evaluatlon process
&
Pg‘%§§ 1n1t1ated‘wy Lawton, chkygx, Lelthwood and Musella in

P

P

‘1986 1n Ontarlo - 2The study, provided teachers perceptlonsvh
toward teacQE(~evaluatlon under the follow1ng gategorles’f
preparatlon for - evaluatlon, data collectlon, reportlng and

? fo low up, evolution.of pollcy ami 1mpact of policy- and -

practlce.ﬁ Some of\tve flndlngs reported in this study were‘
the majprlty of teachers were 1nvoLved w1th settlng » ,'//{,.
obgectlves for. ‘helgﬂevaluatlonsibnd focused on overall

performance, not just thelr“work in thefﬂ&assroom, spec1f1c»

.‘ & o *@A«m g
notes taken by appralsers a{e theu ferke@ method of

.1“ Weache& %}ggest more -use

questlonnalres and less'"

-

«

evaluatlonofor teachers, ho

'should be made of selfz(e\f&%matl":
&
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use of checklists; a written ‘evaluation report form under

several;headings Were used most freguently however;'ratingS'
of specific teacher act1v1t1es oxr qual1ty of the teachers
work{wene»seldom reported; teachers reported that they were
generally satisfied withbthe procedures,ﬁ%ed to’develop
teacher‘evaluation policies although they;indicated.they
would prefer greater part1c1pat1on, 36 of the teachers

1nd1cated substantlal 1mprovement in thelr performance”as a

° RPRES

=)

‘result of thelr appralsal lastly, 80% of the” teachers

_1nd1cated that the judgement of their appraisers and the

fr\%ely ‘V

@

nature oﬂ?the evaluatlon process were fa1r. o s

A.studv titled Teacher Perceptlons of”Ideal and Actual

Superv1sory Progsdures Ué@d by Callfornla r‘lementary

rlnc1pals by Shlnni(l976) uses a 32 1tem questlonnalre to

sollc1t responses from teachers as to how teachers percelve
. , ¥
thelr superV1sors technlques fov evaluatlng teachers

i)

: Although thlS quest10nna1re provrdes teachers w1th the

[y

opportunlty to express thelr percept1ons ooncernlng the -

spelelc 1tems in the: questlonnalre, no open ended uestions
. «
age prov1ded to allowvteachers to expre’s_tgelr perceéptions

a, . . ]

e

In support of the researchers con ent1on that llttle

written informatlon*has’been.collected from,the teachers

P
¢

point‘of“view towaﬁ%s'teacher evaluation Duncanf(l984)'

llncluded in the reco@mendatlons for further study sectlon of

5 i

" his reseaxch’report that future shudlos should examlne the

? . s,

~
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teacher perspective concerning teacher evaluation in more
depth.
. . )
v
W) (



. ' CHAPTER III

_ANALYSIS OF DATA

N

Introduotion

The previous chapter included a review‘of'the,
literature and research redated to, the topic of teacher
R e ’ - L o
evaluation. . This chapter presents'an'analysis of data

~..
-~

collect‘e‘ut,h,the research 1nstrument from the 282
- educators - ;n the prov1nce who- returmedpcompleted
anstruments. ]

: B
‘It w1ll be recalled frg@ the,research de51gn descrlbed

LY

. Jn chapter I that for. the purp@ses of thlS study the

'populablo‘?lncluded three dlscrete groups, 1gh schooly | B

[N

Yadm1nyﬁtrators 72)h;non—vocatlonal educatlon;te%cheﬁs'at

the secondary school }evel %%07 and vo&atléﬁa!weducatlon
| Ay
teachers.(Zl)V From this popu;atlonvof 40@, 282.retﬁrned

completed QUestiOnnaires.i As questlonnafres were recelved
> St

the data prov1ded were transferred to codgp! sheets. The "\

’research data on the codlng sheets were. then key punched on

“

to-8@ column cards by persohneliof the erartment of

LT N . -—‘ . :
Educational Research Serwces, University of Alberta. For
ghe benefit of the reader .the research questionnaire‘was a

.. two part instrument1~ The f1rst part con51sted of 17

}questlons that prov1ded data on the demoqraphlcs of th\‘

‘\\__
'research populatlon. The second part 1nclpded (23)

Q

‘questlons that asked partlcipants to 1nd1Cate thelr

"
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perceptlons toward the process‘gg teacher evaluatlon. For
this part of the 1nstrument a 5- p01nt Likert scale was usod

The following statlst1cal proceduqes were used ‘in the

: : \ 4 - ¥
5 I . L
Yy o N v

Statistical Procedures

data analysis.

t"

Frequ 1;;" Rk tions in the form of a percegt u51ng
Aeenerated for guestlons 1-13, 37 andgu_
: "'t' o

J§8v To .sec i Cstat15t1cal.1nformatlon the‘Inltial

s
.

-

',page 154

=L1nguistic analysisvwas’condUCted for_guestéons 39 and.

49 to 1dent1fy the major themes of responses glven by

-

parti ants to these open -ehded questlons. "1', ‘

ey [ L R
Loy hd !

< a

Questlon 14 through 36 were grouped 1nto 5 clusters.
Jﬁoore (1983 p. 2@8)'recommends thls procedure to 1ncggaso
the re11ab111ty of . questlonnalre items.- The questions for

each cluster.were dev1sed from five common themes which the
] ) o . ’ J ’ . o
researcher deemed important .to the résearch. ‘Each cluster

was then as51gned a t1tle w1th questlons grouped un&er each’
theme. Attentlon must be drawn to the reader that questlon

l4 was used in both Clusters IIT and V. Also, guestlon'23

3 »

’was used in both Clusters III ;and IV. These. two questﬁggs ..

<

were approprlate for each of the themes in these clustersz



‘r._‘\t . . ’ . R

therefore they were used- .in thlS manner. The titles for the
9 et . ) .

B

. five clusters" and thelr questlons were:

I METHODS OF EVALUATIOQ( - L -
'questlons 15, 17 2@ 28 ang | 20 B
.o w o B R
® 11 EXTRANEOUS INFLUENCES TO EVALua‘bION )

ﬁ o .questlons 16, 21, 26 ll\and 32

I1I EVAL.UATORS '

-

. } N ;"'..:':~
.K“guestions 14, 18, 19, 22, 23, 24 AND 25

) IV%‘ ORMATIVE EVALUATION =~ i
o .gfe,-jquestions é3‘.~, 27 and 3¢ E
.;51- @ ’ . .
v DEGREE OF SATISFACTION WITH EVALUATION

A [ S
2 ~®» questions }4, 33, 34 35 and 36 /

The anal-ysi's ‘ofwlance and Scheffe procedures data

.8
were prepared for this study through the cooperatlo,n ofo

‘personnel of the D1v151on of Educatlonal Research Serv1ces,

who used the ANOVA and Scheffe command from the Statlstlcal

Dackage for the Social ‘glences X (SPSS-X).A Sampljf ese

types of a’nal;/sis gan be founc} in Appendlx E, page 156
& The mean scores for each of the groups, - were 1%bg.ect

L]

to -‘Ené way arﬂlyms of variance (ANOVA) %o’r each of the five

clusters to test the three null hypo’cheses for stﬁstacally’
‘o ,
' 31gn1f1éant dlfferences _ Thls procedure 1s generally
'applled when a researcher has data on & 31ngle varlable
v: oS

(.each cluster) fror@}?two or ‘more groups. The Scheffe

procedure of tesxlng dlfferences between all po‘551ble pairs

2 = @

-

of means ‘was applled to thc analy51s of data to 1dent1fy
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‘ e
pairs of Q\Sups that weve significantly dlfferent A G.GS

“‘ J ,nx
level of 51gh1f1cance was establlshed to elther reject or

~accept, each null- hypothe51s.

o

5 - To assist,in reporting the data, this chapter is
divided into. two sections: General Information, gquestions

1-13, 37-40 and Personaf"?erceptions, guestions 14-36,

’

-~ ' General Informatlon Questions
, . o .
w_:f The general 1ng8nmﬁt1Q@ vaq;an%es conglsted of pé@gamal
A g

and profe551onal data that would prov1de avcomp051te plcture

. & *

!of those who part1c1pated in tﬁe 1nvestlgat10n. These data
areréfasehted in tabular form for éase»of anai?sis;and
observability of data fof‘aomparative purposes.

For the purpose of this studylgenefal information

included peySonal and professional_data which were

classified| as demographic variables. Among thesg variables

- . . . B D
were: years of, teaching experlence; years at present
’ : : R o

school; g nder; age; courses currently taught and hlqhest

uhlversxty degree attalned - 'if.\ -

TeachingAExperience . ‘ . : : - -

The follow1ng questlon was asked to determlnc the

N

pumber of years of teachlng experlence that each part1c1pant
had at the time of the’ study.}lp', ’ - A \

N | . . , . .
_ The Quastlon:

1. YEARS OF 'TEACHING EXPERIENCE»(INCLUDING THIS YEAR).
[1 1-2 T 3-4- - [) 5-6
{1 7-8 v [ 1 9-10 11 11-17
[ ] OVER 17 . o
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Data éollectéd with this question are shown ip.Table 6.
These data indicate that of the 282 participiits 219 or

~J7.7% had overj9 years qi:feéching experience. Of those who

Table 6 | -

Teéching’Experience and Posit] of,Participé ts. /
(N = 282) - )
. :@..’"‘(‘-
POSITION =~ =« !
YEARS — \
OF . apMl NON-vOCZ ~ voc3 . TOTAL
EXPERIENCE L : Ly - :
No. % ‘No. % No. % No. %
1-2 R 12 4,3 1 .4 13 4.6
3-47 , - 8 2.8 . 8 2.8
56 | .0 17 6.@ "~ 17, 6.0
-8 2 L7021 7.4 2 .7 25 g.8
- 4 . . ’ - ) . .‘ L
9-10 -3 1.1°27 9.6 1 .4 . 31 11.0
11-17 19 6.77 55 19.5 4 1.4 78 27.7
17+ 34 12.1 76 24.8 6 2.1 ° 11p 39.¢ '
. N M . i * »
TOTAL . . 58 20.6 21¢. 74,5 14 5.0 282 109.00
. - ,
1 ADM - ADMINISTRATORS, | . L ey
2 NON-VOC = NON-VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS

3 VOO . VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS

o

'

returned bompf%ted instruments 39% or li@ had over 17 'years’
of.teaching experience. A further breakdown of participapts

with over 17 years of teaching experience shows that the

\



78
' \ -
non- vocatlonal education teacher: group represented the -

s

, largest number 79, followed by the edmlnlstrator group with
34 and the vocat1onal educatlon teacher group w1th only 6.

_ ThlS low number of téachers for the vocational educat1on
. Sy

group could Be partly attributed to the fact that vocatlonal

education has been in the secondary schools in Alberta since

1963 while the core courses have beén part'of the secondafy

. : }" -
school curriculum since 1965. Also, vocatlonel educatlon
W
teachers have spent a number of years in the world of work

prior to enterlng the teachlng profe551on. Additional dat&
in this table show that 25 1nd1v1duals had 7 B years
experience, 17 had 5—6 years experience, 8 had&}—g years

[

'experlence and the nemalnlng 13 w1th only 2 ye&fs of ¥

v

teaching experlenceﬂ These data also show that most of
those involved in the research cou;d;be considered as eitther

experienced teachers or administrators.

., -

Tenure ag"Present School
& . This-question was used to determine’ the nymber of years
,of‘teaChing experience-each participant had accumulabedfat

‘their current school.

o i S . .
The Questlon- . v \

2. YEARS AT YOUR PRESENT SCHOOL (INCLUDING THIS. YEAR).

(1 1-2 L) 3-4 o0 se6
[ ] 7-8 ° L] 9-18" - [] T1-17
[ ] OVER 17 . S

The data collected with this question are displayed in
: : TS - :

-~

o
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13? ‘ o f L 79
Table 7 and indicate that 123 of the 282 participants had
between 1 and 6 years.teaching ekperience at thgir present
school. 'Teachers and administrators with moge than 11 years

«»experience in the professigp represénted 35.1%\(99/282)»of
“the participahts.. The femainiﬁg 6@‘participantsvhad Between
7 to 10 Y¢ars experience. These data show the proféssional

'.4" *»
Table 7

Tenure of Participants at Present School

~ (N = 282)
POSITION .
YEARS . couln G A
OF &% apMl - *NON-vVOC2" %oc3 , TOTAL
EXPERIENCE * -
. h v 11)‘ “n o = Bl % = v«"} ‘ ‘ \\' .
No. % - No. ¢ ¢ Noﬁ %f K+No. %
//f” - - S . |
1-2 Y4 1.4 30 10.6 3 1.1 37+ 13.1
N ¥ \
3-4 g 2.8 29 ' 10.3 1+ ».4 ' 38 . 13.5
5-6 8 2.8 40 14.2 48 . 1749
7-8 7 2.5 21 7.4 2 .7 Y 10.6
9-10 6 2.1 23 8.2 1 E& 38 10.6
11-17 18 6.4 36 '12.8 - 4 1.4 . 58 . 20.6
17+ ;7205 31 1l4e T 3 1.1 s 41 14.5,
' . _ . “y o . -
CTOTAL - 58 20.6 210 4.5 14 5.0 282 1100.9
1. apM = ADMINISTRATORS - T
“«2- NON-VQC = NON—VOQATIONAL'EDUCATION TEACHERS
3 voC = ‘

VOCATIONAL EDUCATLON TEACHERS

_ maturity of those'involved in the research’which cpuld "also
. . - A

-
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be classified as being a relatiVelylyéung group of
prdfessionals who were also‘prdféSsi@lely matu:e:. ége
Table 9, page 82. '.' ) ’ PR | .; e
Gender of Participanfs ’ Tq n
»To determine gender of those 1nvolved in this study
queSY{on 3-§sked:
3. SEX: [ ] FEMALE (] MaLE - o
Data collected-with this question qomprisé the

information in Table 8. For the.non-vocational education

g
teacher group of 210, 131 were males and 79 female. The '
) male group almost doubles the female gropp'oﬁxteachgrs for ‘
Table 8
Gender of Those Involved in Research
(N = 282) . - ~
i | N ' ~
A1 ; ‘
= W POSITION ,
A ) . . . ~ . . . -
= , - : ' v oy
b . . . R —
_ ADM1L NON-VOC 2 { voc3 : TOTAL .
. GENDER C L - 4 ‘
" No. % No- % -~ No. %= - No . 2
H . i ) ',l
) . i * N , . . A ' "
FEMALE 9 3.2 79 28.0 . 1.4 89 _3L;6“
MALE 44 17,4+ ,131
TOTAL .Y 58 20.6 21 o §2
X '-' ) s ‘).'. L ‘
B » Y T . & S
el . ADM = ADMINISTRA%ORS : B RS L
2 . NON-VOC = NON-VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS\ ,;%}
.3 voC {= VOCATIONAL.EDUCATION TEAC#EKS*u; ;FJ

this cohort. it is ev1dea?“from data ;n thls tab&e ﬁhat tho '
‘ / ) el

y
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majordty of vocational education .t wbre male 13

«compared to 1 female. Also, the:ecw ore male' VVWQT'

..

administrators, than there were f administrators, 49

to 9. Data from this table’sho$£

thosgﬁinvolved in the
‘research were mainly male teacw

or administrators.

Age of Research Participants -

:>', The age of participants was to determine by asking,

question 4. - - ,
4 ' ¥
The gquestion:
4. AGE: [ ] UNDER 25 [} 25-29 [ 1 30-34 >
-1 35-39 . [ ] 40-44 [ ] 45-49
[} 50-54 : [ J 55-59 [ ]\ 60 OR OVER

It c&n be seen from data‘in Table 9 {haQ’of the 282
participarts, 208 or 74% were beiésen 30 and 49 years of,

age. Teachers and admih;stratols who were 25 years of age
répresented 2.8%‘(8/281)'of the aggfegate population.

The:e wepe 47 mempers‘of the research-sample yhose
‘range of -age was{from 5Q'£o oyefKGQ. of ehis numbér there

.were 'six vocational educat%pﬁ‘teachers. At the other

v
° [ .

extreme there were Zply*36 !eachers in the non-vocational

‘. class who were betwden ZBpand,29'yearsfof age.
&y‘ '. q N ' ] E v ." R :
c \ . ,

:”Cgaxses Taught ?» T

-

N5 R &"" ’ s ""H'
oy To determlnefthe h1gh school subjects each part1c1pant

Cr s
taught. qUestlon 5 was prepared '

LA - . N . . . B ~

A >0 2. X B
] LT LS e . . . i e P
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F 4 ’h ' ~
The Quest1on T
5. YOU CQRRENTLY TEACH AT LEAST ont COURSE IN -
[ .} BCIENCE '
[ ] 'BUSINESS EDUCATION ¢
[ 1] PHYSICAL EDUCATION
[} OTHER CORE ACADEMIC SUBJECTS
[ ] VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 22, 32, 25, 35,
[ 1 NONE -
I .
- Table 9 -
Age of Research Participants 7N
(Nt = 281) \ i
POSITION ‘
AGE aDM!l NON-VOC 2 voc3 TOTAL
No. % No. % ‘No. % No. %
* "‘
25— 8 2.8 ) 8 2.8
25-29 18 6.4 Co 18 6.4
30-34 4 1.4 43 15.3 2 .7 49 17.4
35-39 8 2.8 45 -16.0 2 .7« 55  19.6
.40-44 23 8.2 38 13.5 2 7 63 22.44
. 45-49 12 4.3 F27 9.6 - 2 & .7 41 14.6 &
50-54 5 1.8 « 147 o 2 .7 2 7.5
55-59 6 2.1 12 §.3 2 7260 a1
Cor IO ] < -
60+ 4 1.4 2 7 6 2.1
i .
TOTAL ~ 58 20.6 209 74 4\ 14 5.8 281* 100.0
1 J ADM - ADMINISTRATORS . > .
2 NON-=VOC = NON-VOCATIONAL EPUCATION TEACHERS \
3 VOC = VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS @
3.

One partld{pant dld not respond to this questlon. "
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Date\collected W1th thls questlon were used to o RPN
e ‘ ?‘x
~.organlze Table 18. These data 1nd1cate a total of 338 i

responses to thlS questlon For ~{@e admlnlstrator cohort hf‘ﬁ
L3 L

‘Qf 68, 23.or‘33;Qs taught core academlc subjects, 26 465

¢
;

_Table U ' = e, <ng7QP_«d}»;*‘,{;.\V'

oo o v
Teachlng Responslblllty of\Part1g1pants. L e
(N = 282) (A }_ﬁf

P O:\ ‘;;Q i” _?b T

POSITION ‘ S B

- . ” o - g'*ﬁigf R

susJect -~ - .apml NOoN-voc2 ' . ‘woc3 . rotan
L -

o\
, 00"

SCIENQE ' _.'12( 4.3 ‘SGV 17-7-'v‘.‘t “;  .">¥{ 31 62“ ’eLi

. CORE. ; : T e
ACADEMIC 23 - 8.2 129 45.7 .. 152 .
BYSINESS 6 2.1 247 8.5 jOf_-<**f'hU:.'ffl‘UJQ*.-5
VOCATIONAL 1 .4 5 1.8 14 5.8 -2y
PHYSICAL o L e e e
EDUCATION ¢ - 8 2.8 3¢ 16.8 RS -

NONE

TOTAL - - ﬂséff"“*v 256 .14 o33gw
' /**“/ﬂ\\, _ N
. '.;; . ’ . }\‘ i i
ADMINISTRATORS T
'NON VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS

: VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS

18 6.4 18 6.4 L. LT 36

“—

1 ADM . -
2 . NON=VOC
3" voc

n-n N

* This number is greater than 282 because some .
‘admlnlstrator and non- vocatlonal teacher part1c1pants taught
more than one sub]ect ? ‘ ” 4 » o

it
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.

(12/68‘?taught a coUrse”In‘science and 48 of "the 68 did not

T .

havé any teachIng respon51b111t1es.

,'ﬂé‘ Of the 21@ part1CIpants-who made up the non vocatlonal

teacher cohort 256 responses were reCelved for questlon 5.

.

Data from these IndIVIduals Indlcated that 129/256 taught

‘core academlc, 50/256 taught courses 1n scrence. Of thls

cohort 23 Gs (59/256) taught buSIness, vocatlonal or -

phySICal educat10n.= Data from the vodatlonal educatlon

'x_. ?.' '

‘teachertcohort )ndlcates l@@° 14/1@) were teachIng

]
i

vvocatlonal educatlon courses only ;Sc1ence as a subject e

o

area was SIngled out for 1dent1f1catlon for its laboratory
AN

k3

0T

‘FactIVItIes Wthh are an. 1ntegra1 part of thlS course.

”The Questlon" = -'”l‘ .p ; I e

6. YOUR HIGHEST UNIVERSITY DEGREE AT’I‘AINED WAS: . o2

vand 2 had completed the requ1rements for a doctorate.

Unlvers;ty Degree Earned

5

Questlon 6 asked for members of the ‘research to

-

'Identlfy the hIghest unlverSIty degree they attaIned .

CF

“ .
>

Da@a in Table ll show that of 282 admInlstrators and

_ teachers who prov1ded data for the study 218" or 77 3°'had a

'Bachelor Degree 1 Forty six Qr 16 39 of the partLCIpants had

\

a‘Masters Degree. Of the 282 patt1c1pants*l3 had -a deloma

y ‘{ .

‘ ! .
It is evldent.from-dataaih this table that»Vocational

L . . N . . o - . \:\\\‘\."‘/ . ) : ‘- .
education teachers after receiving thelr initial degree do

. not pursue7study toWard'an advanoed‘degree."The'sanpleasize

a

for'this cohOrt}‘although'small,:proportionately_has more .
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‘masteré degrees’ than tbeﬁndn-Vocational education teacher

‘ qohort. One might expect the préportion to .be higher fof'

$he administrator group.

Vocatidnal*Educafion Courses . - 1
“Question 7 was-wfitten to determine if vogational .,
courses were currently being taught at the school where

research participants taught.
SO

Table 11 . - B \ . .

University Degree, Earned by Research Participants

. POSITION
UNIVERSITY . T ' '
DEGREE ~ apml .. NON-VOC 2 voc3 TOTAL
No. 2 No. 3 © No. % No. %
: P ST

BACHELOR 21 1l.6¢ 175 62.1 12 4.3 218 -77.%
* GRADUATE S | ’ .

DIPLOMA ~ - 5 1.8 8 2.8 13 4.6

MASTERS 20 7.1 24 8.5 2 .7 .46 16.3

DOCTOR OF | ‘ . ‘ - LN -

PHILOSOPHY 1 R .2 L7

orHER 1 .4 2 A 3 1.1

TOTAL 58 20.6 210 74.5 14 5.8 .282

1 abM = ADMINISTRATORS' L R ‘

2 . NON-VOC = NON-VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS

3 .voc. VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS



~ .
The Question:

7. VOCATIONAL 22, 32 OR 25, 35 COURSES. ARE TAUGHT IN YOUR
SCHOOL, - -

[ ] YES R “iL;L‘jgliﬁ.a\

From data in Table 12 it is evident that by the small

margln of 7. 2% vocational educatidn courses were offered in
schools of those involved in the study. A total of 53.6%
(141/267) of the'participants indicated vocatidhel courses

were taught 1n thelg schools. ConVe:sely, 46.4% 124/282

school.,

sald that vocatlonal courses were not belng taught in thelr
Table.lZ

Vocatlonal Education Courses Taught in Part1c1pants School

.~ !

15 participants elected not ko respond to thls
gquestion.

(N = 267)
= ' POSITION
" VOCATIONAL - .
'COYRSES: ~ apMl NoN-voCc2  voc3 TOTAL
TAUGHT L - . : \
No. £ No. % No. $ - No. %
YES 3¢ 11.2 100 37.5 13 4.9 . 143 53.6
NO 25" 9.4 9836.7 1 .4 124 46.4
TOTAL. ¢«  55. 20.6 198 74.2 ~ 14 5.3  267* 100.0
1 ~ ADM = ADMINISTRATORS
2 NON-VOC = NON-VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS
3. .voc =" VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS
.



Involvement in Development of a ' ' :
b Teacher Evaluatlon Program = - R : SR

To. determlne 1f partlclpants were 1nvolved wlth the -

- -

development of a. teacher evaluatlon program questlon 8

]

‘asked: O : R

AS A SCHOOL ADMINISTRATOR OR TEACHER WERE YOU DIRECTLY
INVOLVED "IN THE DEVELOPMEVT OF A TEACHER EVALUATION PROGRAM°
»- [ ] YES , R [ ] NO -

of the 282 participants 278 responded to this question.

~ N : L ] M

Of thede, 220 indicated that “the¥y had not been ihvolved in

’

the development of a teacher evaluatien'pr%gram. The

. Table 13

—

i e

Participanfs Involvement in Development of a Teacher

Evaluation Program

weam o ¥ 4

. POSITION

EVALUATION | - .
PROGRAM apMl ‘Non-voC? voc3  TOTAL
. INVOLVEMENT - i . .
No . 3 No- % No. % No. %
YES . 30 16.8 23 83 5 . 1.8. 58  20.9
NO 27 9.7 184 66.2 9 3.2 220. - 79.1
TOTAL’ 57 28.5 207 74.5 14 5.0 276* 100.0
« oA . ‘ A .
1 ADM = ADMINISTRATORS
2 NON-VOC = NON-VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS
3 voC = VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS
*

Four participants elected not to prov1de a reSponse.
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remaining 58 were 'nvolved An interesting piece of

1nformat!on from tiis table is- that 27 of the 57.

adminlstrato s who responded to thbs questlon 1nd1cated they

- had not been \Blved ih developing a teacher evaluatlon

;

program. These\data are found 1nt%able 13. f i

Sclf Evaluation
The Question: . , - ~ N

9. AS A SCHOOL ADMINISTRATOR qa TEACHER DO YOU USE A SELF-
EVALUATION INSTRUMENT FOR SELF IMPROVEMENT? .
[ ] VYES [ ] NO

This question wae prepared to determine the'nuﬁber'of

part1c1pants who used ' a self evaluatlon,instrument to

S

1mprove their performance as an administrator or as a .

1 H »

Table 14 ' L. L : S

Participants Use:bf'self—Evaluatien”Enstrnhent

\

(N = 278) . - A o . 4 .
. ' A . ’
‘ . - ‘- [ . -

SELF ~ apmt NON-VOC 2 . voc3 "TOTAL

EVALUATION - : i

INSTRUMENT B - = - .

' No. ¥ No. % No % '"No. %
A. .- N e M : ° ,'
YES ' 36 +12.9 122 43.9 9 3.2 167 68.1
. ' L T . PR -

NO = 21 7.6 85 30.6 . 5 1.8 111 .'39.9
" POTAL - 57 . 20.5 287- 74,5 14 5.0 278* 1006.¢
B S LY

A \ ] £ .
1 'ADM - ADMINISTRATORS. --. =
2°== NON-VOC. = NON-VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS |

3 VoC VOCATIONAL - EBUr TION TEACHERS
*x 278 part1c1pants elected to ahswer the questlon

L : .« 88‘
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Table. 14 data show that‘of the 278 participants who =

supplied a response to“thié’dueétion over .half,or 167 -
~(60~f%):used a self-evaluation instrument to improve the{r Q;
- teachipg or administrative performance. . The‘remaﬁninq 39.9%

did'nothuse this type of instrument. By examining the

*
perceniage of each cohort For those who responded "yes" it
is evidént'that no cohort used self evaluation instruments
more than another. . !
Table 15 S L T4 =

‘Teache¥s in Participants School Evaluated by Same Evaluation

-~

'Process ] - O ' ' ;
(N = 279) °
. S ‘ ¢
. ' e .
I o POSITION
. ) - - 5
EVALUATION , i
PROCESS . aDMl  NON-voC2 voc3 © TOTAL
No. % No. % ‘No. % . No. %
YES . 48 17.2 172 61.6 11 3.9 231 82.8 -
Not . 9 3.27—36 12.9. 3 1.1 48  17.2
. ‘ - d T~ A .
_TOTAL 57, 20.4 208 74.6 14 5.8 279% 100.0
1  ADM = ADMINISTRATORS' .
2 NON-VOC = NON-VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS
3, voc = 'VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS
.k

Not all part1c1pants responded ﬂo this questlon. v
- . . , . . - \



.participants' schools were evaluated u51ng the same

“/ . o : 9¢
N . ' B

Same Evaluation Process - y
To determine if all'teachers in each of the

.

evaluation process regardless of the;subject area’%aught
. : ‘ I

‘question 10 stated;

R % “,W|’OF YOUR KNQijM#R@R ALL TEACHERS IN YOUR
6 ) ATIg PROCESS.

o ;o
Over 82% of those involved in the résearch, indicated
. ' R i './,.’— B -

evaluators in their school used the same instrument when

evaluating teachers, regardless of sgbject area taught.

Other data in Table 15andicate a similar high percentage of
affirmative answers was given by each cohort.

: B
- ; : -y

' To determine if.participants wete formally eValuated by

Formal Evaluation

adm&nistrative personnel in their schools quesfion 11 asked:

The Quest1on° . /

11.7 HAVE YOU BEEN FORMALLY EVALUATED’ (DO NOT INCLUDE

EVALUATION FOR PERMANENT CONTRACT OR PROFESSIONAL, TEACHING
CERTIFICATE.) .

[ 1 YES ' . L1 wNo

Data in Table 16 show that of the 282 participants‘SG
admihistrators, 185 non-vocational teachers-and 10
vocational education teachers indjeated that they were
formally evaluated. These 245 individuals represented 86.9%

of those involved in the research. The remaining 13.1% had

L ) i .
not been formally evaluated. These data can be interpreted



, o
to mean that teacher evaluation is being'conducted in the'
schools of the province fulfill the Depérgment of '
Education requ;rement wiNch was established in 1984,
Table }6

Formal Evaluation of Participants

(N = 282) . N
POSITION . ‘
FORMAL ’ " :
EVALUATED ADM1 NON-vOCc2  wvoc3 TOTAL .
No . % No. % No. % No'. %
YES . 5¢ 17.7 185 65.6 10 3.5 245 . 8§.9
NO . 8 2.8 25 8.9 4 1.4 37  13.1
TOTAL 58  20.6 210  74.5 14 4.9 282 . 100.0
| : R
1 ADM = ADMINISTRATORS
2 NON-VOC -= NON-VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS

3 voC

il

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS

Evaluators Who Completed Evaluation
! y

Question 12 was developed and is related to question 11

because it determines tHe evaluators responsible for

conducting the evaluation process.|
‘The Question:

12, IF YEgz,PLEASE IDENTIFY THE . INDIVIDUAL/INDIVIDUALS WHO
GQ&PLETED THE- EVALUATION

CENTRAL OFFICE PERSONNEL ' [ ]
SCHOOL~ PRINCIPAL L]g
SCHOOL ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL [ ]



v

DEPARTMENT -HEAD
ALBERTA EDUCATION PERSONNEL
OTHERS (SPECIFY) .

The. data collected with this quéstion were used to
R 4 .

\ ~

92

organize Table 17. Thase data show that some of the

L

table 17 -

4 .
rs "y

Y

~

! EvaluatpYs Wh%‘igmpleted Evaluation For Each Participant

(N = 283)
. N
W
\
POSITION
PERSON . -
CONDRUCTING apMl NON-vVOC 2 voc3 TOTAL
EVALUATION - :
" No. % No "No. % No.
PR ) .
CENTRAL .
OFFICE
PERSONNEL 31 11.0 79 28, 1 .40 111
PRINCIPAL 28  9.9> 112 39. 2 .7 142
o~
ASSISTANT .
PRINCIPAL 11 3.9 76  27. 47 1.4 91
DEPARTMENT .
HEAD 1 4 29 — 1@ 5 1.8 35
ALBERTA
EDUCATION _
-PERSONNEL 3 1.1 7 2 1 400 11
- *
TOTAL 84 334 13 431%
-~ ADM = ADMINTSTRATORS |
NON-VOC = NON-VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS -
VOC = VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS

1
2
3
*
g

Because of multiple answers given the total number

reater than 282.

P

is

<&
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participants were evaluated by more than one evaluator
consequently the gotal number of responses was 421, For the
aéministrator cohort the data indicated that their
evaLuator§ consisted of tﬁrég groups, namely central office
pex§oﬁnel/vséhool principals or school gSsistaht principals ?
The non-vocational teaéhe; cohort indicated that in addition
to those who evaluaééd idministrators cohort that they were
.evalgated by the departmént head. For the vocational
education teacher cohort either thenschﬁol assistant

principal or the debartment head was the individual who ",

evaluated these teachers. . ‘ ;

Evaluation by School Year

L3

Question 13 was developed to determine the number of
formal evaluations that were conducted for each pérticipant
during the last five SChogl'years.

The Question: _
13. FOR EACH OF THE FOLLOWING 'SCHOOL YEARS PLEASE SPECIFY
THE NUMBER OF TIMES YOU WERE FORMALLY EVALUATED. {DO NOT
INCLUDE EVALUATION FOR PERMANENT CONTRACT OR PROFESSIONAL

« TEACHING CERTIEICATE,) (CROSS OUT ANY SCHOOL YEAR YOU WERE
NOT EMPLOYED AS A TEACHER OR SCHOOL ADMINISTRATOR.)

SCHOOL YEAR NUMBER OF FORMAL EVALUATIONS
1986-1987 i :

1985-1986

1984-1985-

1983-1984

12982-1983 .

.

Data collected with this question are represented in
Table 18 which indicate there was an incredse in the number—

of times participants were evaluated since the 1984/85

* .



o con — o 94

s .

school year, members of each cohort was evaluated at
least onge a ffear with some non-vocational education
-

teachers being evaluated as many as four times a year.

>

*hereas, data for the non-vocational educa®hon teacher
cohort indicate that as greater number were evaluated at
legst twice for any given year during the five year- period,

_Similarly the administrative cohort data for the number of

Al
N

quluations per yedr indicate a mirror image of that for the

non-vocational education teacher cchort.
,

: . . @
Recommended Evaluators For Vocational Education

To secure the opinion of those invalved in the research

N 1] B
who .the recommended evaluators should be for vocational
e |

education teachers question 37 asked:

37. IN YOUR OPINION WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING PEOPLE SHOULD BE
CONSIDERED AS QUALIFIED EVALUATORS: OF VOCATIONAL ‘EDUCATION
TEACHERS. (PLEASE INDICATE,YOUR CHOICES BY A CHECK (/)
MARK.) (SELECT AS MANY AS YOU WISH.) X

1 CENTRAL OFFICE ADMINISTRATORS
SCHOOL PRINCIPALS

]
]
L SCHOOL DEPARTMENT HEADS \
] \

”~

(

(

{ HIGH SCHOOL TEACHERS e

{ 1] ALBERTA ,EDUCATION PERSONNEL ) -l
[ ] UNIVERg(TY PERSONNEL

[ ] INSTITOTE OF TECHNOLOGY PERSONNEL -

[ ] APPRENTICESHIP AND TRADE CERTIFICATION PERSONNEL
OTHERS (PLEASE SPECIFY) :

Daia‘collected with this question can be found .in
T ¢
Table 19. These data indicate three types of évaluators
‘were most frequently selected to evaluate vocational

_education teachers. .o /



’

' 9%
. . - “
These were individuals who were closely reldted to the
school setting, the school principal,“th® assistant
. . A
principal of the school or the department head for the.
.
Table 18
Formal Evaluntions of Participants by School Year
(N = 282)
. abMl  NON-vOC? voe 3 TOTAL
SCHOOL  TIMES .
YEAPR FORMALLY __
EVALUATED No . % NOo . 1 No, ¥ N,
1986/87 1 20 7.1 66 23.5 6 2.1 92
2 1 4 12 4.3 13
3 2 7 "2 .7 4
4 2 LT 2
5
— 6 1 .4 1
1985/86 1 19 6.7 54 19,1 5 1.8 74
2 4 1.4 33 11.7 2 o
3 : t2 .7 2
4 1 .4 1
5
6 3
1984/85 1 19 6.7 71 25.2 3 1,1 93
2 30 1.1 12 4.3 1 4016
3 3 1.1 3
4 1 .4 1 .4 2
5 » 2 .1 2
S 6 1 .4 l
1983/84 1 8 2.8 48 17.9 56
. 2 2 7 9 3.2 1 4 a2
3 4 1.4 . 4
4
5
6..
1982/83 1 11 3.9 51 18.1 2 .7 64
2 1.17° 6 2.1 1 .4 1@
30 0= 2 7 2
4 1 .7 : 1
5
6 e d
TOTAL .93 384 21 Gons
1 ADM = ADMINISTRATORS ,
§ 2 NON-VOC = NON-VOCATIONAL EDUCATIOR TEACHERS : .
3. voc = VOCATIONAL EDUCATIQN TEACHERS
* The total number 13 greate} than 282 berause of '

‘multiple responses given by some participants,
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pec1f1c subject area, FromntheAadministrative cohert,-ZG%~
' o e :
_(53/265) selected pr1nc1pal 16.6%. (44/265), departmeqt

neads, 16 2% (43/265), a551stant pr1nc1pals,_the nonﬁ
'yocatlonal educatlon teacher cohort sebect?d 19.0%

‘11577826 ’ pr1nc1pal' 18 ﬁ° (149/826), department heads'
: N
,12 25 (101/826 1stant pr1nc1pals, and - from the ’ '

'vocatlgnal educatloh teacher cShort 27 3% 12/44

e n(,\

department heads,‘lS 9° (7/44) pr1nc1pals and apprent1cesh1p,

and trade cert1f1cat10n personnel and lastly, 13 6% 6/44)

select a351stant pr1nc1pals. These data clear y/show thatx
2research part1c1pants d1d not want personnel”iéZ; the ,

uplver51ty to serve as evaluators of the teachlng

"performance of vocatlonal educatlon teachers.» 'A‘Q ’\\\;v/l

S

'Formatlve or Summatlve Evaluatlon B .
‘TO determlne the oplnlon oF part1c1pants whether»'

'format1ve or summat1ve evaluatlon should be used w1th
+ M : .

teacher evaluatlon, qmest1on 38 asked .

38, THERE ARE TWO MAJOR PURPOSES FOR TEACHER EVALUATION.M
FORMATIVE EVALUATION -~ USED- TO\IMPROVE TEACHER PERFORMANCE
:'OR SUMMATIVE EVALUATION -- USED TO MAKE JUDGMENTS FOR THE -
FOLLOWING PURPOSES: 'TENURE, PERMANENT CERTIFICATIONS . .
“XREQUEST OF SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION, TEACHER REQUEST,
SURERINTENDENTS DISCRETION OR SUMMATIVE EVALUATORS
DISCRETION IN YOUR OPINION WHICH SHOULD BE USED -FOR .
TEACHER EVALUATION’, {PLEASE CHECK ( /) ONE OR BOTH. ) :

l,]:'FORMATIVE EVALUATION o -
[ ] SUMMATIVE EVALUATION . . .
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Yarticipants

Qe*omnended tvdluators

of. Vocational

Education

. ) .
Teachexs (N = 282) //
4 POSITION /
- : /
B . R /{
EVALUATORS aoml NON-vOC 2 voc3 / TOTAL
. - . . ¢
_No. % No.
.
CENTRAL ’ .
"OFFICE » ‘
ADMINISTRATORS 34 1231 76 111
PRQIPCIPAL 53 18,8 157 217
U SCHOOR™ .
ASSISTANT
PRINCIPALS 43 15.2 101 , 150
SCHOOL 7 ;
DEPARTMENT r E
MHEADS 44 15.6 149 52.8 12 4.3 285
HIGH SCHOOL
TEACHERS 14 5.0 48 17.86 4 1.4 66
/ N
ALBERTA / .
—ESHCATION. /o ¢
PERSONNEL 23, 8.2 /59 20,9 1 .4 53
. o . .
ALBERTA TEACHERS' .
ASSOCIATION o/
PERSONNEL 11 %f@- 42 14.9 53
UNTVERSITY- o/
PERSONNEL 8 ///zhs 24 8.5 -~ 1 .4 13
TNSTITUTE OF / '
TECHNOLOGY / o * \
PERSONNEL 16 5.7 78 C 27,5 4 1.4 28
AppRvVTICESHIP/ﬁ\D )
TRADE v = 0 T
CERTIFICATION, - .5, ) . ~F
PERSONNEL /17 6.0 79 . 28.0 .7. 2.5 102
OTHERS g 2 713t 4.6 1 .4 16
TOTAL . 2653 326 44 Ll
1. ADM - ADMINISTRATORS
2 NON-VOT = NON-VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS
3 voc =  VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS
* The total number . of responses is greater thah 282

‘pecause  some part1c1pants selected more than one type of

E raiuator,
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Data colfeoted with this qqestionfare shown in

" Table 20. Data in this table indicate that partieipahts
provided morefthan one'choice whether formative and

_summatlve evaluatlon should be the ma]or functlon of teacher .-

~ s

“evaluation. The 271 participants who chose to respoq@ed to
thlS questlon provided a total of 440 responses The

~

aggregate responses of all cohorts show they selected

1

‘»formatlve évaluqt;on as-the major purpose  for evaluatlhg

FE
)

‘Eeechers 60%;(254?4?¢%? A breakdown of this aggregate for

© ! [

" POSITION

TYPE . . L - N
" OF ' ~* apml . NON-voC2 voc3 . TOTAL
EVALUATION ' L - = ~
" . No. % No. 3 No. % No.
= ———— ; -
FORMATIVE 53 . 19.6° 197  72.7 14 5.2 264
SUMMATIVE 39 14.4 129 47,6 8 3.0 176 -
TOTAL 92 . 326 © 22 440
1 ADM = 'ADMINISTRATORS
2 . NON-vVOC = NON-VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS
3 VOC = VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS'
'* The total number of part1c1pants is greater than 282.

Some participants indicated both formative "and summative

evaiuatlon. ' :
\ .
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the response rate of each cohort shows: administratorsz>
57.6% (53/92); non- vocat1ona1 educatlon teachers 60.4%
(197/326)}'and 63.6% (14/22)-vocationa1 education teachers.
| Closeiy-related’tg question 38 was_questioo 39 which
‘Was’written‘to detexmine why participants believed an

evaluator should use both summative and formative evaluation‘

in teacher evaluation.
The Question: _ : . \ ) .=

24 ) . B ) }
39, IF YOU CHOSE BOTH FORMATIVE EVALUATION AND SUMMATIVE

 EVALUATION GIVE A BRIEF STATEMENT WHY AN EVALUATOR SHOULD.
USE BOTH METHODS _ .

of the 147 participants respondhng to this question,
only 6 admrnlstrators, and ,7 non- vocat10na1 educatxon
'teachers said evaluétors shoold use mostly fotmative
evaluation. Onevédministrator and 5_noplvooational
educétion~teacher5'were of the.opinion that summagiQe

evaluation wasvthe;best method of evaluation to get good
teaéhef performance. 'Twenty-eight administrators, 94 non-
vpcational education teachers and 6 vocatdonal education

teacﬂers indicated both formative and SummativevshoUId bé

used for the very: same reasons that were part of the stem of
- question 38.

' :.§ = " . ‘
Additional Comments .

This question was used to eiloweresearch participants

“the opportudity of self-expression.

L4
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The Questlon. T ‘ .

40. "PLEASE FEEL FREE TO USE THIS SPACE Tb WRITE ANY
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS YOU WISH TO MAKE.

Data in Table 21 jndicates a total of 44 participants
elected to complete this question. It is intetesting to
: ‘ L0
~note that only two from the administrator cohort elected to

respond. The non—vocatignalreducation teacher group felt

‘thaELthe result of teachet evaluation was not that helpful

to the teacher and that the results of an evaluatlpn could

provide’ negatlve CKlthlsm. )

)t
il . “
Moo .

“Pérs6gﬁl Peérceptions QuestiOng
A descripfioﬁJdﬁﬁthe analytic procedures used.té
analyze éuest1ons i4 through 36 was prOV1ded in a prev1ous
sect}on .0f this chapter titled statlstlcal procedures.
‘Restated, these questlons were grouped .into five clusters
fof;feliability. Between group mean differences fbr each

cluster were used for significance in .terms of one way

ANOVA"s followed by pbst hoc Scheffe multiple comparisons,.
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' . . wy, A o - 9
Table 21 ‘ . P Lw\
Participants Comments to Question 40 ‘ : o .
i .
'COMMENTS , apM!  NON-vOCY  vood 7.

Evaluation not helpful, : ’ : jiy i
negative ,criticism . . . o . .
Evaluators without expertise in .

field being evaluated waste time 7

Evaluation should be done By parents e

or students or fellow staff . b

]

Evaluation by people witﬁ\expertise -

in a given area may be good ; R
theoretically but impractical . . 3 "

7

There is no absolute method of
-evaluating teachers. 1 3 g
Summative evaluations are spmetimés ’

misused. . 3

Current evaluation Qekhods are good . 2

Teacher and evaluator should agree . :

Qn instrument used o ) , .2

‘More- than one evaluator should be .

used : : 2 ' 1
Evaluation- unnervxng but helpful _ R

Vocatignal teacher eValuatxon should PR '
-be ba&ﬁd on whether or not staﬁents L
are benefltlng

Time and money flor evaluation - { ;'_ﬁ‘ .
purposes may be [better spent &n . R »

- students’ . ) 1 AR ..
TOTAL / 2 4 2
I ADM ADMINISTRATORS

n n

NON-VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS . ©
VOCATIONAL -EDUCATION TEACHERS 7 s

2 NON-VOC
3 voC
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| The significanietlevel for each test was set to  6.05. The

e analyses is'summarized in the following

results of -the
text.
Null Hypotheses

vf .
_The following three null hypotheses were tested, A

@.085 1eVel of significance was selected as a basis fpr'

rejectingior eccepting each null hypothesis,

i~

‘The first hypothesis stated:

Thére was no significant dlfference between the -

perceptlons that vocat10na1 educatlon teachers held and"the”
perceptions that non-yocatlonal education secondary,school
'teachers had toward evaiuetien of vocational education
" teachers in the ;econaary schools‘in‘hlberta.-

‘ The'second-hypothesie~stated: )

,fhere Was:nb significant qiffeience'between the
perceptiqnszthat vocational educetion teachers‘had toward
their evaluation and the perceptions that school
édministrators'heldftoward~evelueting vocational education
teachers as pe}t of their administretive mendete}

The third hygpthesis stated:*

Thete was no significant diffehence between the
perceptions'that non-vocational education secondari school
teachers‘possessed toward the evaantion.of vocational®

education teecherskand the perceptions held by school

administrators in the secondary schools of the province.
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o

‘Format for Questlons 14-36
To respond to questlons 14-36 research part1c1pants

made use: of a 5-point Likert Scale using'these\thoibes:°

SD = , STRONGLY DISAGREE
D =  DISAGREE -
No= NEITEER AGREE .NOR DISAGREE
A =  AGREE | | “>
- SA =  STRONGLY AGREE L : -
‘Cluster I,—f‘Methods'af Evaluation

This-cluster included questions 15,117,-2@, 28 .and 29
respectively. - These questions wgre related to methods of
teacher evaluation.. : ' g . 3

K W& e

RONSE

The Questions:

15. TEACHERS OF ANY SUBJECT SHOULD BE EVALUATED USING TH]
SAME EVALUATION PROCESS.

?

17. VOCATIONAL SUBJECT TEACHERS SHOULD BE EVALUATED USING
THE SAME EVALUATION PROCESS USED TO EVALUATE OTHER SUBJECT
TEACHERS

20. TEACHERS SHOULD BE EVALUATED ONLY WHILE LECTURING

28. A STANDARDIZED INSTRUMENT CALLED AN OBSERVER RATING
-TOOL SHOULD BE USED FOR EVALUATING ALL HIGH SCHOOL TEACHERS.

29. * FOR EVALUATION PURPOSES, VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS
SHOULD BE OBSERVED THE SAME NUMBER OF TIMES AS TEACHERS OF -
- OTHER SUBJECTS : , - @

The data presented in Table 22 indicate the calculated
F-ratio w1th its degrees og freedom F = 6 36 daf = 2/272.
The Fjprobability*indicates that the difference - is

j‘sigpificant at p = .002 level, a much higher significance
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levél than p = 0.05, therefore ?bstatisticallyhsignificant
difference exists, |

Téble 23 présents a sdmmafy of mean scores ana_standagd
deviations for responses madé fothose involved in the study
to Cluster I-V questiéns. ﬁhe‘meaq scores’pfesented in thig

table are used for calculéting all the Scheffe’multiplé '

comparison of means used in this study.

\

]
Table 22

" ANOVA For Cluster One Questions Between Adminiétrator,

Non-Vocational Teacher. and Vocational Teacher Groups

*

. . :
SUM MEAN | DEGREE F F

' SOURCE OF SQUARES " OF RATIO "

' SQUARES FREEDOM ) PROBABILITY
BETWEEN . .
GROUPS 119.08 55.04 2 b.36 : .002

\ | A / -

WITHIN : :
GROUPS 2416.33 8.66 279
TOTAL  2526.41 281

TO detefminé which pairsqof groups were significantly
different at theVQ.GS level one must compare data found in
Table 24. The Sbheffe’multiple comparison of ﬁeans'£eveéled.

& -
‘that there were‘étatistically significant differences

‘between the administrator group and non-vocational education

teacher group for questiéns in Cluster I with a difference
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of means of 15:55 for the administrative group and }4.35 for

o

the non-vocationgl edycation teacher group.

15.55)

12.79)

P For Cluster I

Y

AAlso,

BT

- V Questions

L4

and the vocational

for responses to this .

“PARTICIPANTS
CLUSTER aDM1 NON-VOC 2 voc3
SV $.D.5 M. s.D. M. S:D.
1 15.22  2.43 "14.35  2.99 - 12,79  4.82
.11 14.065 2.78 13.96 ., 3.74 13.79  5.01
% o .
III~ 26.19  2.45 25.65 3.07 25.29  -2.95
1V ' 16.81  3.19 16.39  3.39 15,00 3.14
v 16.40  2:23 16.03 2;5ZVQ>},15.29 1.82
A .
1 ADM = ADMINISTRATORS -
2 NON-VOC = = NON-VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS
3 voC = VOGATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS
4 M. = MEAN
5 S.D. =

STANDARD DEVIATION

Ohe_conéludes from the data provided im this analysis

of Cluster I questions that two of the null hypbtheses were

rejected.

Data in Table 22 indicated that a significant
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difference existed. The means and standard deviations

provided-in Table 23 for Cluster I questions and each of the

N .

three cohorts in this study were used:- for calculating the

‘scheffe Procedure. Regults‘of.the Séheffé Procedure,

presented ip Table 24 show that a significant difference at
the p = 6.05 level exists between the administrator cohort

and the non-vocational education cohort, and the

’ -

administrator cohort and the vocational education cohort.
. 9
Therefore, the two null hypotheses rejected were (a) that
) - N .
no difference existed between the perceptions that

administrators and non-vdcational education tegchers had‘

. towards évaluation of secondary school vocational education
.teachers and {b) that no difference existed between the
_perceptions that administrators and vocational education
teachers had towards evaluation of secondary school
;ocationaf eeycation teachgrs.

Cluster II -- Extraneous Influences to Evaluation
. .

To determine the perceptions that participants had

t

toward extraneous influences to Evaluation, questions 16,

21, 26, 31 and 32 were included on the questionnairef To

respond to these questions the same 5-point Liker? Scale for
'Cluster I questlons was uséa\\/”/’/

«Questlons for Cluster 11, as xhey appeared on the

& 3
questlynnalke read as follows: : \

\
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Table 24

Scheffe’Multiple'comparison of Means For Cluster One
A

‘Questions and Administrator, Non-Vocational Education

Teacher and Vocational Education Teacher Participants

9 — ”

. N
GROUPS - ADMINISTRATORS NON-VOCATIONAL VOCATIONAL
\}mANS 15.55 14,35 12,7
ADMINISTRATORS * o

NON-VOCATIONAL -

VOCATIONAL ) - - ‘ . C

* Denotes pairs of groups significantly dlfferent ‘at the
0.05 level. v .

v

;6. THE QUALITY OF TEACHING EQUIPMENT (EG. BOOKS, MOVIE
PROJECTORS MAPS, SAWS, COMPUTERS) IN A TEACHERS CLASSROOM
SHOULD BE AN IMPORTANT CONSIDERATION USED BY EVALUATORS FOR,
EVALUATING ALL TEACHERS

21. THE CONDITION OF THE SCHOOL FACILITY (CLASSROOM, LAB,
“OR SHOP) SHOULD BE AN IMPORTANT CONSTDERATION USED BY
EVALUATORS FOR EVALUATING ALL TEACHERS. ‘
26. %INANCIAL SUPPORT GIVEN TO THE PROGRAM A TEACHER IS
TEACHING SHOULD BE AN IMPORTANT CONSIDERATION USED BY
EVALUATORS FOR EVALUATING ALL TEACHERS.

31.  STUDENTS EXPECTATIONS OF HOW A COURSE SHOULD BE TAUGHT
SHOULD BE AN IMPORTANT CONSIDERATION USED BY EVALUATORS, FOR
EVALUATING ALL TEACHERS.

32. THE QUANTITY OF TEACHING EQUIPMENT (EG. BOOKS, MOVIE
PROJECTORS,, MAPS, SAWS, COMPUTERS) IN A TEACHERS CLASSROOM
SHOULD BE'WN IMPORTANT CONSIDERATION USED BY EVALUATORS FOR
EVALUATZNG ALL TEACHERS.

Data in Table 25 present the results of the differences

-

that exist between tpe variables of participants i.e.,
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admi\istrators, non-vocational eduéation teachers and
vocational edhcation.teachers,using'the results from Ciuster
I1 questions.' Data-.shows the calculated F value, F = ,03

was less than 1.00, hence not significant.

Table 25 : '

ANOVA For Cluster Two Questions Between Administrator,

s

Non—Vocational Education Teacher and Vocatiohal Education
Teacher Groups

-

SUM MEAN DEGREE F o F

SOURCE OF. SQUARES OF RATIO

SQUARES ) . FREEDOM. PROBABILITY
BETWEEN ’ : —_
GROUPS .90 .45 2° .03 L9666
WITHIN ’ :
GROUPS 3683.82 13.20 279
TOTAL 3684.72 <( 28 ‘ -

N —

Therefore, the three null hypotheses were not rejected.' The ’

Scheffe Procedure was not adminisfered for Cluster II

£

questions because there was no significant differences as

indicated by data in Table 25.

Cluster III -- Evaluators

Questions 14, 18, 19, 22; 23, 24 and 25 were prepared

to determine participants perceptions toward teacher

evaluators. Pérticipants could réspond by qhecking‘the.
{
appropriate letter on a S-point Likert scale. -

.-
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L

Cluster 111 questions asked:

14, MOST SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS KNOW WHAT CONSTITUTES GOOD
OR POOR TEACHING.

18. EVALUATORS SHOULD POSSESS SOME DEGREE OF EXPERTISE IN
THE TEACHER EVALUATION PROCESS.

19, IT IS POSSIBLE TO IDENTIFY GOOD TEACHING WHEN IT
OCCURS.

22, PARENTS SHOULD BE INVOLVWED IN THE EVALUATION PROCESS.

23. SELF EVALUATION FORMS FOR TEACHERS SHOULD BE GIVEN
CONSIDERATION BY THE EVALUATOR WHEN COMPLETING TEACHER
EVALUATIONS. '

w

24, -EVALUATORS -SHOULD POSSESS SOME DEGREE OF EXPERTISE 1IN
THE SUBJECT FOR WHICH THE TEACHER IS BEING EVALUATED.

25. THE EVALUATION PROCESS USED BY YOUR IMMEDIATE
SUPERVLSOR WILL HELP IMPROVE YOUR TEACHING,

Table 26 data show that the calculated F value,A

wTable 26

ANOVA For Cluster Three Questions Between Administrator,

Non-Vocational Education Teacher and Vocational Education

' Teacher Groups

SUM: " MEAN DEGREE F oo F

SOURCE OF SQUARES OF " RATIO

SQUARES : FREEDOM | PROBABILITY

~ ,

BETWEEN . :
GROUPS - 16.22 8.11 2 .93 .3940
WITHIN .
GROUPS 2437.62 g8.68 . . 279

TOTAL 2437.64 281
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F'ﬁ“93 is leSs than 1. 00, tnus not significant; Therefore,
. \ : : )

“'the null hypotheses were not rejecte& The Scheffe’

1

"Procedure was not used because a 51gn1f1cant ai fference was

,{not foundvfrom data in Table: 26

Cluster 1V —erFormatiVe Evaluation
Questlons 23, 27 and 30 were de51gned to obtaln the =

: research part1c1pants perceptlons concernlng formatlve
.nvt"v

‘evaluatlon. ‘A S5-point Likert scale was also used by

8
&

respondents forrthese,three'questions.
The”Questlons.i

23 " SELF EVALUATION FOPMS FOR TEALHERS SHOULD BE GIVEN
”CONQIDERATION BY THE EVALUATOR WHEN COMPLETING TEACHER
EVALUATIONS

Table‘27;

N

'“ANOVA.For Cluster Four Questions»Between Administrator7

Non- Vocatlonal Educatlon Teacher and VOcatlonal Educatlon L

s

Teacher Groups‘ e : 104\ EE f, )
o suM  MEAN = DEGREE ¥ ., F
SOURCE OF SQUARES OF  RATIO i
s,ou-g&gs FREEDOM PROBABILITY

BETWEEN T e )

GROUPS - 6.75 6.38 2 8.89 . 8.91

’ . . . » N | « T

'.WITHIN L,-, SR . -

GROUPS = 1181.39 4.23 279

TOTAL ~ 1182.14 . - 281

L %

,«27‘ PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT INVOLVEMENT BY TEACHERS SHOULD
;BE AN IMPORTANT CQMSIDERATION USED BY EVALUATORS FOR

3 s . . e



EVALUATING ALL~TEACHERS.W

3@0. THE PRIME PURPOSE OF TEACHER EVALUATION IS TO JUDGE AND
RECORD A TEACHER S PROFICIENCY. '

Q?ta from Table 27 1nd1cate the calculated F value,

. F s g. 09 is less than 1. GG hence not s1gn1f1cant. The:
%hree null- hypotheses are therefore, not rejected The

Scheffe Procedure was not used in thlS analysis because no

51gn1f1cant‘d1fference was found to exist.

e

Cluster Vle—'Deqree of Satisfaction With Evaluation
Questio-s _: 33, 34, 35 and 36 were develodped to
solicit the p to= . ions of participants'to determine their

degree of satisfaction with evaluation. Again a 5-point:

Likert'scale was provided for these five questions.
N -

Table 28

[N

ANOVA For Cluster Five Questiohs Between :Administrator,

Non- Vocational Educatlon Teacher and Vocatlonal Educatlon

Teacher C*oups

SUM " MEXN .~ DEGREE | F F

SOURCE °©  OF SQUARES  OF RATIO |
~ SQUARES . ° FREEDOM PROBABTILITY
b -
BETWEEN : _ S
GROUPS ©15.08 ° 7.54 2 1.49 .23
WITHIN : S
GROUPS 1407.50 5.04 - 279

"TOTAL  © 1422.58 | - 281
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The Questions'

e

14. MOST SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS KNOW WHAT CONSTITUTES GOOD
"OR POOR TEACHING. , .

33. DO YOU FEEL UNCOMFORTABLE WHEN BEIN%;PVALUATED?

34, TEACHERS SHOULD BE EVALUATED BY DIFFERENT METHODS THAN
THE ONE CURRENTLY USED IN YOUR SCHOOL

35, ' 1 WOULD LIKE TO BE EVALUATED MORE OFTEN.

36. I GENERALLY AGREE WITH THE RESULTS OF PREVIOUS
EVALUATIONS OF MY TEACHING PERFORMANCE.'

Table 28 data indicate the calculated F value, F. —_l 49
is greater than 1. GG hence 51gn1f1cant | However, the \
F probablllty 1nd1cates that the difference is. 51gn1f1cant
at p = .23, much less significant than the predetermined'
31gn1f1cance level of p = @. 05. ‘Therefore; ahe null

hypotﬁeses are not re]ected



CHAPTER 1V

]

Y .
“SUMMARy,ﬁéONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND OBSERVATIONS
. éﬁ(
e .
Included in the fiyst part of this final chapter is a
summary of the study and the second section which focuses on
. 0

major. findings with conclusions, recommendations for further

research, and observations by the researcher.
[}

Summary
This section. of the chapter includes the problem, the
null hypotheses, the population, related research, and the

research methodology.

The Problem
The major problem of this study was to determine if
vocatiodal eéucation”teacher§, non-vocational education
feachers and school'administratdrs a;:the‘secondary séhéol’
level in.Alberta, held.differgnt perceptions towafds-the»v
evaluation of Vocatioﬁal'eduqation teéchers-
h' 'Tq‘suppbrt this ﬁajor‘purpose the following three subﬁ
. problems wére formulated}' |
Identify whether.there Qéré perceptual differences
%%etween vocational education teaéhers and noh;roaﬁional
éducation\secondéry school teachers’towafd the e?alﬁatioﬁ of
vocational edﬁcation’feacherg;
Determine if voCaf}onal education teacher participants
had different percéptibns t§ward voqational éducation
téacher.evaluétidn*tﬁan did school administrators.

113 R
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Determine if the groap desiéhated as non-vocational
eddcation secohdary school teachers had different
perceptions toward vocational educatioh teacher evaluation

than did the school administrator samplé.

Null Hypotheses

Results of the‘research grocess related to vocational

edacatlon teacher evaluation as stated in the maln purpose

\ -
"of this study was to determlne thg relatlonshlp of the
variables given in the ptobiém statément. The following
three null hypotheses 'were used to‘state théae variabiea and
were expressed as: The;e were no'signifitant differences
between the perceptions that vhcational education teachers
,held and the perceptions that non- -vocational educatlon
secondary schoot t- 2rSs hadlﬁpward evaluatlon of
vha;tiohal education teachers in the secondary schools in
Alherta; |

There were no signifiCaSt'differehces between the
parceptions‘that vocational education teachers had toward
their evaluatidn and the perceptiohs‘that secondary,school_
administrators held toward'évaluating vopationai eaucation
teachers as'part of their administrative mandate.

There were'ho significant aifferences between the
petceptions that—noh—vocatibnal education secondary school
teachers possessed toward the évaluation of vocationalh

;

eddbation_téachers and the perceptions held by school

K3

administrators in the secondary schools of the province,

DAL
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The Populatioh . - - — o
The populationlof this study consisted of all Qecondary

'schoél administratofs,-nohuvbﬁational education‘teagheré and'”
vocational éducation'teaéhers emplbyed‘byﬁschool boards in
Alberta during the .1986-1987 school year. ‘From'that .
aggregate popuiétionnof'6,604 a'réndom sample of 400 waé
generated’Whiﬁ% consisted of: 72 high school
édministrétors} 387 high school non—vocati§nal education \
teachers and 21 from the high school voéatidnal eduéation
teachers. TFrom this randém'éamble of 400, 282 elected. to

become involved in the study.

ﬁélatedAResearcﬁﬁ}

~  .The second chapter of this study provided a review of
reia;ed.reseafch and literature that focused on the
similarities and drfférences betweén a voqatiénal education
‘teacher and an‘industrial'arts_teécher. Findiﬁgé‘from the;
lﬁteréture revigw revealed the differences and similari&iés
~ between industfial education“programs and~vocation§1
education programs are still not apparent. This was
foliowed,by::he history of téachex evaluation in Aiberta.l
References and findingé of research related to bercéptions
of teachers toward teacher evaluat&én is also pért of the
content of the second ghapter. Teacher evaluation in '
Kgberta was_discuésed from its earliest beginnihgs

,kapprokimately 184¢'s) through to 1987 which was influenced

by the Provincial Evaluation Policies, Guidelihes‘andr

je]
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'P;ocedures ﬁxogram.  From a review of the literature it
became evident that,vefy_little research ﬁaé been completed
which expressed teachers' pérceptions toward teacherm

evaluation,.
N

Meﬁhodology

‘Taié étugy was_brought to 5 conclusion by completion of
_the follbWing reseérch érbcedqreé.

A l;te#ature review conducted both manually and by’
computer was implemented by the researchef using the
‘librhries at the Univeréity of Alberta. Searches were done“
.bdth~on and off caﬁpus and resqus indicated no research
studies were cbmplete@ fhat détéfmined if vocatibnalw

education teachers, non-vocational education .teachers and

v

'Echodi admioiétfators at thehéecondary scﬁool levei,
possessed differenf perceptions“toaérd_vocational education
teacher ev&lgation. Tﬂis helped to. establish the need for‘
the;study. ‘ L f | ' |
The bopulation for.this'study was~§elected from the
aggregated popdlétion of 6,604 high schqol teachers-and
“ school édministrators in Albefta with the assistance ofa
' personnel from Computer Services, Alﬁgrta Education. This
pépulation was' fqrther broken down by random selection to 72
high school administrators, 307 non;vocational education
tgachérs and'21_vo¢ationalﬂeducation £eachers, by usiné the
random selection command ffbm the.Statigtical Pack@ﬁ¢ for‘

the Social Sciences (SPSS-X). 'Thé randomized lists provided

-
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i

by Alberta Education included names and addresses for those
who would become involved in this study. .

A questionnaire was used as the research instrument to

(t

colléet data for the study. The questionnaire.waé developed
by the researcher in coOperation'Qi;h the major advisor and
fhén re&iewed by a specialist in insﬁrument desijgn.and used
in é‘pilot study.( Th;sé involved in the pilop stulewere
not involved 0 the research; The dueétionnaire consisted
of general informa£ién qué%tions, used to collecﬁ{
démographiq;infb;mation‘for’thqse who par;icipated in the

study. An add'iticdnal twenty three questions-Were'used to =

solicit the persénal perceptions of pa($icipangs toward the
“evaluation of vocational. education teachers. For these

- gquestions a 5-point Likert scale was used. :

: . : 0 .

Preparation for sending out the questionnaire consisted,
. A

of the following: (I) acquiring’a letter of support from

Alberta Education as to the importance of the ;eseatch;' (2)

obtaining permission from 97 school district superintendents

.

in Alberta to involve some of theﬁf personnel in the study;
and (3) following up by telephoneé those superintendents who

did not respond to the ini ' letter. These procedures

resulted in 100% of the - ..--dents granting the &

permission requested.
After a coQéring le- "« was ceveloped it, the self-

addtessed postcard indicat.., ,ucstionnaire completion were

both included with the letter of support from Alberta
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»

Educainn, the~questionﬁaire and a seif_addressed envelop
were mailgd to members who comprised the random sample. .Of
Fthé 400 letters mailéd"282‘were.retﬁrnéd with- completed
quéstionnaires; ‘This représented a 70.5% rate of return.
No foilow—up procedures were uéed to increase the rate of
return. C
Data from the returned researqp4queStionnairestere
‘coded by the reéearcﬁer on to coding sheets. This coded
information was key phncged by persénpel from the Division
of Educational Research Sérvices, Qniversity of Alberta dn
to 88 column cards for electronicﬂprbcgssingf Data[gnaleis
,were‘achieved by selecting‘either the frequencies, ANOVA or
'Scheffeycommahdsfrom the Statistical Package for the Soéial
 Sciences-X (SPSS-X). This program geheratéd frequenciés and
percentages of‘questions 1-13, 37 and 38. Further data
aaalysis was used for qdestions 14 - 36 by first combining
theée qﬁest}ohs into fiQe clusters to increase question
reliability; An ana}ysis‘of variance (ANOVA) and Scheffe
procedure was used to determihe if statisticélly significant
‘differences between. the three'gfoups existed.” Data
geaerated:from the§e analyses were theh pléceﬁ in tabular
form for présentation and analysis. Linguiétic énalysis was
used for questioné.39'and 40‘£o categqrize résponée to the_
open—ended duéstidns aﬁd tﬁe data generated was assembled

into-tabular form.
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Major Findings
. As a result of the study the following hajor‘findings
Eere formulated. The majority of the pér;icipants in the
study 77.7% hadoner'Q yéars‘ofkteachinglor administrative
experience,. Participants with over 17 years teaéhing or
édministrativé experience totalled 39%'whilé individual -
~cohorts for this gréup were: 58.6% of the administtator
cohort; 33.3% of the non-vocational eddéaéion teacher )
cohort; and 42.9% of the vocational educatioﬁ teagher
cohort, fell into this category. Supporting data for this
finding can be found in Table 6. | \
| Participants had between 176 vyears teaching experience
at the school where they taught at the time of the studyh
was 43.6%. |
The largest aggregate of participants:(74%) were
‘between 3Q‘and’49 years of aée. '
Thé majority (68.,4%) of tgose invalved in the‘research,
stﬁdy were male. |
Courses taught by participants were: coré subjects fo}
both the administrator cohort and the.nop—vocatiqnal
educagion teachei cohort, and vocationql education teachers
taught mocatibnal education courses only. |
aVOéationéi education courées were téqght in 53.6% of
the schools where participants taught.

A large majority (79.1%) of those involved in the

study were, not involved in the development of a teacher

/



’ . . 120

evaluation program. Of the administrator cohort 47.4%
aindicated they had not been directly inVOIVed in the

~

development of a teache? evaluation program.

More than half (62.1%) of the part1c1pants indicated

they used self-evaluation 1nstruments to improve their

performance. ‘

The majority of participants (82.8%) indicated all
8

teachers in their school were evaluated with the same
instrument, ' |

of the vocational education teacher cohort 69.2% were -°
evaluated by either the assistant principal}q@,the'
de%arfhent head of their school.. Whereas, 83.3% of the
administrator cohort and 79.9% of ﬁhe non;vbcational
educationuteacher cohort were evaluated»by either central
office personnel, school pfincipals or school assistant
prineioais. |

all pagtipipantgaﬁndicated they were formally evaluated

- one or more times during each school year from 1982-1983 to
1986-1987 inclusive.

Responding to the guestion of "who i's most gualified to
perform forﬁal evaluations? Twenty percent of the
administrative cohort felt that principals were most
fualified to formally evaluate teachers. Of the non-
vocational education teachers 19.0% preferred prinéipals

perform this responsibility and 27.3% of the vocational

education teacher cohort preferred department heads.
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Participants seiected formative teacher evaluation hnro
than summative teacher evaluaticon-as a means of improving
teacher berformance. ¢

The ANOVA resultsAof Cluster I questions (quéstions 15,
17, 3@, 38 and 29) titled Methods of Evaluation indicated s
statisticaily significant differences existéd between the
cohorts involved thé study. The Scheffé multiple comparlson
of means for theséjcohorts revealed a significant difference
existed between the admlnlstrator cohort and non-vocational
education teacher cohort; and a :ignifican£ differepée
betweenbthe admiﬁistrator cohort and the vocational
. education teécher cohort. Therefore, ;he following two null
hypotheses were rejected:

'There were~nq,éignificant differences”bétween the
percept}ons ghat hon;vocational education secoﬁdary school
teachers possessed toward the evaluation of vocational
gducation teachers and the perceptions held by §chool
. administrators in the sécondary schools of the province.

There were no significanttdifferénces between»the
peréeptioné that vocational education teachers had‘toward
their evaluation and the percept{ons that school !
admiﬁistrators held toward evaluating vocational edﬁcation
‘teachers as part of their administrative mandate.

For CclUster I questions the non-vocational education.

teachers and the vocational education teachers saw things

vdiffefently than the administrative cohort.
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For Cluster I-V questions the two null hypothesis that

were rejected were the same as for Cluster I. Specifically:
. ‘ .

4, C e , .
There were no significant difference between the perceptions
that vocational education teachers held and the perceptions
that non-vocational education secondary school teachers had

toward evaluation of vocaﬁional education teachers in the

secondary schools in Alberta. - _

.
\\
. ,

Conclusions
/ ’ T
From the research findings it was found that a.profile
. g
A ~
of the characteristics from the majority of tgose involved
\\.

in the study Would look like this: Male between 38 and. 49,
years of age, with a Bachelor of Educhtion degree, over 9
years of teééhing experience teaching either core academic
or vocational education courses in a school where a
vocational education program was offered. These in@ividual;
were formally evaluatgd one or more times each school year
from l9é2-l987. Although these individuals were not

<

.directIQ involved. in the aevelopment of‘a‘teapher evaluatigq
progrqm‘they were knoyledgeable enough about teacher |
evaluation to indicate a preference for summafiye evaldation
and in fact used self-evaluation instruments to ihprove
either their administrative or teaé%ing pefformance.

The maj5r focu; of this sfudy was to determine if
differences of.opinions towards vocational education teaché}

evaluation existed between the three cohorts in this study.

Cluster IA(questions 15, 17, é@,»ZB, and 29) focussing on
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METHODS OF EVALUATION p;oved to be the only cluster of
questions which revealed significant dif}erences of opinion
between the cohorts. Tsere was theﬁ a difference of opinion
between the administrator cohor£ and’non;vocational
educatidn ﬁtﬁéher cohort towa:ds voca&ional education
teacher evaluatiéa., Also, thére was a di{fenence‘of opinidn
between the administiatér céhort and vocational eduéation
teacher cohort towérds vocafional education Eeachgr

1

evaluation.

. Recommendationé
A$ a result of the)Yihdings'and conclusions of this
study the following iecommendations are mdade to these
groups.\‘lt is }ecommended that:

When central office personngl dgvelop teacher

evaluation policy they include teachers from all teaching

\\gisciplines at the high school level to help develop thése

— - ~—

polici?;. T . : e .

Prior to school based aéminisﬁrators evaluating
‘teacpers, at the secondary level, they makgcthemselves more
Kno&iedgeable about, the various methods used for evaluation
of tea;hers of all subject areas. . ~

'Vocational education teachers pursue a hig;éimféﬁﬁf{:f
education to enable them to‘;;cdme more involved at the
senior administration level.

Researchers inVestigating teacher evaluation look at

‘various methods to evaluate teachers of all subject areas
. 4 :
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ﬁandvensure they‘inclqﬁe teacher inputiin their' | S

rihVestigation;.- o - LS
| It is recommended to any researcher who may wish to
repllcate this study that a constant Eatlo sample1not be

used but that a sample of equal 51ze be Selected for - each of

the three cohorts Ehat may’ be used

Observations

‘The followlng observatlons were - arrlved at by analyzlng
, ‘)w;

1nformatlon in the summary, conclu51ons or recommendation of
J

this study and while conductlng the research - These
observatlons are’ not supported by reéearch data.,

1t would have beeﬂ useful if another study had been

)

‘completed to determlne the perceptlons admlnlstrators, non—

¢ ~

.vocat1onal educatlon teachers and vocatlonal educat1on
teachers have toward speclflc examples or samples of var1ous
methods-or 1nstruments used for teacher evaluatlon so that |
comparlsons could be made with the results of this study.d

. ' Questlon 39 was phrased so that it e11m1nated responses

from part1c1pants who selected elther formatlve evaluatlon

or summatlve evaluatlon in respondlng to questlon 38 .As a
_result this questlon was con51dered to be a weak questlon.

.
A better wordlng could have been,,"If you chose elther or

i

both formatlve evaluatlon and/or~summat1ve evaluatlon glve a
» 3" . N

brlef statement why an. evaluator should use one: or both -

methods. R, o - ,l ’ R

-

The rate of return of questionnairesvcould,have‘been.

S
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.increasedrif'a'follow—up proc@dure had been used. | \
only 66.7% of the yocationalfedocatioo.teache; cohort §>
elected to respond to the questionhaire. It is evident this
groop‘of teachers are reticent about becoming involved in
_edocational'research that is directedospecifically towards

them \ ; B

In retrospect the follow1 :weakoesses for the study -
‘were ‘ev1dent.  over half of tlﬁsecon’dary schools involved |
in theﬁresearch did not have a vocatiooal‘education program.
ThlS had a’ tendency to b1as the results of the flndlngs of
~ the study becau;e non- vocatlonal education teachers and some
administrators may not be familiar with the vocatlonal -
‘educatlon program. .These teacherS'and administrators would'
-have had a better understandlng of the role of a vocat1onal
educatlon teacher if the1r school had this program of study

It is evidént that some of the perceptlon quest1ons on
;the research 1nstrument were.not spec1f1cally wrltten for
evaluation ofﬁvocatlonalleducatlon teachers.q Because_oﬁ.:
this weaknessvit is possible that members from the three
cohorts respoodedito these questiohsifrom.the polnt of view .
of how all teachers should be evaluated.

"This study\yould not have ‘been p0551ble had it not bee;
-for‘the excellent cooperatlon provlded by: personnel at
Alberta Eddcation; Uﬁiversity of Alberta partioularly
personnel from the D1v151on of Educatlonal Research

Services; school superlntendents, school admlnlstrators.and

teachers 1n_A1berta.
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APPENDIX A
A copy of all corréspondence related to the preliminary

phase of this study'Can,be.found in this appendix.,

v . . . ) o



Dave Laing

Acting Director Computer Services
Alberta Education

1160 - Jasper Avenue

Edmonton, Albefta

T5K OL2

.

Dear Dave, TN

Further to our telephone conversation of Wednesday, November\12, 1986, please

33 Paterson Crescent
St. Albert, AB
TiN 4T8B

November 27, 1986

accept this request for assistance from Computer Services.

1 am currently enrolled as a graduate student engaged in writing my thesis for
the Industrial Education Department, University of Alberta.
" thesis 1s, Perceptions of Vocational Education Teachers, Non-Vocational

Teachers and School Administrators Toward Evaluation of Vocational. Education

the title for the

Teachers in High Schools in Alberta.

To complete the statistics portion of the thesis I require assistance from
Computer Services in generating a random sample'list of teachers in the
province of Alberta. Once this sample is developed the names and school
mailing address for each subject is required.
to each subject. Utmost consideration will be given to inmsure the identity of

these subjects will remain anonymous.

" \ . N ‘ |
Results of this thesls will be useful to Alherta EQucation and will be sent to
Mr. Ed Magas, Education Consultant, Program Delivery Division, Alberta

Education. .
. )

Please find attachment which includes the necessary inforpation for acquiring

the sample of the population.

¥

'
DN/ds
encl.

cc: Ed Magas

e

Respectfully,

Don Nordheimer
Home Phone: 459-2886
Bas. Phone: 476-8611

N

A questionnaire will be mafiled

132
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PO%ULATION AND RANDOM SAMPLE

DEFINITION OF THE POPULATION 1

s . .
SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS. Certificated. teachers who are

designated as a principal, vice-principal or department head

in a high school by a school board.

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS. All certificated
teachers teaching vocational 22 or 32 level courses for
which school boards receive -a vocational education grant.

NON-VOCATIONAL EBbCATION TEACHERS. Are certificated
teachers whose major responsibility is to teach courses.
other than vocational education 22 or 32 level courses.
School boards do not receive a vocational education grant
from Alberta Education for these teachers. These teachers
teach at the high school level.

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
- either male or female
- currently teaching or admlnlstratlng in the
province of Alberta ‘
- teach high school level courses only (grades 140,
11, 12) ¢

SAMPLE SIZE t &
~ the three sub-groups from the population will be
high school administrators, high school non-
vocatlonal teachers and finally -high school

. vocational teachers
- the total sample size from these: three groups
". should be between 300-400.
- the sample size for each of the three groups
should remain proportional

- SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS
pOPULATION<EEE:N0N;VOCATTONAL TEACHERS
’ VOCATIONAL TEACHERS
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RANDOM' SAMPLE SELECTION

TOTAL NJPMBER OF HIGH SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS = A
TOTXL UMBER OF HIGH SCHOOL VOCATIONAL TEACHERS = B
. N
"NUMBER OF HIGH SCHOOL NON-VOCATIONAL TEACHERS = C
+ . .
TOTAL SAMPLE STZE = 400
A X 409 = SAMPLE SIZE OF ADMINISTRATORS
A+ B + C :
‘B X 400 = SAMPLE SIZE OF-VOCATIONAL A +
B+ C TEACHERS
o X 400 = SAMPLE SIZE OF NON-VOCATIONAL
A+ B + C , TEACHERS .

From the total population of each group a random sample will
be genéra%ed which equals the sample size for each group.
This random sample will then be generated by a computer

program design for random selection.
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"33 Patterson Crescent
St. Albert, Alberta
T8N 4718
February 19, 1987

Mr. Scotty Day

Assocliate Director
Curriculum Branch

Alberta Education -

Dear Mc. Day:

The purpose of this letter is to request your support by granting me

9
permlssion to use Alberta Education letterhead and envelopes for use in a
research study.

I am registered as a graduate student with the Faculty of Graduate Studles and
Research, University of Alberta. To complete the requirements for my master's
degree 1 am conducting research for a thesis ent{tled, Perceprions of
Vocational Education Teachers, Non-Vocational Teachers and School
Administrators Toward Evaluation of Vocational Education Teachers in High

. Schools in Alberta. : '

The regearch design of this study employs the use of a questionnaire to
collect data on the perceptions teachers and school administrators hold toward
» teacher evaluation as it applies to vocational eduycatfon teachers.

The researcher believes that using Alberta Education letterhead will add
significance to the study and hopefully increase the return rate of
questionnaires. .

Prior to administering this questionnaire I must send out two letters. One to
97 superintendents of various schoul districts in the province and the second
as a covering letter Qéreach participant involved {n the study. An initf{al
mailing of 500 letters to superintendents and particfipants would be required
followed by follow-up letters to those who did not respond. At this time 1
believe 700 letters complete with 700 envelopes of a large size and 700
envelopes of a size to fit into the large envelopes would suffice.

1 am prepared to relmburse Alberta Education forf&the cost of all materials
required. Also, all typing and mailing will be completed by the rescarcher.

Your earliest consideration in this matter would be ggeatly eppreciatcd.

o ' »
For your information I have enclosed the following: sAmple letter to
superintendents, sample covering letter to participants,™ follow-up letter to
participants, postcard, questionnaire and a copy of my thesis proposal
Chapter 1.

If you have dny quest jons please feel free to call me at 476-8611.

Sincerely,.

) Donald J. Nordhefmer
DJIN/ds
Encl.
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APPENDIX B
In this appendix can be found a copy of the covering
letter to superintenaents requesting perm}ssion to involve
certificated staff in this study. Also included is a copy
Qﬁ the lettér from Alberta Educatioﬁ fhat was sent to
superintendents and research particiéants which indicated

that this gowvernment agency supported the importance of the

~

- ~—

“study. —_ L
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Mr. Fred Warrington
Superintendent of Schools
School District No. 6
Five Hills, Alberta

3C7 OM9 4

[N

Dear Mr. Warrington: - i : o ‘/

v

-

I am a full time department head and high school vocational educat ton bW
teacher currently employed by the\Edmonton Public School Board. In - Aﬂj?@
addition I am registered as a graduate student with the Faculty of o
Graduate Studies and Research, University of Alberta. To complete the
requirements for my master's degree 1 am conducting research for a

thesis entitled, Perceptions of Vocational Education Teachers, Mn-
Vocational Teachers and School Administrdtors Toward Evaluation of

Vocational Education Teachers in High Schools in ‘Alberta.

L]
The purpcse of this letter is to_request your cooperatgon by grantiag me
permission to involve a sample of both high school administrators and
teachers from your school jurisdiction in this research.

The research.design of this study employs the use of a questionnaire to
collect data on the perceptions teachers and school administrators ho ld
toward teacher evaluation as, it applies to vocatijonal education A q
teachers. : '

For your information I have enclosed a sample copy of the aicstionnnirc
which will be sent to each participant.

~
Your cooperation to involve these individuals in this investipation |
would be greatly appreciated and add to the significance of this study.

For the study 1 have established a time line of March.13, 1987 when
central office admipistrators are to respond. It would be greatly \_
appreciated if “you would honour this date. -

If you have any questions related to this study pleaée feel free to call
me in Edmonton at 476-8611.. 4?

.

Sincerely,

Donald J. Nordheimer

DJIJN/ds

Encl.
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EDUCATION
e vanidn e.,,l.nu.g"W«,-si Towsr, VG Jasper Avenue, Edimooton, Al da Ganada TSK OL2 -
. . . ¥
4
- N
f 1) B -
) -
L4 . -

, March 4. 1987 \

To . Adnunstrators )

Supenntendents, -~
Vacational-Educalion Teach«r
_ -Non-Vocatonal Teachers "
. Re: Questionnaire ’ o ,
"Al'a time when all subject areas are beng reviewed as anoutcome of ‘the Secondary
“Educalon Review  and implementaton of the Management and Finance Plan, a study. entitfed

“Perceplions of Vocationa! Education Teachers, NontVocational Teachers and, School Admm:slrators i

Toward Evaluanon of Vocauonal Education Teachers in High Schools” appears 10 be timely. -
B : ¢
N To assist- in the, development of this study | 'encourage you to comp!e(e and

cnclo,od questionnaire to Mr, Don Nordhexmer at’ your earliest convenience.

Yaour cooperation in this matter is grea(l'y app'recia,tedl.

y
Agsoc:ale Qurector (Suppon Servuces)
Curn(:u(um Branch

B



139

APPENDIX C

[

Included in the appendlx is a copy of the cevering .

1etter, the questlonnalre, and the return pos card that was

;sent to the members of‘the reseq;ch population,-

N
R
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April , 1987 ‘ _

Mr. Craig Smith ~ ‘ _

‘Blue Hills Compesite "High Schasl - y
12345 -67 Strogt

Blue Hills, Alberta

- T5C OM9 ‘ -

Dear Colleaguc:

You have been selected from among members of the teaching profession in
tho province to be a participant in a research study.

o :
The purpose of this study is-to determine the perceptlons that school
administrators and teachers have, toward teacher evaluation of" -
‘vocational education teachers. Your participation and personal input Iis

important and will™€ontribute significantly to the overall study.
L4

It would be appreciated_if you would take time from your. busy schedule )
to complete the enclosed questionnnaire, which should take approximately . -
20 minutes of your time. ’

As a department head and high school teacher I can appreciate thg
and work pressures you are experiencing in the teaching proféésf
addition to these pressures I have chosen to also.enrol as &
student in the Department of Industrial and Vocational Edugg
University of Alberta. In partial fulfillment for my maste,
arm conducting a research study entitled; Perceptions of Voca3
Education Teachers, Non-Vocational Teéachers and School Adminis.
Toward Evaluation of Vocat10na1 Educatlon Teachers in ngh Schools in
Alberta. o % ,

i
To mafhtain total anonymity in this study, please complete the
qucationnairc, place it in the encloscd envelope and returd it by
April ,.1987. At the same time or a few days later complete the
cntloged postcard and return. to me. , . .

,In ‘appreciation for vour effortq and cooperatlon I will send you a c0px
*’of.tht research abstract. .

It you have any qucstlon\ about this study; please call me in Edmonton,
at 476-8¢11. ' ' ‘

Sincerely,

. R -~ *  Donald:J. Nordheimer

DIN/ds @ SR

Enc 1 .
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Cover Sheet

-QUESTONNATRE
TOPIC: Perceptions of Vocational Education Teachers, Non-Vocational-
A Teachers And School Administrators Toward Evaluation Of
Vocational Education Teachers In High Schools In Alberta “

In 1984, Alberta Education pandated all school jurisdictions ensure
accountability in education. To this end the Provincial Evaluation
Policies, Guidelines and Pxocedures Program was developed. Teacher
evaluation became an integral component of this program. Review of the
. literature related to teacher evaluation revealed that most of the
researchers who looked at this topic treated it as a specific topic and
totally ignored how those involved in the evaluation process perceive it
as it affects the particlpants.

The purpose of this study is to determine if

vocational education teachers, non-vocational

education teachers and school administrators,'at the

secondary school level in Alberta possSess different

vperceptions towards vocatlonal teacher evaluation.

Holdaway and Reikie (1?77) d qibe FORMAL EVALUATION as "a written

.report, leading to a recommendation or a rating that .is submitted to the )
central office of the-school system” (p. 3). This is the definition
which will be used throughout this questionnaire

) Your role as a participant in this study is to. complete the _
attached research questionnaire, which should take approximately 20
‘minutes of your time. Then place it in the- enclosed envelope and return
it by April , 1987.. 'At the same time d%fa few days later complete the
enclosed postcard and return.to me. ' : ‘ ’

Thank &ou for your cooperation.:
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QUESTIONNATRE

N . ’ " *

PART A | - |
GENERAL INFORMATION , "

Please place a check (V) in thée appropriate box for each categoryl
1. Years of teaching experience (including this yedﬁ)
{112 -[]34 1156 [17-8

[ ] 9-10" [ ] 11-17 [ ] OVER 17

~

1" | | | | % |
v "

2. Years at your present school (including.this year)

ers: (13-4 [156 (178,
7] 9-10 [ ] 11-17 [ ] OVER 17 o
3. Sex: [ ] FEMALE [ ] MALE .
4. Age: [ ] UNDER 25 [ ]25-29 . [.]30-34
' Ia C % . . .
& []35-39 [ ] 40-44 - [ ] 45-49
(15054 F 5550 [ ]600R OVER

5. You currently teach at least one course in:
["] Science _. ~ [ ] other care academic subjects
[ ] Business Education [ ] Vocational Education 22, 32, 25, 35

[ ] Physical Education . [ ] none of these courses

A,
hte B

" 6. - Your highest university degree attaimed was:
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Please place a,check ( /) 1in the appropriate box for each catégory.

7. Vocational 22,32 OR 25, 35 courses are taught in yOuf échdol.
v € v .
[ 1 Y¥ES [ 1N -
8. As a school administrator or teacher were you directly involved in
the development of a teacher evaluation program7 } :

[ 1 YES ,[ ] NO

9. As a school administrator or teacher do you use a self- evaluation
instrument for self improvement?

;[ ] YES [ ] NO | _

10.' To the.best of your knowiedge all teachers in your school are
evaluated by the same evaluation process.

(] vES [ ]NO

11. Have you been formally evaluated? (bo not include evaluation for
permanent contract or professional teaching certificate.) '

[ 1 YES { ] NO

“12. If YES please identify the individual/individuals who completed

the evalpatlon. (Please indicate your choice(s) by a check S /)
mark.) -

. Central Office Personnel [

School Principal [

School Assistant Principal {

Department Head {

Alberta Education Personnel [

Others (Specify)

et et et s s

13. For each of the following school years please specify the number of
times: you were formally evaluated. (Do not include evaluation for
permanent contract or professional teaching certificate.) (Cross.
out any school year you were not employed as a teacher or school
administrator. ) : . :

SCHOOL YEAR NUMBER OF FORMAL EVALUATIONS

' 1986-1987
1985-1986 - T
1984-1985 T | 9
1983-1984 : :

1982-1983



PART B

-0 PERSONAL PERCEPTIONS

144

Circle the number which most reflects your feelings about. the follow1ng

gtatements.

14.
15.

16.

17.
18.

19.
. 20.

21.

D STRONGLY DISAGREE -

DISAGREE -

> 2z o,.u;m
[ I

AGREE
STRONGLY AGREE

w
o]

Most schpol administrators knogr what
constitutes good or poor teaching.

Teachers of any. subJect should be evaluated
using the same evaluation prossss.
f

The quality o,&eaching equipment (eg.
books, movie projectors, maps,_saws,
computers) 4n a teachers classroom should -
be an important consideration used by
evaluators for evaluating all teachers.

Vocational subject teachers should be
evaluated 'using the same gvaluation process
used to evaluate other subject steachers.

Evaluators should possess some degree of
expertise in the teacher evaluation
process. ' :

It is. 'possible to identify good teaching
when it occurs.

s

Teachers should be evaluated bnly while
lecturing.

' The condition of the school facility’

(classroom, lab, or shop) should be an
important consideration used by evaluators
for evaluating all teachers.

Parents should be involved in the
evaluation process.

Self evaluation forms for teachers should
be given consideration by the evaluator
when completing teacherevaluations.

Use the'following code when responding.

NEITHER AGREE NOR DISAGREE

SA




24.

25.

26.

. 27.

28,

29.

30.

31.

32,

R

Evaluators should possess some'degree of
expertise in the subject for which the
teacher is being evaluated

‘The evaluation process used by your
immediate supervisor will help improve your

teaching-

——

Financial support given to the program a

‘teacher is teaching should be an important

consideration used by evaluators for

~evaluating all teachers. . .

Professional development involvement by
teachers should be an important

' consideration used by evaluators for
-evaluating al{yteachers.

A standardized instrument cailed an

‘observer rating tool should be used for

evaluating all high school teachers.

For evaluation purposes, vocational
education teachers should be observeu the
same number of times as teachers of otrer
sub jects. :

‘The prime purpose of teacher evaluation is

to judge and record a teachers proficiency.

Students expectations of how a course
should be taught should be 'an important
consideration used by evaluators for

“evaluating all teachers.

The quantity of teaching equipment (eg.

" books, movie projectors, maps, saws,

computers) in a teachers classroom should
be an important consideration used by
evaluators for evaluating all teachers.

45

D. N SA
1 2 3 5
1 2/‘3 .5
1 2 3 5
1 2 3 5
1 2 3 5
1 2 3 5
1 2 3

1 2 3 5
1 2. 3 5
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"a==B:nnzzn=_======_========:?=============================================
NOT . VERY
AT ALL  MUCH
33. Do you feel uncomfortable when being’ ' 1 2 3 4 5
evaluated? .
34, Teachers should be evaluated by different 1 2 3 4 5
methods than the one currently used in your
school, : . ,
35., I would like to be evaluated more often. : 1 2 3 4 5
36, 1 generally agree with the results of 1 2 3 4 5
previous evaluations of my teaching C
performance.

A \ )
In your inion which of the following people should be congidered
as qualified evaluators of vocational educatioh teachers. (Please
‘\Indicate your choices by a check ( V) mark.) {(Select as many as
ou wish.) . IR
o
Central Office Administrators -
School Principals '
School Assistant Principals
School Department Heads
High School Teachers
Alberta Educatlon Personnel )
Alberta Teachers Association Personnel
“University Personnel
Institute of Technology Personnel .
Apprenticeship and Trade Certification Personnel
Others (please specify)

37.




38.

39.

40.

147

There are two major purposes for teacher evaluation. FORMATIVE
evaluation -- used to improve teacher performance or SUMMATIVE

-evaluation =-- used to make judgments for the following purposes:

tenure, permanent certification, request of school administration,
teather request, superintendents discretion or summative evaluators
discretion. In your opinion which should be used for teacher :
evaluation?! (Please check ( V) onme or both.)

’ L]

{ ] FORMATIVE EVALUATION

——

v . { ] SUMMATIVE EVALUATION

If you chose both formative evaluation and summative évaluation
give a brief statement why an evaluator should use both methods..

~

\.

Please feel free to use this space to write any additional comments
you wish to make. -«
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POSTCARD

Dear Don, .
n . 4

1 have completed and mailed your research questionnaire on
teacher evaluation. S o

(signed)
» .
DON NORDHEIMER
33 PATTERSON CRESCENT
ST. ALBERT, ALBERTA
T8N 4T8 -
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APPENDIX D

-

The 19+ . - dition of the Industrial Education Matrix of

courses'avaiLable to students in\Pigh schools of Alberta and

the Career Field Matrix for ction and Fabrication

Y

;”cén be found in this
\

coyrses available to these stude

v

appendix. ' : 1.
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Lateer Deve o prent Loutees

(h.' -
Industrtal Inausteiel Insustrial
Papaaratary Carews Educatioen Leuaation Education -
Voutees fled Intrudutury Major Minor kelated .
. *
wrapnis Dratting 42 Dratting Bldn. Conat., Mechine shup, LG
Comaunioatiune Slsuri Losmsunicativne 12 Electrictty~Eleccronics, Welding Eaperience
. Ingustrial Education 10 - Sheet Metal. Plping, Graphic Arts Bust
’ : ] Visual Cvesunications usinesn
Educatlior
.V v
uraphic Arts Drafting l'nul Communications Induserial
Visual Comeunicatjons Drafting, Craphic Arts Edm’nlonﬂ
Nevtanice | Mechanics 12 Aut cmotives Welding, Drafting, Machine Shop, [Work
Llectyicicy, Auto Body Lxpetience
-Industrtal
Ingustrial Lducatton 10 Ralated Mechanics Drafting Education
Auto Body 12 Aut o Body Sheet Metal, Machlne Business
" v Avtomotives, Electrictity fducarlon
Conetruit kun laduatryal Educacion 10 Bullding Construction Draftiang, Electricity, Sheet Vork
and Duilding Cunstrection 12 " Metsal, Piping, Machine Shop, Experience
Fabrication Welding
Machine shop 12 Hachise Suop Drafting. Welding, Sheet Mera), | [hdustrisl
fducatton
Bldg. Const.,-Piping /Autmcz ives, .
' : Auto Body - .
Business
Industrial | Welding 12 Welutng Drafting, Machine Shop, Piping, tducarion
Education p 4 . Automotives, Auto Boav, Blog. :
amd [ . Const ., Sheet Metal
-
e Piping 12 7 Pipire Urafttng, Bld;. Const., Welding
st the Machine sShop, Electricity,
Jantor Hign ] Sheet Metal
Level Sheet Metal 12 Sheer Matal Auto Body, Drafting, Bldg. Const.,
( Machine Shop, Welding, Piping,
i Electrictey
iy a
. . o Jork
Electrtcity - 'Electricity-Electronics 12 o Elsctricicy Automotives, Drafring, Bldg. Expertence
Electronts In'dusrrial Educatton 10, : C Const ., flectronica Suriness [ ]
e » flectronics’ Drafting, Automctives, Bldg. Eaucat
v Conet., Electricltd ladbatr s
. fducatim
: nE B . !
Pes<nal " . . :
R Servicen Beauty Colture R Healtn Snr&‘s - work v
. Pnpnu(‘s{.. 5 Experience
. Copmuntcationy™ o+ PRy
R Induarrtai
(r:»Ba Studips 10) W
rrmu:ﬁ(gp. ation’
Au\p‘oll\lr\).
. ‘g‘% :lp!r‘xe!\ge 7 .
3 Agadtria, - .
% Eucauan -
.!uaihzé\ . e

Note.

ChEagario .

(P -“ 16) >

1983, Edmonton
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‘APPENDIX~E

There were 54 pages of raw data generated by the

compute 'program.‘ Three of these pages have been selected

to show he data for both types of analy51s procedure.> The
. '\ L 4
first type of analysrs.ls frequenc1es for questlonnalre~item‘

number 2. The-second-analysis procedure consists of an
14
ls

'ANOVA, MEAN SCORES and SCHEFFE for Cluster I questlons 1tems

15, 17, 20, 28 and 29. R
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The following question was used to generate the
ffequencies crosstabulation on the next page.

' - . A X . - .
ThejQuestidn:’

‘2. YEARS AT PRESENT SCHOOL ,(INCLUDING THIS YEARY

L0112 13-4, [ 1 5-6
(1 7-8 01 916 . [ ] 11-17



. £
’ 2 L (
’ . ; - T, u\.
. Y : y i
a=nry <L 90z gorL SRDT L crel LTty avael
cwe VP L Jeo et L al © i nenoen

S S s el R Rt e e Rl ‘

oty T A B | : | TN Ioatet

F. ~
I B - 6°9 [ oes -1 279 - | foa |
: el 1 Yooy o=

3°s I R AN B A A R ) |
1 e 0 oo boolme
[ S Tttt R e
boceue 1 3tz b oete | wes Y . o ,
(A N A2 T S R 7 R R eV A :
ISV VAT NI SR TV Y B chlt A A A o A |
cLe b e i ve foov2 e |
e mr e e e b ————
[ g2 | 9°9 1z | -2 |
[ S A B S e A boemsee
s TR R S R R R S S A T T T A1
56" [ i 21 I s b o
D ek e e e e et Al it T ittt
fe. 12 le. | s | ES 1> T
V10l B - .
:Qm X . ; ’ . .m

.
e

28l

|
_
A
i
f
|
!
[
|
|
|
!
.&l
|
|
f

. S ) T et
© H3C33INgT AR g .. . S
- - - - T N O F L yTnmE vlo35 2oy T e I S

wia2g Ty 3o C1UST2AY

L
- SXAee g sy qeTeTad




. » ) ’ . 4

¢

Participants responses to the following Cluster I questions

(15, 17, 20, 28 and 29) were used to calculate the data on
the next page. - T
Tﬁé Queétions' ’ ‘ .

15. TEACHERS OF ANY SUBJECT SHOULD BE EVALUATED USING THF
SAME EV@LUATION PROCESS :

\
>

'17. VOCATIONAL SUBJECT TEACHERS SHOULD BE EVALUATED USING
- THE SAME EVALUATION PROCESS USED TO: EVALUATE OTHFR SUBJECT
\LACHERS

' 20. 'TEACHERS SHOULD BE EVALUATED ONLY WHILE‘LFCTURING~-

. 2

28. A& STANDARDIZED INSTRUMENT CALLED AN OBSERVER RATING

.TOOL SHOULD BE. USED FOR EVALUATING ALL HIGH SCHOOL TFACHFRS
."‘ "1 _{.

29. FOR EVALUATION PURPOSES VOCATIONAL EDUCATION . TLACHFR“

SHOULD BE OBSERVED THE SAME NUMBFR OF TIMES AS’ TFACHERS or

OTHER SUBJECTO. . :

;"a*"h,
5 o,
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vita .

Name: Donald John Nordheimer - ; -xg

P
-, %

Place of Birth: Edmonton, Alberta, Canada &f
Year of Birth: 1948 . . - ' ' - v-.

Post Secondary Education:
" Journeyman Machinist with Red Seal, 1970

Bachelor of Education, 1976

"Professional Organizat&bns:
Alberta Teachers Association ' ®

Industrial Education Council

. A ‘ . . . ' - .
Related Work E*perience; . :
Journeyman machinist, l970¥l976

ngh school teacher of industrial’ education
- general and industrial education - vocational .,
courses 1976 to present

Served as assistant department.head industrial
‘education M.E. LaZerte Composite High School
1978—198@ ' . S ,

Department Head 1981 .to present

Member of Alberta Education and Edmonton PUbllC Schools
Curriculum Committees for 1ndustr1al education
metals ‘courses.

Cbnference presentor,on‘theutopib: Computer Numerical

o Control'Machigéngj 1985, 1986 - N
C\J ' ®

Areas of Special Interest: ' I

Lt . K , B

Bt Administration

Industrial Education - general -and yocationalv ' f.

3



