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< The major purpose of the study was ?descnbe the mstructor evaluatton practtces \

.\.

in Kenyan teachérs colleges and to tdentrfy possrbtlmes for makirig 1mprove,ments on the /

~

basrs of optmons of college prmc1pals and ytructors Data were obtamed by mearis Oﬁ&
questtonnalre Qurvey conducted durmg the penod May to Auoust 1987. Questtonnatres
. were dtstrrbuted to prm-ctpals ‘and 1nstructors in 18 teachers' colleges Of tﬁe 316 ‘

guestionnaires that were ehstrlbuted 47 were returned fora total return of 78.2 per &nt. '

» S
The main areas. exammed mcluded percepttons and preferences of respondents

Tt

e, . — -
reﬂardmo the involyement’ Qf various types of personnel m | instructor evaluatlon actual

v

and pretem.d 1mportance ot ' various cntem used in, instructor evaluation; percepttons and « -
preferences of college prmcrpals a;nd 1n5tructors,regardmb various 'evaluatlon pracikes;

- Pt
exientto whtch coliege pnncrpals and mstructors were satisfied with existing’ mstructor -

>

evaluatrorrpructrces; strengths and shortcommgs of existing instructor evaluatton practices
- “r “ . -

“in the views of college principals and 'instructors; and changes that college principals and |

2

(Y Pl
mstructors recommended in evaluatxon practﬁes in order to make »them more effective.

Analysxs of variance and t- tests were used to determine the stgmftcance of differences
R

amono and between various categories of respondents in their responses regardmg

.

<

evaluatron personnel criteria and pracucés e \Q'

°
.

Analysis of the data indicated that college principals, departmental h'ea'ds and

subject specialists from the Inspectorate were htghly involved in the e)valuatlon of

[UR

: rns_tructors and were also highly preferred as evaluators»by respondents. " The, resul»ts_

- . [N
- showed that examination‘ and test results, preparation of schemes of work, academic

qualtftcattons of the instructor, knowlé‘dge of cumculum and instructor’s conforrmty to
collene norms were 1mport‘ani criteria in both exlstmg and preferltd evaluation practtces ‘
Generally, respondents preferred that emphasm be placed on process and presage criteria

in mstructorevaluatron T : : ; » .

- . <

\q

' - v Y v ' \. -
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Tke study m{ifxe%ed tha}t uu'mg rns&uétg‘s to submu course ouﬂmes and othcr

B 2

matenals requmng m"s ‘”L?s%bmn\ a\
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T

report on classroom activities and et
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. evaluauon practlce

alua fon of mstructors uﬁf:r’bv d‘the quahty of
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~—in thef}

AP

'ﬁg’édems mﬁluded makmg evaluauon criteria

w0 gl R
,‘ ._,volvcd in.evaluation, defin: ng practices and

exphcxt, spe%ﬁygg»
" proc‘:edute? to be usedq
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CHAPTER I | L

'~ . INTRODUCTION ,

. L

In recent years concernt has been expressed by educators, researchers,

. ~administrators, and parems about the quality of education and abdut accountabilityi in

&

Review Qf G gduagg gaghgr Eduggggn legnyg (1979), by the statement (hat "the

primary aim for the Govemment Is to develop human resources and to groduce skilled
manpo&er for self-reliance” (p. 70).  The Kenyan school system has as its primary focus
the productiom of capable, qualiﬁed individuals. However, much concern has been

expressed about the quahty of the tgc TS that graduate each year from the umversmes or

- colleges. Such concerns lead 1nev1tab1y to qusgtioning the performance of those who

teach the teachers. R . , f

L)

Instructors in the teachers' colleges vary markedly in -academic and professional
quahﬁcatlons and in experxence They include new graduate teachers frcsm the

umversmes tcachers from schools, persons from other Mlmsmes who may not be

-

professionally tramed, expatriate personnel who may be reerulted because of their

expertise in certain subjects, and retired instructors recruited on a contract basis. At
’ : ]

pfesent there-are no specific formalized “procedures especially designed to prepare

instructors to teach in teachers' colleges. Even after recruitment and selec\ion, there are

only limited in-service programmes for orienting the college instructors to college

teaching. In addition, there does not appear to be a clear policy relating to the evaluation

~of instructors.

In view.of t,he"yarying‘ academic, professional, and experiential backgrounds of
<%

N2

more effective evaluation procedures for college instructors than those that have been

used in the past would seem to be advisable. Conducting resqarjch‘inbt?%utnem practice is
o 3 ' ) L s\s‘ G :

PG

o

3

>
-

relauon to the attainment of educational goals A context for ths concern is provxded in A
. -3

teachers’ college instructors, and the lack of an evaluation policy, the development of



a logical first step toward developing more effective pol}icies and procedures. The study

‘which is the subject of this report was desxgned to col/lyct and analyze data on instr{xctor
evaluamon in Kenyan teachers colleges. - / ‘
.L'/' o Pur[;ose and Research Questions
" The major purpose of" the study was to descnbe current evaluanon practices and to
_identify possxbtlmes fori xmprovement on the basxs of the vrews of college principals and
instructors. More specifically, the study was gu1ded by the followmg research questions: ,
1. What are the perceptrons and preferences of prmmpals and instructors «
reaardmo the mvolvement of various personnel i in instructor evaluatron" :
"2:* "What is the actual and preferred 1mportance of various criteria used in the

-

evaluation of mstructors?
- 3.” What perceptions and preferences do college principals and instructors have
regmding various evaluation practices? : . {
4. To what extent are college pr1nc1pals and instructors satrsﬁed with exxstmg
%rnstructor etvaluauon practices? . ‘ L .
> 5.” What are the strengths and shortcomings_o'f existing instructor evaluation
practices in the views of | college principals and instructors? ”
6. What changes.do collegéprincipals and instructors recommend in evaluation

.

practices in order to make them more effective? ) e

The similarities and differences between percepttons and preferenccs ofﬁ
respondents were also of interest and were mcluded in the analysis of the da A
Background to the Study
The’Kenyan Ministry of Education provides funds for, and governs the&o" P
of, public teacher training colleges (see Figure L1). /‘The Ministry of Education also

awards certificates to syccessful students. The colleges train students, admjniSter exams:
” . * '
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in n‘rescribed sul)jects and suoervise teaching practice Teachers' training cbolleges
maintain btlateral 1nteract10ns and relauonshtps thh schools They rely on mformanon o
from the schools as feedback on thetr graduates In tum, the schools depend on colleges -
and umyersmes for the supply of qualified teachers for instructional purposes.
The Inspectorate is one of the.gepartments within the Mlnistry of Education. It

consists of three main divisions, each of which is'headed by a Chief Inspector of

- Schools. ' There is a Chief Inspector of Schools for Primary, one for Secondary, and a

third one for Technical and Higher Education. 'Assisting‘ ‘hese officers are the Senior

Inspector of Schools and several subject specialists. The major function of the -

Inspectorate is to "give professional advice to the Director of Education about what goes

on in all the schools and teacher training colleges" (Nakitare, 1980 p- ) The

)

* Inspectorate is also "charged with the duties of developmg various cumcular and support

l

matenals for education and training through the Kenya Institute of Educauon Subject

Panels” (Ministry of Education Science and Tech nology Annual Report, 1984, p. 14)..

_ Thmdaty 18 performed by the three divisions of the Inspectorate. The major role of the

1nspectors is to "scrutinize the eclucatlonal system to make sure that the aims and
objectives of educatien are con51stent with the nanonal goals" (A Review Q> 5 gi[agjpage
ga;her Education in Kenya, Umversxty of Nairobi, 1979, p. 71). - .

The Kenya Instltute of Education (K. LE. ) is also one of the departments wnthm ‘
the)Mlmstry of Educatlon It con51sts of many secttons two of Wthh mclude the
Research and Evaluation Section, and the Secondary Teachers Education section. The
K.IE. is respon51ble for cumculum development in the Kenyan educau)onal system‘ It
also takes part in the approval of college syllabuses through SubJect Panels.

Recruitment and selection of instructors for public teachers’ colleges is a

résponsibility of the Teachers Service Commlsswn (T. S C.). "The Tcachers Servnce

‘ Commxs/mon is a body corporate estabhshed in accordance with Section 3 of the Teachers '

.Servxce Cgmmtssxon Act (Cap. 212)" (lgaghe:s Service g;Qmm]SSIQg S:Qd' ¢ Qf



Bg: ul agmng For ngghersf 1986 p.2). The functron‘s of the T.S.C. are "(a) to establtsh

and keep a register of teachers; and (b) to establish and maintain a teachers service

adequate o the r\eeds of pubhc schools in Kcnya : ervi missi n .
ions For Teggh;s 19\g3) The\mam purposcs of instructor

selection oeedu;;es are (l) 10 recruxt and place the best-suited iristructors to the teachers

- coileges, and (2) to fulfill specific needs of the colleges in terms of teaching positions
' . : -
available. A miodel of the recruitment, sglection and job assignment of teag:hel:-s;’ gollege

o o\
instructors is presented in Figure 1.2. .
The current practices of selecting instructors for teachers’ coljeges include (a)

direct transfer of some school teachers to the colleges by the T:S.C.‘ without any -

- Interview syt lved; (b) direct‘. tranSfer of some sc¢hool teachers to the eolleges b"y Lhe"

T.S.C. through vertised mtervrews for vacaut posmons available at the collenes (c)
direct postmg of fresh graduates from the umversrttes tQ the colleges by the T. &6“ (d)
direct transfer of teachers from other departments within the Ministry of EducatJonW the
TS. C to the colleges; (e) direct transfer of personnel from departme’rtts of other
Mtntstrtes to the colleges ‘through advertrsed mterv1ews /by the T.S. C or wrthout
mvolvmé 1ntervrews, but with the approvalof the T.S;C.;‘(f) recruitment of expatriate
'personnel on contract by the T.S.C.; and (g).recr'uitrnent of retired teaehers on contract hy_
the T.S.C.; with or without advert_lsed interviews. In‘ t_he selection process, th_e-teaehers'
col]eges may be involved to identify possible candidates to be‘interviewed 'In some

cases the recruitment and selecnon may not involve an 1nterv1ew Fepresentattves from

the Inspectorat,e and the Kenya Instttute of Education may also be tnvolved in thea

i ] N

selection procrﬁs;. AR ' ' S ' :
LRI AR .

“‘Fmstructors are posted by the T.S.C. to the teachm colleﬂes where

1 o)

thev are asstg%sﬁctaltasks by the college administrators. At the colleges,. tndmdual .

e

-y

instructors are e‘%lumed by the college admtmstratton and annual reports about,

Instructors are sent to the T S. C on specral forms designed by the T. S.C. (Appendtx A)
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~ ‘beaclear written pohcy for i 1nstructor evaluatron A letter from the D1rector of the Kenya‘

- visits may or may not be planned Sometlmes departmental hea‘

Information fro'm indtructor evaluations -affect the selection process by indicating any : |

. \
—/\\
changes needed in that process or may be used for adrrumstranve decrsrons in Jre

. college ‘ch decrs1ons may mdrcate a need for an 1nstructor to be relreved of the S

assi gnment 1f found unsultable for college teachmg, or may be recommended for some

;nservrce or retrammg

: > < v : L . .
o - C ! ’

Y ’ : T .

“Slgmf‘cance of the Study W

S

In \,L_H'Cnt pracnce formal mstructor evaluatlons at teachers colleges rely heavily

on one lme of evrdence. namdy, the ad?mmstrator report The evaluatron may

occasxonally mvolve classroom vrsrtatlons by college princi als or V1ce prmcrpals Such

also may be mvolved

in the evaluanon of mstmctors at departmental levels. Some mformal evaluatlons may be )

' achreved through colleagues students departmental heads extemal experts or college e

¢ a

adrmmstra,tlon At the end of each year college prmcrpals are expected to submlt wntten |

j confldentlal reports on their 1nsu'uctors to .gle Teachers Servrce Cf(')mmlssmn Formal'

4

,eva-luauon of instructors for«promotrons}are usual'ly,done‘/by ‘the T.S.C. throu-gh

L}

advertised interviews.  However, the procedures and criteria used in such interviews are
not well known to the instructors. T.here have not been any srgmﬁcant effortS' to develop

procedures ‘and criteria for the evaluatron of mstructors Smularly, there does not seem to'

Instrtute of Educanon (K LE)), (Appendlx A), suggests that whlle the the K. L E doesl |

not deal wrt_h mstructor;evaluanon at teachers colleges, the™ colleges are expected to draw_

wp their own instruments for,use in evaluatmg mstructor effectrveness Another letter

© from one of the college prmcrpals (Appezndrx A), conﬁrms that the pnncrpal had never

u (

seen any evaluation pohcy for Kenyan college mstructors

"
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pracut:e P - . .

college instructor evaluatmn in'the context of Kenyan teachers' colleges

_ evaluation procedures by indicating their preferences regarding evaluation;

‘reflection and self-evaluation.

.8

"The study, 'believed to be the.first of i%nd‘conducted in Kenya, addressed 2

'very important and timely educational issue, Given the complexity of the teaching.
’process ‘involving continual decision?making and continuous interaction amon'g'

+instructors, students and contextual varrables it is 1mpﬁrtant to understand the views of

the pnncxpals and mstructors about mstructor evaluatlon procedures

The study was expe’"ted to make the following contnbuttons to knowledge and to
¢ IRt

A

(a) to prov1de an analy51s of the prmcrpals and mstructors views regardmg the

exrst.mg ard preferred evaluatton procedures thereby enabhng pohcy ~-makers to |

accommodate these preferences in their evaluation procedures o ‘o

(b) to prov1de pohcy -makers with information and understandtng regardmg 8t

(c) to htghlrght the strengths and weaknesses of 1nstructor evaluatton pracnces in’

_ Y
: Kenyan teacher trammg colleges from the pornt of v1ew of the principals and mstructors P

(d) to give college prmcxpals and instructors an oppo_rtumty to.mﬂue_nce instructor .

.~

- (e) to isolate the criteria commonly.used by. college principals in instructor

* evaluation because this information was considéred to be valuable to college instructors

'

- and principaIS' and ‘ _ Ll , : _ o

(f) te g1ve the 'pnncrpals an opportumty to apprecrate the complexrty of the task of |

' instructor evaluation, thus enabhng them to see their own evaluatron practtces in the hght

i
- . A

‘ of what their fellow pnncrpals were domg

The results of t‘hls study may (l) influence. future dCClSlOn makmg with regard to

the supﬁort prov1ded for mstructor evaluatton (2) increase the understanding between

-

college instructors and admmtstrators regardmg evaluatton practrces and (3) increase

aware'ness -of college mstructors regardmg their evaluation, and thus increase their

'45‘.
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7 require that an administrator be trained i

T

A 4

The report of the study may contrlbute to the further development of an
understandmg of the nature of college teachmg Thrs understandmg may mvolve not
o/rtjy détails of what constitutes good teachmg' but also the relationships of tratmng,

administration leadership, and resource allocation to teaching. Furthermore, the study

- should (a) offer a plausible solution to the major perceived problems or needs which may

be meanmgful to college instructors; (b) 1dent1fy specific staff development needs which _‘

may be meamngful to college instructors; and (c) may give dlI‘CCthﬂ reoardrng the need
for admmtstrator development Suggestlons with respect to the skills neededvrf the

admmlstrators are to conduct conferences associated with instructor evaluation may

Zevaluation pro!edures. Finally, the results of
this study should be of interest to the Il
Teachers Service Commission, and the MiniStry ucatron
Definition of Significant Terms
A number of terms which have special significance in the study are defined

below:
2

evaluatron is a dec1sron makmg process which can be used for dtfferent purposes

depending on what the evaluator has in mind. .In the‘ context of teacher evaluation, what

is to be evgluated may be (a) the process of :instruction through classroom observation of

“teacher performance or (b) the content of the instruction as delivered by the teacher. The =

teacher may be seen as a manager of instruction who arranges resources, counsels

A

guides and evaluates students and prepares matenals as a'resource person a dynamrc
living reservorr of knowledge ina dtscrplme, the adv1s_or and the critic; or as a motrvator.
Process Q riterig include observations about the behavror of both the teacher and

Studems Examples are teachmg techmques rapport with students classroom climate,

and teacher-student interactions.

9.’

pectoratey Kenya Instltute of Educ}atron the

~Evalug;'o Although the definitions of the term vary, it would seem that' '
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E;mggt g:ntgna mclude measures of student achtevement as a result of teacher's
A _'perforrnance o U . , 4

- \( ! )

E_r_esagg_c_mg_r_g mvolve using a teacher's personal charactensucs such as

acadenuc status knowledge of SUb_]EC[ rnatter 1‘nte111gence, personallty, and appearance in

' assessmg teachmg effecnveness

Pnngrpgl. This term refers to the head of a college, institute or polytechmc

“Instrictor. - An mdxyxdual myol,ved in the teach_mg process, counselling and_’

o

guidance‘in -coll‘ege, institute or polyte‘chni’c‘,‘but has no dir7et responsibilities in
administration. o o L ~—

'Teacher.  This term is used interchangeably with instructor. In the Kenyan
context, teacher "means a person reglstered by the Teachers Service Commission in
accordance with Sec. 7 of the Teachers Serv1ce Comm1551on Act" ([;gg ers Service
- QZQmmxssth g;m_g Qf Regulations For Tgég ers, 1986 P I) (See also Appendix A).
Qualified Teach er. This "means a person who has fulfilled the requirements as to

QUalihcations for the purpose of the Teachers Servﬁce Cdmmission A,c_t,‘-Legal Notice No.

90 of 1967" (Teachers Service Commission Code of Regulations For Teachers, 1986,
pl). | o

! |

Cbmmission. - This " means the Teachers Servxce Commission establphed under |
the Teachers Servxce Comm15510n Act (Cap 212) (Teachers Servxce CommlSSlOI‘l Code
- of Regulations For Teachers, 1986, 2 1). |

‘Instructor Development: Thls includes all those specially planned activities that
are 'meant;tp prome_te academic and/or Professional growth, and general instrucuonalt

effectiveness of an insttuctor. > -~ ¢ . L .

@

o ’ : ey

Assumptl(ms, Dellmltattons and leltattons

The followmg were the major assumptlons underlymg the study:

1. -

There are variations in instructor eva]uanon"practlc,es}n Kenya. :

3 4
P . . K . »

\ .



2. College principals and instructors hayc:,‘views aBout deéirable instmcior
evaluation practices. | | ’ | | )
| 3. Instructor evaluva‘tion is important for teachers' colleges, collgge instructors,
students, the Te%ichers Ser(}/ziif:/_p,Commaission, the Inspectorate, and the Ministry of
vEducation. ‘
4. The informatio;l provided by college brincipals and ‘instructors in the
qucstionnéiréé ac&u?ately reflect their views, thoughts .and feelings about evalﬁation
practices. - o s
5. Th.c (;pCStiOﬂS on the Questioﬁnairc were interpreted accurately without any
arﬁbiguity and responses provided were made in good faith. 6
| S
“The stu;dy_ had the following delimitations:
1. The'Study was delimited to Primary and'_Dipvlomavteachcr training colleges in
Kenya, listed by the M.iﬁistry" Qf Educa_t-io.n'-in May-August, 1987. |
A 2. The population nf principals and instructors Wéfe only those actually serving
in the teacher tréining colleges. . |
3. The study considered princ‘ipals’-apd instructors’ perceptions during-one time
period, namely, May-August, 1987, )
~ _ _ : :
4. The study was concerned with principals’ and instructors' views of instructor
evaluation practices as perfofmed by Kenyan Of%iCC a’dmiﬁistrators. |

The following were the limitations of the study:
1. The principals and instructors involved in the study might not represent the
. views of all the principals and instructors of all the colleges because only a small sarhple

of the total population of the respondents was considered.

4
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2, The selected co11eges involved in the’JStu‘dy might not represent all the other”
colleges in the population because the eolleges differ in size in terms of- teacher and
student populations. ‘ o ‘ |
o 3. Some of the data r'rﬁg‘ht more appropriately be 6g£aiued through interviews;
' consequeutly, exclusive relianee on the questionnaires was a lirrutatiop. -

5. The ﬁndings of this study \yere limited to the teachers’ colleges involved and"
: generahzauons to other types of training msurunons cannot be made.

6. The study reflected the ezlaluauve pracuces only as they applred to the formal '

evaluatiorrof i mstructors in Kenyan réachers coIleges dunng the period May-July 1987

. 7. The study was lumted to the pnncxpa]s and mstr<ctors who volunteered for the

tudy, and their views may not be"representaUVe ' _ .

8. ‘More_than'halégof the respondents had never been evaluated formally at
~ teachers' colleges; consequently, their views on practices and their preferences were not
based on direct egerie‘nce. :

-

*. Organization of the Thasis '

In c’hapte‘r.one, an,introduction to and the main purpose of the study were

. highlighte@lA discussion of the background of the.study was also preseuted. T}te'-
definition of significant terms, as well as the major assumptions, delimitations and

 limitations were provided. - | | ' /\

The second chapter contains a review of related literature and research. Included
among the specific topics are evaluation personnel, evaluation criteria and evaluation
" practices: Chapter III focuses on the methodology and instrumentation employed in the

study. Descriptions are pro.vided of hoty, the instrument was developed and pilot tesigd,

as well as’ of how data collection procedures and methods of data analysis were, carried
’ ’
‘out. Adescnpnon@\f_grsonal and professional charactenstrcs of the respondents is also

M

- included. : o ' . g
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The results of the analysrs of data are presented in three chapters Chapter IV

R E O

mcludes an anaLysrs of instructor eval"uanon pmcucemd preférences The frfth chabter
deals wr[h an analysrs of dxfferences among categones of respondents The major

différences consxdered include experxence of the respondents n the teachlng professxon
]
and in college teachmg qualelcanons number of times of ,farmal evaluaﬂon at teachersv

college, degree of satisfaction with existing evaluauon pracuces’ and size of col]ege A
“discussion of how thesc vanables relate to the respondents percepuons and preferences &
‘of evaluation personnel, evaluation criteria and evaluation praclvtices is also provided. Y

| . éhapter VI reports the major frndings of the open-ended questions. It includes a
summary of the ‘strengths, shortcomings, and suggested ir.nprov.ernent‘s in‘instructor

.~ ) © . o . ) . ’ . ) .
~evaluation. The last chapter contains the summary, conclusions,” and the major

" recommendations of the study.

-



y CHAPTER 1T -
»
. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
A review of the literature en the evaluatién}of instructors confirms that there are
numerous conceptual frameworks and models for analyzihg practice and for cc;r'\ducting
© research. Although an e'ﬁ(te'nsive literatilre survey .\s/as c_onducted, only that \\;hich relates "
l‘ directly to the problem of the study is reportec}‘ in this c‘:hapter.v The specific areas relate to -
the persennel involvéd in evaluation, cri}teria on which evaluation is based and gener‘al
evaluation practfces. Research and theorizing sbodt each‘o,f these aspects ihdieates that

there are numerous unsolved issues which are identified in the review.
. -y 4 .
z ». . : .

— . ’ 5y Evaluation Personnel

The questlon of "Who should evaluite instructors?" has Q‘mde range of possible
answers. Accordmg to some writers (O Hanlon and Morge;hsem, 1980; Chamberlin and
Cummmgs 1984, Lew1s 1982; Seldm 1980) students, colleagues administrators, and '
the instructors themselves, should be myolved in instructor evaluation. Evaluation by
external exﬁperts and supervisors has also been mentioned in the literature (Lewis 1982).
Involvement of each of the evaluators suggested has practical merits and raxses specific.
concerns. The issues involved in decxdmg who should evaluate teachers mclude those ofé(

’

objectivity or psych ical distance from the situation versus familiarit wuh the
] Y psy g y

situation, multiple uses of the evaluatxon results, the relauonshlps between evaluator and ;

the person being evaluated, and the quahﬁcaﬂons of the evaluators_ (Lewis, 1982).

B
~

valuati Admini
Typxcally, the admlmstrator ts an 1nd1v1dual who provides formal lcadershlp for

an educational unit. Within the admlmstrators purview may lie the evaluanon of

. 14 , - .

.
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identified two admlmstratlve roles in teacher evaluatlon"(a) dlrect observatlon of the g..,t,' o :

faculty; and (b) 1ntegratlon of the mformatmn gathered from other spurces of‘t gvalualon

3

to facilitate instructors' acceptance of haviag thetr teaching evaluated. Wolansk}’ (1976
QL A

. p. 83) commented that when mdmdual faculty members defxcrencxes are unco@sga & :
administrator is in a posmon to provide for 1nserv1ce to recommend v&%ﬁrg

) ? h
or to make. other approprmte d'e_

_responsrbllmes to areas of strengths,

develo;? (p 83 O'Hanlon and Mortensen (1980) concluded that; "administrator |
evaluauon correlates well with student and peer evaluattons (p 70)

Althoughﬂ administrative evaluation is supported in the 11terature, it has-many
limitations. An administrator may be biased because of a poor personal relationship with
the instructor; a lack of _understanding of reasons for evaluation; conﬂicting values with
those of the instructor; experiential differences in teaching methodologies from those of
the instructor;-and a lack of understanding of What should be evaluated. Administrators'
may be faced ‘with the problem of decidigg how e\)aluation of teaching would be
integrated'with‘.informa_tiOn from instructors' extracurricular'acti\"ities‘and what
appropriate o'pportunities should be pro‘uided to the instructors to -improve their
professional competence. L | o

Admlmstrators are also faced with "demands for accountability and makmg
decrsrons about the promotion, ;etentton and termmatlon of teachers. They must use.
evaluation as a tool to judge the net worth ofa teachers performance (Barber and Klem
1983, p. 248). Glasman (1976) noted that:

External demands for evaluation‘of instructors have increased recently and

behind these demands lies an alleged desire for instructional improvement.
' The increased desire of various publics to be provided with evidence of




educational accountability ... have been equally important factors in the calls ~

for improvement . These pressures pose problems for academic
adrmmstrators (p. 319) :

In general effective adrmmstrator evaluauon requires that- the administrators

1nvolved 1dent1fy thc problems they are likely to face and design appropnate strategies for

dealmg with such problems. Admxmstrators should also identify the main areas of
instructor evaluation upon Wthh the evaluatlon should focus.

o Hanlotyand Mortensen (1980) suggested that for effectlvc use of evaluauon by

administrators, two ‘condmons should bg met: (a) the supgrwso,r needs adequate time and

-

. observational and review skills; and (b) the observation must focus on characteristics of

The utilization of departmental heads in evaluation of teachers seems to be quite
;%opular in many teachiun'g institutipnf: 4While nc'wly recruited lca‘ch(:fs may be dg.signuled _
as "q'ualifi'ed " the actual f.’;valdat’ion of:their competence and careful monitoring of their
‘te&chmg probably wil! mvolve departmental heads. They may also be involved i-n ’
_ evaluauon»of teachers in thelr departments because of their expertise in the various subject
aréa_s and, fhusﬁngagc in formative cyaluatxon., Because "the teacher has a right to expect
“that the"person who is most knowlédgeablc about him, his subject, and the variéties of .
téaching mf‘thods oﬁeh»:tz) h'imf‘ﬂshould judée his compétcncc (Squire and Applcbee
1964 p. 9), departmental heads may ‘also be involved-in summatxvc evaluation. In such
‘cases, the role of dcpartrn’emél heads may be highly administrative. Andrews (1985), Y. '
cémmeﬁting on the necd 'for c;bllegcé’to review carefully the role of departmental chair- "?“
persons, rccommended that "dcpartmental chalr-pcrsons need to be clcarly 1dcnufrcd as
'admlmstrators if they are to be pan of the admxmstrauve cvaluauon team” (p. 88) |

5



‘Although the involvement of departmental heads In teacher evaluation seems to .
have conmderable support, conflicts may develop. between departmental heads and the
teachers. For example conflicts may develop where a departmental head 1s less

mfonned about subject areas than’ are the teachers within that department,

-
Lot

valuation 1

. One Way by which instructors could improve their own teaching is for them to
observe one arlother's performanee, especlally in the classroom. Colleague evaluation is
used in many colleges and universities as an impdrant tool fdr pn"ovidin.g_ useful
information fot only for the instructors themselves but ‘also for administrative@isenn&
decisions (Centra: 1979). .Bras‘klamp, Brandenburg and Ory (p. lOl, 1984) s_aid that‘
"peer evaluation of teaching has been proposed asa desirable input to the admirlistrative
evaluanon of academic staff Colleagues are llkely to provide uﬂtworthy criticism and
essentlal feedback on instructors’ activities.

Despite potential advantages of involving colleagues, there are many concerns
about this approach to evaluatio.n‘. fa the first place, there is Ehe problem of varying
views on what constitutes effective teachlng. Secondly, there is Ll?e problem of how data
from colleague evaluation coulcl find_their way to the person or committee responsible for

evaluations (Brooke, 1984, p. 10). The reliability and validity of colleague evaluation

‘comments regarding lack of reliability of peer evgluation were made by Smith, (1926, pp-
33-34) and Cohen and McKeachie (1980, p. 147). In his study of the reliability of”

colleague evaluation of college teachers, Centra (1975) found that there was a low

v
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ieliability of colleague ratings .which ".was serious ériough to cast doubt on the value of
c,oileaguf; rétings" (pp 327-337). -

) Some other co'nceihs have also been expresscd_re'gardi{ig the use of becr
evahiation. Centra (1979) suggested that "when used for tenure or piromotion decisiions,‘
‘colleague assessments may be distorted by mutual backscratching or.by proféssional
jealousy"” (p. 73). If so, extreme care should be exercised in interpreting the vinformation('
Qb;ained before being used for personnel de—cisio,ns-'bor improvemcntﬁof teaching .
'ef_fectivenésé. In using peer evaluation for the improveinent'of ciassroom tcziching, it
may be necessary to create a team of three oi fou'i"fa_culty mcmbers which meets with the
teacher to discuss goals, pr(jbléms, personal 'objectivés, thén observes (fe. téachcr several

times in the classroom and finally meets with the teacher or his ¢lass to discuss findings
mes in the clas y  tlagg :

"~ and recommendations (FrenchQL,azovic, 1981; p. 73).

1f-Ev

7z

Self-evaluation involves making judgments about one's own teaching. A major
differencé between self-evaluation and other forms of evaluation is that in self-evaluation
. - -
: T , : : .
no external observer is involved in the measurement process. Self-judgments can be

made either informally or formally through_written rfports. Whatever the appi'oach used,

ES

L w’;%b‘.’? vilue of self-evaluation is based on the assumption 'that»"an_objective and perceptual

_Jjudgment about one's performance is the best possible feedbai:k because of its immediate
and built-in credibility" (Strother and Klus, 1982; p- 129). J

Seldin (1980) reported that “teacher self-appraisal, if carefully and honestly |

performed, can be of inestimable value, not only to the aécuracy and rcliabilit’y of the

- collective judgment of teaching performance, but also as an immediate and effectivg

impeitus to improve the.teaching performance” (p. 13). Self-evaluation can be used to
' 7 o .

supplement.information obtained from other forms of evaluation. According to Centra
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(1979),

'145 146).
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Gornbined with other evaluative procedures, self-evaluation can be particularly

useful in a nonthreatenin‘gﬁsfifuﬁaﬁdrr(ﬁ.@g). Seldin ¢1984) ‘concluded that ™ ...

personnel decisions. Inst_ructors recognize that, no matter whatjthey disclose in self- -

evaluations, it will serve to 1mprov'e their performance and not be held agamst them" (pp.

B

Smce self-evaluatron mvolves ]udgment about one's own performance the

- ‘information is highly subjective. Smith (1976) noted that one of the problems of most

self-evaluations was that they were not composite ratings but evaluations from a single
. 1 N ’ . :

I

person. He further added that dull teachers might assign themselVes MOre generous

ratings than the brilliant orgood teachers who are self—effacmg Commentmg on the _

subJecnvrty of self-evaluation, Strother and Klus (1982) further explamed that smce

people drffer in their self-esteem, s.o-me_mdlvrdual;s mlght either underate their abllmes or -

overestimate their capabilities. Another Iirr_\iiatici;n of s'elf—evaiuation‘ is that "it is based on
.. incomplete inforrnation. The compliments aré often paid face-i.o-face; the complaints
are often unstated or expressed onIy’ in the corridors" (StrOther and Klus, 1982, p. 130)
A further hmltatron of self—evaluatron is th%e staudards used may not relate: readrly to .
outsrde criteria; extemal standards may be 1gﬁred (Bolton 1973) Carrol (1981) also
commented that self—evaluatrons do not correrlte highly with ratmﬂs of student or

-~

colleugues. | _ -

Bolton (1973) suggested three areas of concem that should be taken into account )

. before 1mp1emenung a self-evaluauon program (a) trammg teachers to help them specxfy

-,

their own goals in measurement terms; (b) providing teachers with a framework for

- -analyzing and mterpretmg their own behaviors, and (c) providing _teachers w1th technical -

competence needed for operating various new media for recording their own behavior.

institutions find self-evaluation more useful as 2 tool to improve teaching than an aid in. -

.

_SC‘;‘?E@] techniques have been suggested to teachers for,their self-evaluations. These |
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include: self-rating forms self-reports s'elf-study materials, observation of 'colleagues'

teachmg, and. the use of audlo and vrdeo recordings _(Carroll, 1981 pp 1&0 200).
Duckett (1983) suggested that self-evaluatron strategies "can be made more ‘useful.
through development of programs whrch permit teachers to sit in on other classrooms,
o'bserve masterétea'chers on videotapes, seeing themselves on’.videotape, and obtain

studen.t ratings." \(p.13).-

Student Evaluatign o - R -
The mvolvement of students in instructor evaluauon is based on six fundamental ‘

prerruses students are the consumers of teachrng and, therefore shquld be }b& central_

"~focus in any teacher evaIuatron program students have the best opportumty to observe

mstructors teachmg, students have a umque perspecttve from ‘which to vrew‘hers

effectiveness; the most effective instructor is bestidentified through his input.on students; '

2 . . ) . . .
the instructor's input on students is a function of his teaching effectiveness; and effective

~ teaching is best determined by students’ reports regarding their understanding of the-

'subject matter-and progress towards instructjonal objectives specified by the inistructor.

Students are in a position to provide detailed information about instructors to a

‘greater extent than other evaluators can reveal. Only students can indicate where they

found-the iristructor enthusiastic and stimulating, where the material was appropriately

presented, and whether or not they :we‘re challenged by subjects taught. Information from

- student evaluations can help identify strengths and weaknesses of instructors, thereby

’ y K ! . - : L . - . 3 » .
suggesting possible 1mprovements Y teachmg course desrgn, or departmental functioning

(Centra 1978) chh and McGough (1982) stated that

" The value of student ratlngs lies in their’ abrlrty to provrde the teacher with
- feedback for 1mprovement (p- 293). _

Marsh (1984) commented that student evaluations were thé most thoroughly

studied of all forrns of personnel evaluation and was highly -supported by empirieal



(
research; Stutient evaluations.‘may' ayluso-pe_u;sed for man‘y purposes such as (a) assessing
instructor"s teaching effectiyeness (-Stainback‘ Stalfback Sc’.hmikd and Suroski, 19'75' :
l' Seldm 1980; Umversrty of Alberta Cornm" ce for lmprovement of- Teachmg and

_ Leammg, 1979) Borlch 1977 (b) makmg 1mportant admmlstratlve personnPl decisions

_ ;,such as ment pay, promotron and tenure (Stamback Stamback SChl’l’lld and Suroskx
1975) and (c) makmg faculty more responsrve to current problems and issues (Lyndall
1977) (d)“descnbmg teacher practrces (Bonch 1977); (d). 1mprovmg mstructlon (Bonch
" 1977). Student evaluatrons can provrde mformatron about- the motlvatronal level of -

students extent of teacher-student rapport and general sathfactron level of students

"(Duckett, 1983) Student evaluatlons can also be used for rewardmg supenor teachmg,

supplying mforrnatron to students settmg program polrc1es promotmg understandmg
' between students and teachers. - " |

Student evaluations of mstructors have been widely used m many post-secondary

'msntutrons Knapper (1972) reported that i 1n Canada 31 out of 36 institutions used some

form of student evaluations. The Southem Regional Board (l977§ observed that in the |
' Southem States, 88 per cent of” the 1nst1tutrons surveyed were usmg student evaluauons
of mstructors Bonch (1977) mdlcated that "the. use: of student tatmgs of mstructors ﬁs
;;rowmg, particularly at the college level Increasmgly colleges and umversmes are »
mtroducmg policy requmng student evaluanons of professors before they can,be

promotcd (p "66) : | | = L - | |
| One of the reasons for usmt7 student evaluations of faculty is that they are relrable
nd vahd ( ‘\/lurray, 1980; Overall and March 1982 Seldm 1980). Commentmg on the -:,
same issue, OHanlon and Mortensen (1980) conﬁrmed that assessments of teachers bj/
students are relrable and not affected by grades results show correlatlon w1th§;§he*r 7

peer and admtmstranve ratmgs" (p. 667) €

o ¢ . X . | vy
’ : o . ¢ . sk



Several concems h'ave—been“ ‘e_xpresse_cl regarding the util'izatl'on of student
eval'uations of instructors 'Student val\uations may reflect "what is popular rather than .
what 18 educattonally sound" (Strother and KIUS’ 1982, 2 130) chh and McGough
(1982) commented that "teachers may not want students to rate thetr instruction. because‘;__
of vanous concerns, such as instrument maccurac_res, lack_of,student matunty, and.fear

~of new and drfferent lnformatron" (p. 293) | |

Some doubt regardmg the quallty of student evaluauons m terms of therr vahdrty '

“and rehabthty has been expressed in the. ltterature Whrle Seldm (1980) advocated that -
' student evaluattons were rellable and vahd ‘the Umversxty of Alberta Commlttee for the -
Improvement of Teachmg and Leammg (1979) reported that student evaluattons were |,

"8

nelther reliable nor vahd Borich (1977) also noted that: -~ = -

A

The validity of student ratings is a problem. Consrderable halo effect is
found when students rate their. teachers on several traits. As expressions of
feelmg, ‘student ratmgs unquesttonably have validity (p.266).
In view of such conflicting views regardmc7 the validity and reltabthty of student
"evaluatrons of faculty, consrderalzle caution must be exerc1sed in mterpretmg information
: provrded by students Rehabtltty of: student evaluatlons may be lmproved by 'havmg
; students focus on drscrete ooservable behavror" (Bench 1977, p. 267). 4
Several recent studies have shown that student evaluatlons of faculty are affected‘
by extraneous factors. Instructors of small classes tend to receive hrgher ratmgs than
mstructors of large classes (Perry and Baumann 1973 McDamel and Feldhusen 1971;
- Aleamom 1981) Instructors of opttonal classes tend to be rated htgher thaXthose of -
compulsory courses (Gage 1961 Lovell and Haner 1955) lnstructors of semor courses
_tend to receive hrgher ratings than those of Jumor courses (Gage 1961 Pohlmann '
1975) Some wnters (Clark and Keller 1954 Dowme 1952 Gage 1961) reported that

instructors of hlgher rank tended to recewe htgher ratmgs than _]Ul’llOI’ ones. On the other .

: ',hand, other writers (Aleamonr_and Graharn', 1974; Aleamom ‘and Yimer, 1973; Lmsky )
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and Straus,: 1975) reportcd that they»di’d not fmd any isignificant‘relatiOnship between
instructor rahk and student ratings. 'I.nstructors of popular caqurses tend to be rated higher .
than'those of less 'popula'r courses (Hoffman, 1978; and Whiteley; 197‘4). "All these -
. va_riables appear to affelt the -validity'of st_ude'nt evaluations. | ..

A specific prob'lem reg'ayrding student evaluations of faculty has to do With data
collection p‘rocedures'. The development and administration of student rating instruments
scems to present problems (‘Stainback', -Stainback, Schmidan\d Surosfki, l975l. 'A'nother

\

major concern about student evaluations of tgachers is whether or not such evaluations.

should be .’anonymous. Konrad (1986) recommended that "written comments by students
should be made anonymously and provrded directly to the instructor after the course is
over" (p.31). McBre (1982) argued that while anonymlty[m student evaluatrons of
. Jteachers may encour:f;vzy students to be frank and honest, it has many disadvantages such .
| as bemg unfair to- the teaching staff; encouraging students to be irresponsible;l_ and
assurmg lowered acaderruc standards and mﬂated grades. McBrearty advocated that
anonymous s’tudent evaluations of teachers should be abolished.

In order to improve student evaluatlons'of instructors, the following str'ategies.
should be _exer_cised: (a)all those’persons involved in .student e'yaluations should WORk 25
a 'team.; '(b'_) teachers s.hould be involoyed in the design and the use of the.instrumentst (c)
the e\ralua'tion progra'm should contribute toa free atmosphere in which students can
'c‘ommunlcate their views, su‘gge'stions'and recOmmendationS to the instructor at any time
"during.the'c'ourse' (d) adequate resources should be provided to'suppo'rt the e.t/aluation
program and (e) student ratmgs of instructors should be supplemented w1th ratmos from
other sources that prov1de additional mformatton about teachtng If the data for student
ey aluattons could be carefully collected accurately a zed, 1nterpreted and reported
" student evaluatlons should make useful conmbutron towards teachmg 1mprovement andv- :

adnumstratxve personnel decisions.

'
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: Evaly inv xt-rn""l P o ';:v o

t : External experts have been mvolved in the eva{uauoz of teachmg staff in many,

. : 3nstxtut10ns ‘The unhzatlon of external experts 1nhteacher evaluatron has the advantage of

- objectivity in the evaluatron process whrch may not be easrly achieved -by mtemal

"evaluators External experts may also have the advantage of brmgmg into the 1nst1"tutron- ‘

new expertise that mrght not be avarlable wrthm the mstrtutron Jedamus Peterson and

.

-Associatés (1980) observed that some colleﬂes and umversrtres have developed

v

“procedures for systematrcally engaomg experts from or‘srde the mstltutron to evaluate

4 s N A

} the1r teach1r1>staff

’

Although the utilization of external experts in teacher evaluation programs has :

been supported by many 1nst1tut10ns some sertous concerns have also been exp‘ressed'

reoardlng their mvolvement Sometrmes extemal experts may ‘have preconce}ved notions -

or unrealrstrc expectatrons about a teachm jOb whrc‘h may contradrct : the belrefs of" ‘

_}\

teachers. within an orgamzatron In such cases, confhcts may develop between the"

-\' 3

teachers and external experts regardmg evaluatron cntena and procedures what should be '

’ >

the role of teachers in their evaluatron hovy and to whom mformatron from' teacher

‘evaluatlon should ,be repbrted;- and hc;w,and_[ for what purpose information from teacher

evaluatlon should bewsed. - -7 S e '4"

In some cases extemal experts ‘may not be conversant wrth the approaches to .

teachmg applied.in an orgamzatlon Someumes exterqal experts may spend only a short
t1me in an orgamzatron to evaluate teachers and then make their reports In such cascs'
the Valldlty of the 1nformat10n presented by such experts may be doubted Fmally 1t may

-~ be costly, money and.time wise, for an orgamzauon to- htre external experts t0revaluate

“teachers. In view of these shortcomm’gs, the utthzatlon _of external experts in teacher _

PR

evaluation is quite limited.-
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For the purpose of i mcreasmg the content credibility of evaluauon the 11terature

supports-collectmg evaluanon mformanon from more than one source. Adrmmstrators
' co]leagues,“mstructors themselves (self-evaluation), students and subject specialists are

. likely to provide iuseful information which may bE’u's'ed in both formative and summative
»
teacher evaluatlon Hawever, careful attention must be pald to the major concerns -

Y,

regardmg the utility of tﬁ’%se types of evaluauon personnei wlth a vxew to commg up .

,p f

—  ie——witha vahd assessment of the teachers evaiuated

4
) .

Evaluatlon Cnterla
One of - the most critical issues m teacher evaluauon programs is to defme the
“criteria that. s_hould}meused to evaluate teacher effecrlxeness. Criteria in this context relate
7 1o ehar'acleristi'c qu\lities or actions that are expecred of ‘teéchers‘j There does not seem to
be a clearly defined consensus as to what constrtutes good teaching and whieh
therefore could be the focus of an evaluatron procedure In this section, particular
attention is pard to the categories of criteria as grven by Mitzel (1960) and Braskamp,
Brandenburg and Ory (1984). A critical dnscussron of the utility and shortcomings of |
process, product and presage criteria are also included. : - o
| D'espite the, varying views regarding what criteria define "a00d" 'teaching, four
criteria of effective teaching seem to be eoptﬁar in the liter;iture, from the perspectives,pf
féculty, ad_rrrihistrators, and students. These include sound knqwledge of teachin“g,
methods, thorough mastery of subject_matter,.good rapport with tudents,.and ,effecﬁve
commurric;itiorr., ' s ; - ¢
.Criteria Categories
‘Criteria used in teacher evaluatron have been categonzed drfferently by dlfferent ‘v
resca;chers The catego@es that havegh‘een usedam prevrous studres include those of

‘

Mitzel (1960), Meeth (1976), and’Braskamp, Brandenburg and C)ry (1984). Mxtzel

i



(1960 p. 1488 1491) proposed three categones of criteria used in evaluatmg teacher

3

effecuveness process product and presage cntena Thrs categonzatron of criteria has .

. received much suppbrt m the llterature (Rogers, 1970 Volk, 1972, Cooper 1972;

Cadman 1977). Mee}h (1976) proposed three categones of criteria for instructor
2

evaluatlon 1mn&zate mtermed1ate and ulnmate cntena Immediate criteria focus on the
\» 2 :

learning expenences parucularl y the level of the student satisfaction. Intermediate

h
criteria are based: ors the process or methodology of teachmg -- course orgamzatton

s'\‘.
presentation, motrvatron evaluation, and so on. Ulnmate crlterla focus upon

instructjonal outcomes mcludmg such matters as attamment of mStructlonal goals,

»

attainment of student goals and student achlevements in the leammg process

Bra askamp, Brandenburg and Ory . (1984) proprSed that cntena for Judgmg

mstructor excelleace be placed into three categories -- mput process and product This -~

oy

¥

categonzatton is more or less srmllar to that of Mitzel drscussed above Accordmg to

'-Braskamp, Brandenburg and Ory, 1nput cntena focus on the qfuestxon *Whar do
_students and teachers bring to the classroom’7" They 1nvolve Judgmg the excellence of
the lnst,ructor on the basis of what has oecurred before, the course even begins, for -

example class size, educational backgrounds, and ,eXperie'nces of both the students and

) >

 the instructor. . These writers pointed out that altltough input criteria n.eed to be taken into :
account, information focused on these. factors would yield a rather incornplete portra’y'alb'
or assessment of teacher performanc_e. Process criteria, according fo Braskamp,
Brandenburg and Ory, focus on‘What,the instructor ~.,d'o.es in the cla-ss,room and in |
orgamzmg and managmg the course. Thequesttons reld"vantl o process mclude What

' does the 1nstructor requlre of the students (e.g., dxscussron)”' and "How does the
instructor relate to the students both in and out _of thcrclassroom? Fmally, product
criteria, accordin’gto‘ Braskamp,;B’,ra'ndenburg.and er, focus on the amount of student

| learning: "What do students"llearn or accomplish in the course?"

L 3



Although these categories differ in certain aspects, they seem to focus on at least
v three important areas of concern in teacher evaluation: (a) i,nstructor"s and students'
background e'xpcriences; (b) ‘inStructor's_ teaching ‘methodology; and (c) students'
""a‘ccdrnplishment in the leamtng process. A combination of all these categories ‘of crite_ria-
in teacher evalnation programs would‘&a quite ap_propriate in order to obtain a holistic
- picture of teaCher perforrnance and other related variables. o
The categories of eyalnation critegia that were emphasized in thrs study were those’
of Mitze_vl (1960). The elements of Mitzel's categorigs of criteria are presented and
discussed below, with major emphasison the merits and major concerns of each element.
Pr rteria - o . N
Evaluation based on process criteria is used extensively as a general approach in
teacher evaluation. The‘approach is based on the assumption that teacher performance in
the classrooin is of paramount importance’in"successful teaching. Process criteria include
actual acuvmes takmg place in the classroom in the process of teachrng, all observable
L3
teacher and student behavrors and qnteracttons The utrhzano'n of process criteria in
teacher evaluanon practrces has been reported by many researchers Rovgers”(1970)
| foétd that process criteria were stressed by hwh school prmctpa]s in Alberta when
.evaluatmg teacher competence Cooper (1972) made a srmllar observation regardmg,
‘
evaluation of community college mstructors 1n Westem Canada. Volk (1972) observed |
that urban Saskatchewan school teachers ' tended to prefer the empha51s to remain on

’

© process criteria ... (p. 140). Cadman (1977) obser\/ed that Alberta nursing instructors

v

\%fer that criteria of process -- presage nature receive the greatest emphasis in nursing
instructor evaluation” (p. 132). All these observations agree with the 'conclusion that
“almost all teacher evaluanon 1S based on teacher performance regardless of the use to

3

be made of the evaluations” (Medley, Coker and Soar, 1984, p. 19) | \

, -
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relates to student learning.

28

A major concern about the utilization of process criteria is the difficulty in

_ deterrmmng whrch process should be Judged The essentral problem is to defme “the

logical, empirical and theoretical grounds for the chorce of any particular'set :’of

1

pedagogrcal behaviors as the basis for evaluanon of teaching”" (Johnson, Rodes &

:

Rumery, 1873, p: 173) Such grounds must be clearly defined in teacher evaluatron
8 _
practice. / Another concern about process  critgria relates to the possxbrlrty tha’t the

evaluator may judge teach’ér performance without considering how such performance

i

Product Crlteria
The main emphasi‘svin product evaluation: models is on the result ar outcome of -
instruction rather than on the process of instruction. ‘Some, 4indicaltors‘ of product
measures include changes in students' behavior, grow_th in skills, l(noWledge of subject
'm‘at,ter and changes in attitudes. The basic means of identifying that students have indeed‘
leamed sornething are (a) to rneasure what they have actually achieved in tests, quizes
exams prOjeCtS or other forms of assrgnments and (b) to observe thc k;nd of answers |
students give in class or the questions they ask Some supporters of ‘product crlterra

(Bolton, 1973; Johnson, Rhodes and _Rommery, 1975; Borich, 1977; Brooke, 1984,

'Seldin 1980) have argued that since the main purpose of teaching is to promote student

{‘

leammg, the most obwous and direct way of assessing teacher effectrveness would be to

determme what students have - gained.
Other supporters (Tyler 1958; Cohen and Brawer 1969) contend that student
achievementrs the " ultunate measure of teaching effcctrveness Duncan (1534 rd that‘ :

“since the ultimate aim of teachmg is student learnrng, it would seem reasonable to assess

P

teacher competence or performance by. measunng student achlevement on test scores' (p

22).. _ : :

>



. 1975) These 1nclude (a) stud
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( Even from students’ and the public's points of view, what students have achieved

- in the classroom would seem to be a very important in’d/icaio,r of teach‘ing effectiVeneSS

Clark (1980) noted that "student achievemnent under the tutelage of a given instructor is
the fundamental indicator of teacher performance in the mmﬁs -of students and the lay

observers of the educational scene" (p. 93) A further observation is that student

achtevemem seems to be the most valid measure of teachmg effectweness as compared to -

other available measures (Brooke 1984, Duckett 1984).

Whereas there is some logic to usmg product cnteria as a measure of instructor

, effecuveness the 1nherent problems associated with this approach render product models

1mpract1cable Fxrst there 1§ the groblem’ of defmmo how student achtevement data

’

should be collected. There seem to be dtfferlng views about what should constitute the

! Lo . ’ .
best method of measuring stut?ent achtevement. Seldin (1980) suggested that both direct

' and indirect measures of student learmng should be employed to assess teacher

effectweness According to Seldm direct measures of student learning mclude a
b
co’mbmatxon of behavroral ohjecttves and criterion-referenced tests.- Indtrect measures

Ve t
o~
include the “observance of student progress in subsequent courses in the same discipline

&
asan mdxcator of the quality ofgn 1earmng experience” (p- 103).

A second major concern abouy the utilization of student achievement as a criterion

1s that there are many variables that influence student learning over which the teacher has

i 1

~ no control and which make mterpretatxbn of achlevement measures dlfﬁcult (Ryans,

3

ts gen&ral academxc ability, mtelltgence motivation to

leam (Seldm 1980 Brask‘ P Brandenhurg and Ory, 1984); (b) study hablts wnung

_ ab“thty on essay. exams,,. ablllty to* show knowledge on multlple ch01ce exams andv_

subjectxve image of the student in the teacher's mind, favorable or unfavorable (Seldm

,1980). Borich (1977) commented that " the educational resilts ‘obtamed in pamcular "
- B Co o ‘ i .

classroom ... aro}determined by many things besides the skill and effort of the teacher”

-
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(p- 29). Ryan and Hickcox (1980) observed that product criteria "have not been too
' 1mportant in evaluation pracuees partly because of inability to measure precrsely the
gams which can be attributed to teaching performance" (p- 79). Brooke (1984) cited two |
»other concem?r?gardmg the measurement of student achieveme )t\hat should be taken'
into account: (1),students Lrﬁsponsrbthty for leammg, and (2) the drfﬁculty experienced in
merasunng student achievement. -
Some concern has also been voiced regarding the relétion_snip between teach :
performance and student achievement. In this connection, the us€ of s‘tudent achievemen

measurements in teacher evaluation is dependent upon how the teacher's role is viewed.

~ Duckett (l983) said that;'
If t'he'prlmary role of teaching is to help stuoents learn, then achievemeént .
measures are directly related. If, on the other hand, the primary role of the
teacher is to provide a good learning environment, then achievement
measures may be informative but are a less direct measure of teacher
effectiveness. (p 14) : :
The reliability of student scores as a measure of teacher effectivlness has also R
been questioned in the literature.’ Generally, the rellabllrty 1s. low (Rosenshme 1970).
" Duckett (1983) recommended that student achrevements should bé used cautiously and
with appropriate consultations with the teachers themselves. Tests used in ,measurement
» of student a_chievements should be reliable and selﬁectecl in such a way thaT they a.re able to
measure the content which 1s taught by teachers. Teachers should be'involveq‘ in'
discussions about what tests and techniques should be used.

‘ The success of the utilization of student échievement as a measure of instruc'tor .
-effectiveness requires proper strategres for identifying and resolvmg whatever problems
“arise. Clark (1980) c1ted ﬁve major problems that must be r olved before student
' achtevement testing could be used in mstructlonal assessment (a) tht institution or
departntcfit 3hould specify what is expected of a student as a reSulIt of following a :

' ~
partlcular course; (b) once the goals have been 1dent1ﬁed test instrument or other

e
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measurement procedures must be developed tolr:neasure student accomplisl"t'rnent; (cj the
“test instruments.must_ be adminlstered under optimum conditions for t'he students; .(Ad)-
testing results must bevLutilized in waysﬁ,t_are both psychologically valid and of genuine

benefit to the students and instructorst- and (e) the entirestudent achievement progr;m :

_ . N

must be supported by both instructors and administ_rators ‘and be one to which they are
~ willing to give their efforts. Ellena (1961) cautioned that student gains should be uscd
to evaluate teacher effectiveness only “;hen adequate recognition ls given to other factors ,
whrch mﬂuence test marks. ‘Duke and Strggms (1986), expressrng their views orr the use
of student tests, concluded that student achlevement data used in teacher evaluatron
should be sensmve to day -to- day instructional pnormes used jointly by the teacher and '

T

the evaluator and ‘used to promote teacher improvement.

Pr riteri

In- teacher evaluation practices, such qualities as the teacher's petsonality,
.' cooperatron w1th other members of staff, loyalty to authonty, rehabrhty, and leadeﬁrshlp
capability, may be taken into consrderatlon especially for summatlve purposes Ei“.ﬁge’
criteria have been used in many fhsututlons to assess teacher effectiveness. Bowers and
" Soar (1962, p. 310) observed that tp the analysis of classroom interaction 'teaChing
methodology and general clas_s}oom atmosphere and teacher personalxty tralts were
important. Rogers (1970 p- 104) observed that presage. criteria were employed by
Al‘berta‘pri‘nmpals when evaluatmg teachers for admmlstratwe promotron. Cooper (197..,. |

139) confirmed that in the evaluagon of college instructors for adm]mstratrve positions

in Western Canada, presaoe cnter;a were rated h10h1§\v

Wheré’as presage criteria may be-important in summative evaluation, there seems _.
to be no clear evidence that connects such criteria to teaching effecﬁvenesg. Some critics
(Fattu, 1962; Philips, 1968; Flanders, 1969) have argugd that there is no significant

a-
. ’
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relationship between - presage criteria -- such as intelligence, cultural background, socio-

1

economic status, marital status -- and teacher effectiveness.
A ‘variety of criteria may be used in instructor evaluation. These should be

established by the evaluators and those to be evaluated. Each type of evaluation criteria

seems to have its advantages and disadvantages. This makes the use of multipleStriteria

quite important in an attempt to deal with the complexity of the evaluation process.

. A major concern regarding evaluation criteria seems to be their validity and

reliability. In the context of teacher evaluation, the criteria should be related to the needs

4

and conditions of the local settrng Reliability, on the other hand refers to the degree to
whrch drfferent evaluators agree, using the same. cnterla m the evaluatrons made of a2~
teacher's performance. Whatever the case, criteria used should‘)e relrable and valid.

4y BEEEPEE
23

B . . h o
: PR Ny . v
Evaluation Pracgces'

A number of i 1ssues in evaluatron relate to practrces such as collectmg information

K

about teachers The literature seems to advocate the apphcatron of multrple procedures -
for obtammg evaluatron data Accordmg to Brooke (1984) there are two basrc reasons
for using "multiple indicators" i \teacher evaluation: (1) more evrdence is more hkely to -

yield a true prcture than less«ey??ience especrally if each kind of evrdence is SUb_]CCt bias

or unrelrabrlrty of.some krnd, in s_omc degree,'and () each indicator, or some source of

informkafion has its particular strengths and weaknesses. : O
| Peterson and Ward (1980) observed that teacher evaluatron is based on data'
wh1ch may be collected either formally or mformally Many prmcnpals and supervnsors

rely largely on mformal feedback from students, parents, other teachers (p. 8). Some of

: the procedures that have been popularly used by administrators and researchers include
g .’.: S'tll_de_ﬂt repbrts (Peterson, 1.984); peer reviews (Millman, 1981; Peterson, 1984;'Brooke,
o ."'1,"__“':51;9‘84)5 teacher tests (Millman,, 1981; Peterson, 1984); classroom v'isitation i(Petetﬂﬁn?' .

’
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. - ) ¢
1984; Millman, 1981; Braskamp, Brandenburg and Ory, 1984); student questionnaires
(Brooke," 1:9_84); intervienvs'_ (Millrnan, 19'81;_Br‘asléamp, Brandevnburg a _ n 198\4);
letters of recdmmendations (Doyle_,'19'75); and teacher self—assessments (_Brooke, 1984;
’T"Iv'lillman, 1981). In_this' section,vfive sottrces of eval_uation information, namely,_

classroom visitation, student questionnaires, studeptinterviews, student achievements,

and teacher interviews, will be discussed. Partic{lar attention will be given to supports

forand n@j'or concerns about the utilization of thepe procedures.
A\ o - -

Observation of the instrurctor's performance may be formal, in which the observer |
plans the wstfs and then holds a conference with the observed afterwards or mformal -
4tak1ng the form of drop in visits by the’ observerJust to see how thlngs are gomg on.
Observatrons may erther take a few minutes or last for an entire class period. The length '
of classroom observation varies from observer to observer and institution to 1nst1tut10n

The most common and most pracncal data collectlon procedure in formal teacher
evaluation is classroom observation. Classroom observation enables an evaluator to see
| teachers in action and W1thm an mstrtutlonal context; provrdes some 1nformatron about
teacher mannensms gwes some indication about student reactions and attitudes toward
“the teacher and/or subject bemg taught; and grves 1nformatron about classroom
hrmo.sphere student teacher relattonshtps and the teachers rapport w1th students

Braskamp, Brandenburg and Ory (1984) pornted out that observations of cIass_room

| behavior “are intended for evaluating the teaching process and its possible relationships tov'
student learning” (p. 64). Evertson and Holley (1981) 'ccynclluded that,",classroom
observation is a useful tool in'providing }the“’most immediate forrnof contact yvith_

. important events', (p. 90).
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chh and McGough (1982) commentmg on the merit of classroom observatlon, -:‘
said that "1t can serve to gather data that would otherwrse be lost’ (p. 148) -In his
remarks about classroom observatlon Duncan (1984) said that ' 'this method 1s
- undoubtedly the mamstay of current teacher evaluanon practice" (p. 21)

Althou; the classroom observauon procedure has been w1dely used in teacher
evaluatlon programs asa data gathermg tool there are many llmltanons associated wtth
the practlce First, there 18 the problem of lack of rellablhty and vahdlty because of
various reasons: an obsen/er may be biased due to personal prejudices in favor of or
agamst the mstructors teachmg activities (Scrivén, 1981 Evertson and Holley, 1981)

' measurement 1nstruments may be pbor (Evertson and Holley, 1981); only few classes”
“may be observed which 1 may not. reflect typtcal classroom perfor’mance (Evertson and,v
. Holley, 1981; Scriven, 1981) and mstructors teachmg behthor -may be modified by the
-evaluators VlSl[ (SCI‘IVCH 1981) There 18 also the problem of integrating observauon
mfonnatton w1th mformat;on fq;m other evaluation procedures especnally when the
ObSLI‘VCI‘ is ill- mformed about evaluatlon skrlls |

Another. major concem has o do w1th the quesuon "Wg should be evaluated in

Ty ,
,_classroom observatton'”' & ‘Accprd-mg; 0 McDonald (1980) what should be evaluated

‘and (3) the teacher in enactilné Tthe pegr&fbi'mance will be in fact a prlmary causal agent of
learning and growth. “Some of the areas that a classroom observer should focus on
mclude subJect content: orgamzat1on su1tab111ty, and presentatlon (Braskamp,A
Brandenburg and Ory, 1984) instructor's involvement of students in the learning
process (Braskamp, Brandenburg and Ory, 1984); classroor!’climate(McGrea‘l; 1983); |
-Gudridge, 1980); management skxlls,(McGreal, 1983); and use of t‘chachin'g- resourceS'.f |

Classroom observation also raises a concern about how evaluation data should be

. - e 3
L)
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. recorded There does not seem to be a general consensus on a unrversal way of .
= recordmg observatron data Some observers may actuall

X

srt 1n the classroom and not record an /thlng Some observers may use check lists based _
upon jOb descnpuons or charactensms of "good teachmg 7 . o

| A further concern regardmg classroom observatlon has to do w1th the,kmd of .
| . approach the observer should use. rLewrs (1982) outl1ned three approaches to classroom |

observatron (a) checklrsts based upon _]Ob descnptrons and pnncrples of teachm (b)

take notes others may sunply -

.S L
clmncal superv:sron whrch emphasrzes commumcatlon between the evaluator and\

"_' evaluatee as being very 1mportant; (c). partlcxpant ‘observatron,‘- or edu_catronal '
.ethno‘graphy-,-'an approach vvhi'ch places the obser'ver»ina positlon of studying the total_,
classroom and all of its mteract10ns and collectmg data on classroom happemngs
combmatlon of thise approaches may be used to gather smular data

A fmal concern regardmg classroom observatlon deals w1th ethrcal and legal .

consrderauons of the pracnce The use and value of classroom observatron depends upon o

the extent to. whlch it is physrcally and legally accepted and teachers are protected agamst -

v

\ | arortrary or brased evaluatton (McDonald 1980 p- 90) Evertson and Holley cautxoned,' .

- thut written observatron comments ‘can be challenﬂed by the person bem<7 observed" (p ._.

| | Although classroom observauon has been wrdely supported in the hterat{re 1ts _
utrlrty asa teacher/evaluauon practrce has many lrrmtatxons In. vrew of these 1lmltdt10nS

; . | ' some cntrcs feel that classroom observatlon 'should not be mcluded as part of the fo,rn}al.:

o eva]uatron procedure (Sullrvan 1974 p. 144) In order to- 1mpr0ve classroom_' :
s observatlon procedures the follpwrng suggestlons should be con51dered observerg" :

o M
) should respet:t those observed observers should share their observatron experlences w1thv L

-

the mstructors mvolved : 1nformat10n from classroom observatlon should be

supplemented wrth feedback from other evaluatron procedures, an observer S classroom '
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t.

observatron should be done with the consent of the person to be observed Evenson and

.
»

Holley (1981) lrsted some steps that should be taken mto account m eftectrve classroom -

visit should be carefully planned txmed and properly focused and classroom'»‘i

observatron These 1nclude observatron procedures should be systematrc wrth rehable o

and vzﬂrd 1nstruments the observatron system.should be well understood classroom.
observer must learn to look at the classroom ina way deﬁned by the mstrument if it is to,- -

be used effectrvely and is to capture data desrred categorres to be usedin observatron‘ -

system should be carefully defined and decrsrons must be made in advance asto how to

record events that do not clearly frt any of the categorres and t1me and length of

} observatron should be appropnately selected If these gurdelmes are carefully followed'

L]

they may help observers to overcome some of the potent1a1 problems assocrated w1th,b

observatronal practrces and procedures..

9

Teagher lntervr ews

One of the most wrdely used approaches in the selectron of teachers for vanous, o
posrtrons 1s the teacher 1nterv1ew It 1s also the prmcrpal methoé ‘of conveymg a
performance appralsal to the employed teacher" (Haefele 1981 P 41) Teacher |
mtervrews "have been w1dely used m the past and are an essential component of some of
the modem evaluatron-strategws (Duncan l984 p.-21). Teacher 1nterv1ews may be' o

used to supplement other evaluatron procédures An evaluator may conduct such

S

1nterv1ews w1th teachers prror to anobservatron to determme the1r goals how they feel

0y

~about the. partlcular class and what mstructlonal strategres they would hke to :

w‘.’

demonstrate" (Brown 1983 p 17)4,.,Teacher mtervrews .may also be held after A'

.

: classroom observatrons SO that both the observer and the observed may reflect upon

‘ observatror} expenences '

o
»
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Through 1nterv1ews an evaluator may get some 1nformat10n about\ersonal _v .

X p’f the teachers teachers feehngs toward therr students teachers specrﬁc '

teaching- goa,s,-and 4 tq&hers personal problems and concerns that may not: be easxly' ‘

- x‘i"‘\

i ._expressed n wntmg 'mte 'mte te'w approach may reveal detarled personal 1nformat10n a

that may not. be possrble to get through other means. chh aﬂd McGough (1982) '_

o

: concluded that the 1nterv1ew process may prov1de deta11ed mforrnatxon “- for example -

v

about deep rooted needs and emottons -- that may not be possrble to oet through self .

'.I'CpOl'[ mstru ments

‘A major concern regardtng the uttlrzatmn of teacher mtervrews is that an evaluator-

may waste t1me w1th the person bemﬂ evaluated on u'relevant matters Thrs problem may :

L anse especrally 1f the ,mtervrew is not properly and carefully pl’anned Frnch and :

. McGough (1982) ¢ cautloned that S S L fﬂ -
: “,» R \ : -0 o .o
It must be kept m mmd that mtervrews are not loosely orgamzed talk

- sessions. Before any contact is made with persons, an interview'guide must :

~be developed which contains specific questions with sufficient structure t0/
ensure that information gathered will serve a meamngful mput for planmng
‘and 1mplementat10r1 (p- 148) o
: ‘ i
A cntlcal part of an mtervxew schedule is careful advance planmng Perhaps it

woulid be approprlate 1f both the mtervrewer and the mtervrewee Jomtly plan the

- interview.

s
s

Smce students are the beneﬁcranes of mstructton sony: mformatron probably_-. Lo

B o /AR ’..,J .
'should be obtamed from them, dtrectly or 1nd1rectly,/as’an mdrcatron of teachers
- Lt / ?Y 1 LN

' _"effectxveness There are many methods by which mférxﬁauon from students regardmg._ L

e q p
- teachmg effectrveness may be obtamed These mclude %udent questlonnatres and student- ,

\ ".&

s

S A . .
LAY B . .
S ‘ LA

;o . S

"mtervrews Each of these methods has specxﬁ ﬁstrengths and weaknesses




: are 1mproper tools for evaluatron because they mvolve ratmgs on non umversahzed',

o of subject matter; development of cohrse and laboratones and aetlvmes outsrde 1he:.

e e f'-,"
Student questronnalres may be used to uncover an mstructors strengths and S

weaknesses in teachlng performance Where appropriate necessary adjustments can then

e

There are many areas of concem about th% utllrzatxon of student questlonn.nres "

g _'on of reltabthty and valtdtty Rehabrhty in thrs context refers to .

‘ onnaire's. producmg constant rgponses on any gtven occasmn -
v -

while vahdtty refers to the abthty of the questlonnatre to measure what it is supposed to_ L

measure (Brooke 1984 p. 5). Some researchers are of the opmtdn fhat questronnatres '

‘

3

_ mdexes" (Scrlven 1981 p- 253) and "do not adequately measure such thmgs as chorce"v.’ .

» '\.

) .
2y . . . 't v

classroom such as wrxtmg of texts and artlcles and part1c1pauon in- tuchmg and courses'

_ and curncular commlttees (Braskamp, Brandenbur<7 and Ory,, 1984 p 101) In v1ew of

, these shortcorrungs student questronnaxres may have ltmtted vahdtty and rehabthty

1 ) ke

The second maJor concem about student questronnarres relates to the quality- of

the questlons asked Poorly worded or 1rrelevant questtons may defeat the purpose of the O

- evaluatron "‘The questtons shou d be carefully and appropnate?y constructed The flnal

major ltrmtatlon regardmg the utlhty of student questlonnaxres concerns the admmtstrauon

"of the questlonnalres Proper admrmstratlon of the questtonnarre is a necesgtry measure-“'
' of the objectmty of the whole evaluatlon procedure n admlmstenng the qpesttonnaue
“the mstructor who.is to be evaluated probably should not be present durmg the

evaluatton Thls strategy has a dual functron that of avmdmg any brases that mtght occur "

and protectmg student anonymrty B t SR Cay .13;_' |
Both forrnal and mfonnal studentmtervrews have been used n teacher evaluauon

K . ,

programs Properly conducted student mtervrews may reveal detalled mformatton about

: an mstructors strengths and weaknesses Student mtervtewg may encourage students to o

o
LSRR
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.« ythe teachers performance

kA

$peak their minds freely. 'I'hrough an interview, an administrator or supervi'sor has the

g,opportumty)of putung students at ease, thereby obtammg more detmled mformatlon about

PO

o o A major concern that has been v01ced by some critics is that mterv1ews are t1me

o _ PR
consummg The cost ofconductmg student mtervrews lS substantlal relattve to student :

N

rattngs or wrttten "iappralsals" (Braskamp, Brandenburo and Ory, 1984 P 57)

T~ Informatron from mterv1ews, Wthh is bas1cally qualttatlve is dlfflCUl[ to translate into

quanttﬁable*'terms A fmal concern about i 1ntervtews 1s that they demand specral mtervrewf
sktlls whrc’ﬁ(an 1nterv1ewer may not possess Murple methods of collectmg data for
: .linstructor ev_alua/pn would be approprxate_; ThlS _research approach is called

tnangulauon Jle (1979) commented that mangulatton B - .
o can capture a more complete contextual portrayal of the umt(s) under study

S fhe use of multiple measures may also uncover some unique variance =
. Wthh 0therwrse may have been neglected by smgle methods (p 603- 604')

.ﬂ

- ivm

. Thk ltterature suggests that mformauon from whatever source, and oathered usmg_- |
whatever mstrument needs to %e assessed in terms of tts vahdtty and rehabxlrty
Evertson and Holley (1981) advocated that "evaluators must be sensmve to the need for
andacceptable degree of rehabthty and vahdxty for an observatton component ina teacher_ |
appratsal system" (p 105) Accordmg to. Evertson and Holley, there are two major N
«reasons why reltabtllty is of 1mportant concern: reltablllty is a precondmon of the success
ot the mstrument in measurmg what itis. supposed to measure, that is, itisa prerequxsxte -
| ot the leldllv of the mstrument and unless an mstrument measures a variable relauvely ’
conststently, there is little hope of determmmg by means of that instrument whether
chagges in'that vartable are the result of other variables or mere‘ly the unreliability of the' _

B i'nstrument | ' |
Two other factofs that are 1mportant regardmg the quahty of evaluatton data

collected are generaltzabtlxty and utrhty (Doyle 1975) Generahzabthty deals w1th the



questron, "How well does the sample of 1nformatlon portray the totalrty of the - ’
dnstructors"" Unlrty refers to the purposes that the data can serve These factors must b
~ taken mto account in an evaluatron practr@ It seems that the extent to whtch any data
'_collectron procedure is used depends & Ho-w much and what kmd of mformatron is

_destredfor,vvhatpurpose.~ - ‘. & | " S

One -of theemosttcntrcal factors that affects the success of teacher evaluatron

v

’ _program is the manner in Wthh evaluatron results are reported Even where the results o

..

obtamed are qulte appropnate they would probably serve no purpose if the: reportmg 1s
done poorly Adrrumstrators and evaluators should carefully and properly plan well in

: advance how evaluatlon results wrll be repor’ted what will be reported and who will be '
" the consumers of the reports Some of the factors that admtmstrators and evaluators-

‘. vshould con51der in reportmg evaluatron results mclude an assessment of the amount of
1nformat10n to be reported the mtended audrences, the most approprrate medla for
reportmg the results; the most appropnate time when the results should(be reported and
lhow evaluatron results would be reported ' |

Duckett (1:983) suggested that the fol&ewung procedures should be taken into

'account in reportmg evaluatlon results drffeégnmi reports should be used for drfferent
e

40 7

audlences teachers should be mvolved m revrewmg and wrmng evaluatlon reports the .

; _reports should be bnef and understandable unnecessary Jargon should be avpxded the |

evaluator should have reports ready early enough to be used when needed the evaluanon :
. Avresults should be presentedﬁrm proolem solvmg manner, and apprOpnate descnpuons of
:the results should be made!2° wrgihout any personal brases ' | _ |

| A key element in reportmg evaluatlon results\)ls commumcatron The audrence

should be able to understand the contents of evaluatxon results Braskamp, Brandenburg

lﬁr
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g/_\ and Ory ( 1984) observed that how evaluatlon mformauon is commumcated is-as
L 1mponant as the content" (p 81) They further added that"

. COmmumcatmg evaluauve mforrnatxon is best v1ewed as an Qngomg

; ’ process, especially.if the purpose is for improvement. I our-op 1ont 1§

? o 2 phase is too often slighted. It has been suggested that one thlrd'§ falL e ,
effort in evaluation should be communication and dtscussron --'a'dxalo% ubs L.
among the appropnate pames (p. 80): | .A e S :
There aré two common formats for reportma evaluahon results These mclude

verbal communication on a one-to-one basrs in Wthh the: evaluator and evaluatee enter

mto a dtalogue ina problem -solving manner. ThlS seems to be an 1mportant strategy

N especxally m formauve teacher evaluatlon ertten commun1cat10n in whlch an evaluator

0

§ makes a written report on evaluation flndmgs is the usual practlce in summauve teacher N

cvaluatxon ' The appropnate format to be used in reportmg evaluatron results depends on.

= “_ B the purpose of the evaluatlon and the type of audlence for whom the evaluatlon 18 done
| Whatever the nature of the format used in reportmg evaluatton results, all of the’ | N

3 ;comment_s, posn{ye-or negatwe, should be e_xplamed to the r_ecrplen_ts of ‘the results. -

o _' Summary . |

- In thls chapter is presented a review of the l.tterature relevant to developmg the

conceptual background of the study The main areas addressed were personnel mvolved
in evaluatlon cntena and evaluatlon practices. " o |
The literature indicated that mstructor evaluation might 1nvolve admmlstrators
departmental heads, colleagues teachers be ng evaluated students ‘and external experts
Each of these evaluators had some major strengths and shortcommgs Ml[ZCl S categones
of process, product and presage seemed 10 have htgh prlorlty in the evaluat1on of
mstructor effectweness presage criteria- were mostly uuhzed when evaluating mst1;uctors

for adm1mstrat1ve respon51b1ht1es Each of these categones of criteria has 1ts maJor

strengths and weaknesses The hterature cauttoned that, since there was no universal

ad ' . . ‘y
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'deﬁmtron of "good teachmg, ' criteria used i m teacher evaluatton should be cleax@,‘leﬁned |
in terms of the’ purposes of the evaluatton program _ g : . . |
L A wrde varlety of evaluatron procedures w crted n the lrterature 'I‘he'r

o proce%ures that recerved hlgher pnontres were classroom v1srtattons by admmtstrators '

13 0]

peers, departmental heads and external experts; teacher 1nterv1ews student questronnaxres N

4

~and mtervrews The least advoeated data céllec‘hon procedure in teacher evaluatton was

the use of teacher tests Each of the procedures suggested has parttcular streng‘ths and

weaknesses However the ltterature suggested that three major concerns -- vahdtty,.

_ 'rehabrlrty and dependabrhty -- should be taken mto consrderanon in any data gathenng

procedure In reportmg teacher evaluatron results the major procedures dtscussed
included preparatron of drfferent reports for 'dtfferent audrences mvolvmg teachcrs ;tn
‘f

revtewmg and wrmng thetr reports summanzmg the mam evaluatron expeges in an

,«

understandable magner, gettmg ‘the report ready earty enough presentmg the valuatton

report ina problem solvmg manner and avordmg 1ncIus:on of personal biases.

.
s
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CHAPTER Il ~ - - ~ . .~
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES

" The research methodology employéd in this st j-'GVas designed to obtain thg
N o ‘ B L ,;55,, K o '&
opinions and suggestions 'of Jenyan college prm_c1p;{1;ls‘and\§ ,tructo{'sd\g uctor . g
“evaluation practices and procedures. ;T his chh’p@:.g{yes. an account of the- ihef A
- . co . R’ R v . i . i - )
) = Ce S ,; . v . . o .,'?:"2'

" and procedures used in the study a&i provides the"t‘mlonalgf(r.thexr selectidn.” The -
- ‘ ~ T oL el s

chapter concludes with a description of. the pa_?ic’ipants in the study. - .

. . . . ) . . , f " . » <

| o . Cpn
;- Instrumentation V 4

The instrument used in this study was the questionnaire. The questionnaire was

developed by tl&reéearcher from similar surveys ‘conducted by Roge.rs_‘(l9.70), Volkg

(197_2), Coopcr (1972),-and C_acjman (197_7): In the ‘p;ocess of 'qué_stionnairc_
devélopment, the key elements common to -all the _abbvc similar surveys; 'narﬁély,-__
personai and professional infdrr‘natibr‘\,_' ihstruétdr evaluators,'evalu'ation‘criteria, and

general quesBons were considered.  The development of the questionnaire involved

o ‘,id%:ntifying and scrutinizing the el{ements'mentithd and isolating the ones that were -

‘r_e@van't to the study.

4 re
k ' -

1estionnai velopment

The initial draft of the ‘cjuéstiorinaire was a nine-page documenit q‘ohsisting of four _

~ sections: (a) personal and professional information; (b) existing and preferred evaluators;

() exi"sti'ng and preferred_ evaluation cfitedg; and (d)v general questiqns. The original pléQ

was to test'the instrument on a sample of selected Kenyan college pfincipals and

. instructors. However, because of difficulties in reaching the intended respondents, and. -

A : ’

s‘hortagevoﬂtimé for completion of the study, the pilot test had to be conducted inlCanad‘a.

o ) . . . . "

‘u)
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The ongmal draft of the questronnarre was pilot tested on a former college
: instructor m Kenya now teachmg in Canada and thirteen graduate students in educatton

Catthe Umversrty of Alberta One of these was from Kenya two were Austrahan teachers e

, and ten were Canadran teachers all on study leave “The researcher explamed to the - g

: partrcrpants that the purposes of the prlot were to (a) help the researcher to decide whether |
or not the study was feasible; (b) enable the researcher tg assess the approprrateness and_
. ..practlcabthty of the mstrument and (c) enable the researcher to deterr\me whether or not
.further refinement was needed After t& prlot test; the researcher modified the questtons
in accordance wrth suggestions reccived.
Refmements to the quLstlonnatre on n the basis of Iht.. prlot test mcluded rc,wordm0
_ instructron_s and 1tems, 1mprovmg response keys, sxmphfymg some- questions, and
.ch'anging the forrnat. | | v . N _
re of Qu nn 1r ' Co | '
The f1nal draft of the 1nstrument (Appendlx B) was a ten-page questlonnarre
'.c0nsrst1ng of ﬁye sect_rons. The ﬁrst section was desq.;,ned,to _obtam information about

' the respondent’s specific personal and professional characteristics such as pos‘iti"on in _

‘ college age, years of expenence in: teachmg professron and in college teachmg,_

: professronal and aca quahﬁcanons and number of times of formal evaluatron since -

posted at teachers' college. Thrs background 1nformatlon was deemed 1mportant in terms
of helpmg the researcher to determme relatronshrps between these charactenstrcs and

-perceptlons of or preferences for evaluatron practices and procedures.

The second sectron entrtled Personn.el Involved in Evaluatron consrsted of

optmon responses about the personnel involved in instructor evaluatron Thcse mcluded
&

among others the Semor Inspector of Schools and colleges, subject specrahsts from the

Inspectorate, and cur.gculum planners from the Kenya Institute of Education (K.LE.).

" The TESpOnSses Were'rg.nged onf scale from 0 to 5. Zero indicated that the respondent had



. N

~‘and preferred mvolvement of each of the personnel in mstructor evaluanon

45

no 1nformatlon about personnel mvolved in evaluation, &" 1" 1nd1cated that personnel'

. were na‘ver mvolved while "5" ‘1nd1cated that the personnel was always 1nvolved in -

; o)
mstructor evaluanon 'I'he respondent was asked to indicate both the extent of exrstmgn

w..-

N

/
The third secuon consrsted of questions about evaluat1on crxtena for college
Q 9

mstructors Twenty nine cntena whxch may be used in evaluating mstructors were 1lsted

These included lesson preparation, knowledge of curriculum, preparauon of schemes of

work, and ‘so on, The responses ranged from 0 to 3, with zero signifying no 'impor,_tance,

v and five denoting very great importance. The respondents were requested to indicate th€ -

- extent of importance presently given and which should be. gi've_n_.to each criterion in .

instructor evaluation. The categories of criteria used in this study were based on Mitzel's :

- categories of process produ‘ct and presage criteria' (Appendix C). It was _deemed
} dpproprlate to use Mitzel's categonzanon of criteria because other researchers (Rogers,

1970 Vo]k 1972 Cooper 1972, Cadman 197had used the same categorxzatlon of.

v

criteria in srmrlar-.s(xrveys and obtamed' useful ’results. The respondents were also requested '

to add any other criteria which were us_ed or whichash'onld’ be used in.evaluating colle'ge
instructors, and to indicate the extent to which each added criterion was being-used or
should be used in instrucv:tor evalua',tion‘. ' V

the o -*h section _eonsisred of opinion ‘responses a,bont, rnstructor evaluation’
practices. Twelve ;;raCtices which may be used in instructor‘e\raination were listed.

These included conduc 'ing classroom visitations in which the instructor is observed,

- odtaining information from students by means of a questionniire, and obtaining

i\nfoeration from studeats about an instrugtor's work through face-to-face interviews, .-
and so on. These practices were scaled from 0 to'5. Zero designated noﬁmportz;nce, ,
while five denoted “«:ry great importance. The respondents were asked to indicate the

extent of importi.ice presently given and which should be given to,_egic,‘h practice in

instructer ey oguation, - L : oy

L . o F
.

g . . . R
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The last sectron con51sted of four Open-ended quesuons about maJor strengths and
*‘m Weaknesses of exlstmg mstructor evaluatron pracuces and the chauges the respondents

belmved should be made i in the existing evaluatron pracnces The respondents were also

1--

e recﬁested to%nake any other comments about the personnel xnvolb’,d*ln evaluatlon the
. L

crrter@used and about the mstrument and/or the study Includedan this séction was one
) ) m :
.- oprmon {Nﬁ”nse about the degree of satlsfactxon of the respondents wrth exrstmg

1nstructoi’,*lnanon pracnces The response was scaled from 1 to 5, with one denotmg

. highly dissatistied response and ﬁve denotmg a hrghly satisfied response

| Data ,Coll_e‘ction.

- ' The pop’lula’tion for thisstudy consisted -.of Kenyan c'ollene principals and '
mstructors who were actual,ly employed in the prlmary and dnploma teachers collcges ‘
Frve out ofa total of 6 dlploma colleges were mcluded in ,the study. Dlploma colleges '

- train teachers to teach in secondary schools The 13 prlmary teachers colleges Wthh
pamcrpated in the study were randomly selected from among the 17 prlmary teachers
"‘colleges in Kenya. One of the pnmary teachers ‘colleges mcluded in the study was .
_private. Pnrr;ary teachers colleges tram teachers to_teach in pnmary schools 'I’he“ u ’"

sample was randomly&electt‘:d fro‘ﬁr the prmcrpals and 1nstructors employed at the :‘
teachers colleges ‘The cnterla for select_ﬁg(’é@e respondcnts were (a) wxllmgness to

'w-n-

.parncrpate in the study, and (b) currently employed in the teachers'. colleges Altogether '
‘ w -a G o

. 18 colleges outofd totai of 23 {: see map showmg Teachers_‘ Tgamlng Colleges in Kenya

77.,

A Appendlx D) were samp&eﬁ . _— *"T..“"
Jr .

P-ermis’siorgo conduct a l’CSCcLI'Ch progect was sought from the Office of the

President, Research Division, Na1r0b1 m Aprrl 1987 (Appcndlx E). The researcher.s

'mmal plan w', to travel to Kenya and to visit each of the colleges in order to explam the

.} purpose ; the desrgn of the study. At the meetmg the researcher proposed to drstnbpte



' and prmcrpal The researcher also planned to” request the prmcrpal of each colleoe to .

.t

collect completed questronnarres from the parncrpants of hrs/her college and to keep these
until the researcher collected them from the college S '
In order to supplement 1nformat10n obtarned from questronnaxre survey, the '

researcher had planned to conduct interviews wrth frve coll}ge pnncrpals selet:ted at

random the Director of Kenya Institute of Educatron (K LE. ), the Semor Inspector of .

Schools and Colleges, and the’ Secretary to the Teachers Servrce Commrssron (T S.C. )

‘)

- regardmg their views. about college mstructor evaluatron practlces and procedures An :

- initial letter was to be sent to these persons which outlined the purpose and usefulness of

the interview- and of the study as a whole

. i
.....
o

. ananged w1th an agent in Kenya to colIect data for the study

_ Due to some unforeseen mrcumstances however the researcher was unable to
M
“travel to Kenya to collect data as prevrously planned Consequently, the researcher_ :

. The_colleges'Were given code’ letters, f_rom Ato S,‘_ The covermg letters (Appen_dix D)

questrormarres For those colleges that were in other prov,ufces :

explained the purpose of the stuWueSted the completion of the instrument withiri ﬁve

+

days and assured the resporﬁj&ltsﬁ conﬁisdenttahty T he letters also requested the

,l"

mstructors to retum the duly a}mpleted M%estto‘nnarres to therr prmcrpals Separate letters

t’,ﬂg\s

were addressetl to the prmmpal requestmg therr cooperatron and assistance in

9 /

drstrrbqutrhg questronnarres to !helr 1nstructors and i m recervrng the completed ones The
g 5 .

letters and questronnarres we're dlstnbuted to the respondents in \/Iay, 1987 ‘The agent .

vrsrted S ight of the colleges that were near enough to drstrrbute the letters and the

agent sent the

?‘ ,’2‘

44
questronnarres and letters by mail to college prmcrpals together with stamped self—

. addressed envelopes for ma1hng completed quesuonnmr‘@s T,he age'nt made sev%ra] visits ,

N : i %,

»'... ’
d M
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?

to.the Cl"ht olleges in the months' of June: to August and collected some colmpleted ‘
questlonnarres Completed questxonnarres from other colleﬂes were marled to the agent |
~The college prmcrpals who were late in returnm‘T therr questronnarres were telephoned .

‘One prmcrpal of a Dlploma teachers college retumed the questtonnalres to the agent _

uncompleted after keepmg them for about one and a half months wrthout grvmg them to '

’hrs 1nstructors. Thrs prmcrpal when contacted said that hig- college was too busy --wrth

_!

. other. thmgs to. worry about research in college teachmg “The questronnarres from this

: colleges were later distributed to another college that had recewed one questronnarre for

_ the prmcrpal. Thus the questlonnarres were drstrrbuted 0 148 teachers'’ colleges mstead

' of the 19 that was previously planned By the end of August 1987, a total of 247;

-

questtonnarres were recerved -making a retum of 78 2% «Table: 3 1 summarxzes the :
U" . \>
returns of the quesuonnarres from the colleges Out of 18 colleges that received the_

questronnalres four drd not send in therr returns These were all Primary teachers

colleges R S " gh e SRR
'S ' : ; :

‘ There was much variation in the number of mstructors mentxoned by the
respondents for each of the colleges For the purpose ‘of makmg tables the researcher '
relied on the mode of the number of mstructors 1nd1cated by the respondents ini the

questionnaire$. The totalChumber of i mstructors mdrcated in Talf‘le 3. 1 is, therefore, only

4 approxrmate Smce there were no returns from four colleges it was rmpossrble for the

bl

researcher to know how many instructors there were m' those colleges
. [
Methods of Data Analysis
In September,. 1987 the ques’tio'n'naire data regarding existing and preferred
evaluatron of college instructors were coded appropnately for computer analysrs and

transferred to computer frle The 1nformat10n obtamed from the analysts mcluded (a)

frequency and percentage drstnbutrons of the-reSpondents by ’posmon, age, years of
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A . ' Table31

Summary of Questionnaire Retums from Teachers Collgges

College - Statss .~ . ..e:plla’roximafe  Numberof *Numberof Sample’

o A — numberof =~ quesuonnaires - questionnaires - - :

el instructors ~distributed : ° - rewmmed: o %

A Diploma - - 60 . : 31 R RO
B Diloma 34 - BT SRR 22 89

C * - Primary x 60 31 tToo29 g
2 D Dipoma . * 99+ st T 31 26" . 105
E- o Pimaxy 70 - -3 ;. g

F . Dipoma 45" a3 16

G . Prmay . . 72 .. 3 - 28 3

CH.  Primay - . .58 BRI | 2% . los

1 Digloma - 7031 oy T g3

'. K- "_Pnrﬁ?ﬁry 50 . e ’. S22 | 104

L. - Primary ., : 60 TS B oL 04

vl Pﬁniz- R 1 e !

N Primary 'i 0 SR CE v1" o4

s Phmay .75 T2 2 0.8
CTow e a6 241 1000

N e v ) N o o : .
éxperience in the teaching profession and 1 college teaching, professional/academfc :
qualifications and' numberépf times' of fonmal evaluation at teachers college (b).
.

trequency and percentage dlS[I’lbUthﬂS of the degree of satlsfactlon of the respondents

with ems-tmg mstructor evaluatlon practices; (c) frequencres’ of.rmentlon of the extent'of

Pl

"mvolvement of - various types of personnel in ex1stm<7 and preferred evaluatlon of

' mstructors (d) frequenc1es of mention of the 1mportance given to ex1stmg and preferred
i, S :
ST evaluation critena and (e) frequencxes of mentlon of the 1mportance given toexisting and -

preteired evaluauon practices The frequency and percentaoe disttibutions were used to

B
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coe

compare the respondents views regardmg pracnces and preferences assocrated wrth
evaluatlon personnel cntena and practrces |

Analysxs of variance and t-tests were used to determme the stadsttcal srgmfrcance
of drfferences among and between vanous categorres of respondents m re]atlon to .
personnel cntena and practrces The categones were estabhshed on the hasrs of the
personal and profess1onal vanables of age expenence in teachmg professron and in |
college teachmg, posmon in- college number of‘ trmes of. formal evaluatron at teachers #

college and the degree of satrsfactlon w1th exrsung mstructor evaluanon practrces

The open-ended 1nformat10n,,obtamed from the questronnarre was analyzed for
L ,‘.
content This. mvolved groupmg ‘the mformatxon grven by the respondents regardmg -

strengths shortcommgs and 1mprovements of existing- 1nstructor evaluatlon practlces

_into. categorles based on some communahtles \Ftequency counts were also made

"Positi nin' "'lled“

| reg;dmg the respondents comtnents and suggestton‘st 3

"l

Characterlstlcs of the ReSpondents _

As was 1nd1cated above analyses were camed out to determine the personal and

professronal charactenstrcs of the respondents These charactenstxcs mcluded posmon in"

(/

- the college, age, years of expenence acaderruc quahfrcanons and evaluatlon expenences

e 3.2 sho‘ws'the- f’red‘uenc'y'and perc.e,n'tage distrib’uti_ons of the,respond'ents by

posrtlon About 6 percent of the respondents con51sQed Rf col%ege prmclpals and V1ce- -

prmcxpals approximately 87 percent were 1nstructors,and departmental heads whrle

A

about7 percent held other posmons in the college S

s
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L Age - o
. The frequency and percentage drstrrbutrons of the respondents by age are -
o g pres,ented in Table 3. 3 The table shows that over one -half of the college prmcrpals an‘," '
IR a" P '

' '?‘ vrce ﬁnncrpals were between 41 and 50 years of age. Only two of them were und

,p
years of age while fBUr of th 2 )yere between 30 and 40 years of age Table 3.3 ai¥

: reports that nearly 58 percent of the colleoe mstructors and departmental }‘eads were

.' .,,.betwcen 30 and 40 years of age.. About 20 percent were either under 30 or bet_tveen 41

~and 50 years of age, whrl_e only only a few were over 50 yearsof age.. .
W : , -
_ ‘ o
. ‘ Table 3.2 :
- FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS
, OF RESPONDENTS BY POSITION
’. .__./.‘\ . . . b
’ ' S - Position - - Frequency - T %, SRt “
77+, Principal o T % R
L : - R ' .
Vice-Principal S 6 . 24
v ; o . s .'4( . ) - A o l__‘ . ) lo»
T Head of Department s * , 60 243
Instructor K ?5 \ ‘155 - S 628 "
SR ~Other 8 13
Tol (o L 247 1000

Experience in Teaching
‘The frequency and per_centag”'e distributions of the respondents by years of
experience in the teaching profeé‘sionfare reported in Table 3.4.. The results indicate that

.one-half-of the‘college principals and v,ice-principals had between 10 and 19 years of -
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, Table33 , S
: FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF RESPONDE\JTS BY AGE f :

Pnncnpals and Vnce Pnﬁ'mpals ' In;x{uctors ancf Departmental Heads -

T
©

_Ag'e . _ Frequency % I '_F. X "'néy‘ : ‘,%
e I

30-40years 4 . 286 X R Vi 2

;
© 4l-SOyears <8 ST ., s 200
Over 50 years ' . \ - S s 22

Tow 14 1000

)
o
3
o

2, Tableid Lo
~ ©  FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF RESPOND%NTS
| BY YEARS OF EXPERIENCE IN TEACHING PROFESSION

e e Pbrincipals and Vice-Pringipals ' Instructors and Depaﬁmei;t}.xl'.ﬂead_s .

- Years of Experience - Frek}uehcy- % . .. - Frequency, - %~

'
i 4

I.'.essvthvanzyears/\_/ 1 "7 R g 14 .?\':" “6‘.’; |

” 2--4 years ' - 2 1430 v ‘..2:3 o 7.]0'__7{ S LN

S-9yeas ST 20 o ey 31"(;\,
: 4 286 . . T 64 ~z9gf -

18T 19years 3 34 . i S glé, - *121 "

3 214 TN

10 -- 14 years

‘More than 19 yea;s' '

No answer e (AR ’ 2 0l

R

CTowl . o1& . 000 . Tt o




’ colleoe teachmg "

- Professional Quahf’catrgns ’

“-other qualifications.

* teaching expertence A few of them had between 2 and 4 or more than 19 years of_‘._.'

. -u.

experrence while only one had less than two years of expertence

. The table also shows that ‘over 60 percent of the college mstructors and‘

departmental heads had between 5 and 14 years of expenence in the teachmg professron

About 17 percer;tt had 4 years of expertence or less: wfe just over 20 percent had more :

than 15 years of expenence

Experience in Call 'T:’in

The frequency and percentage d1
expenence in colleoe teachlng are reported in T:tble 3 5 As 1s shown in the table over

one-half of the college pnncrpals and vice- pnncrpals had between 5 and 14 years of

, expenence In college teachmg Only three had less than 5 years of experience and six had

more than 15 years of exper1ence About sixty percent of the mstructors and

B departmental heads had between 2 and 9 years of experlence in collecre teachmo About |

L

one- quarter had less than 2 years, and 13 percent had at leat 10 years of expertence in

7

o : : ' _‘1."‘:
~ AR 3
Table:3.6 presents freQuency and percentage 1smbwttons

c;y(e respondents by
; /
proressmnal and academlc quahﬁcatlons The results in the,,table indicate that nine of 'the

college prmcrpals and vice- prmcrpals had Bachelors degrees whtle 5. had Master's

degrees. Approxtmately 57 percent of the mstructors and’ departmental heads had

4

Bachelor's degrees, while’ the others had .etther Dtploma or S1 or Master's degr_ees and



FREQUENCY AND PERC

2 ‘Table 3 5

AGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF RESPONDENTS :

- —~BY YEARS OF EXPERIENCE IN COLLEGE TEACHING

Number of \%.rs ’

B Pnnc:pals and che Pn(icxpals

.
\4

 Instiuctors and Dﬁpanmenml Heads.

FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF RESPONDENTS :

College Teaching T
et | Frequency /‘/ % * Frequency %
Less than 2 years 2 14.3.7 54 ..1
2--4years - 1 7.1 ’ 75 - >.9. -
S-9years 6 a9 s7 .25
10 Tayews 2 o143 18 .84
1510 years | 3 214 f 9 a4
o More.mz_l'i:"f-% years 3 ; 214 o L 0.5
_ No answer ‘ - - | 1 0
Total 100.0 . 215 1000
_Tablé'z.s" = |

BY PROFESSIONAL/ACADEMIC QUALIFICATIONS

SN

Professional/

Academic Qualification

-

Principalsb and Vicé-I’rinprals

' Iné&uctorﬁ' and--Departmémal Heads

_ Frequency 9 " Frequency. S g o
- Ps ) B . - PO . R N
Diploma/ST' <Y - 24 ©12.
Bachelor's Degree - g C 643 123 . t 57.2
Master's Degree 5 . 357 62 . 288
Other . - 6 -9 - 28
ol 14 1000 L2150 1000, T
. ' . 2 | . . o P
s -

N
YN
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least three tlmes, '

»
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ty

SR - Table37 o
FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF RESPONDENTS BY NUMBER
| OF 'I'IMES OF FORMAL EVALUATION AT TEACHERS COLLEGE s
Number-of Times N Principals and Vice-Principalé o Inéuuctors and Departrnental‘l-leads ;
Evaluated » PR v - ‘ . A “
- Frequency . . % ;. Frequency . . .%
: Co L et o o
Never 6 L9 Tis SR
"'Onceor twice 4 28.6 - . s 265
3 -+ 5 times T3 Yata o oo 23 .1"'10.7-}
6 -- 10 times - N 1 100 T TR R
More than 10 times *- - - T S e 09
No answer- o ', - : - : s 3 e ) 14 .
" Total o1 - 1000 215 1100.0 R
. -
valuation Experien .

The frequency and percentage distributions of the resﬁondentsf\by number of -

5

times-of formal evaluatton at teachers col ege are shown in Table 3 7 The table reports

. .that srx of the college pnncrpals and vice- pnncrpals had never been evaluated formally at

<

‘ teaEhers college while only one had been evaluated 6 to lO trme& About 58 percent of

.\x

the’ mstguctors and departmental heads had never been evaluated foﬁ'nally, and about one- -

quarter had been evaluated once or twwe iny about 14 percent had been evaluated at

v
. } .

| Summary -

In thrs chapter was: presented a description of the research methodology and

4

procedures discussion of the development of the the mstrumen_t used in the study as

. well as the methods of data collection and analysis was alsoprovided. ‘A description of

U o e /
. v PR R :
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- .the respondents posmon in college, agc years of expenence in tcachmg profess1on and o

.
R . ..
B 4
-in college teachmg, professmnal and,qacadermc quahﬁcatlons and formal e\Laluatxon
expenences at teachers college indicates con51derable variation across respondents with -
clustermg m certam categones As mlght be antxmpated mstructors and departmental, e
il heads dlffCI'Cd from prmmpals and v1ce pnnc1pals Qn most charactenstlcs
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 CHAPTER IV BT

ANALYSIS OF INSTRUCTOR EVALUATION
| PRACTICES éND ,PREFERENCES '

‘ S

Results of analyzmg the data on mstructor evaluatron practtces and preferences are '
reported in this chapter The. results are presented in four major sections. re'I'anng to the

involvement of various groups or mdrvrduals the 1mportance of sel"cted evaT" a{.ton

cntena the 1mportance of selected evaluauon practices, and the degree of satisfactron

s

wrth current practtces For purposes of reportmg the results the responses o{

a”

- departmental heads have been combined with those of the mstructors Slmrlarly, -
responses of pnncrpals have been combined wrth those of vice- prmcxpals Compansons

aramade between the exlstmg and preferred responses as well as between the two majol'
Y

o

' cateﬂones of respondents g

Personnel Involved in;(nst'ru'ctor' Evaluation BRI

Qne of the questrons addressed in the study was related to the extent to WhJCh i
various mdrvrduals and groups are actually involved in evaluattons of i mstructors and the
extent to whrch they shoald be mvolved in terms of the preferences of respondents

<Eleven categones of personnel were 'identified in the quesuonnaJre,l and respondents ‘ '
indicated the existing and preferred extent of mvolvement ona f1ve pomt scale ranging /(
from™ never 1nvolved (1) to "always mvolved (5). A response of ‘no mformatron" (6)
was also provrded The distributions of responses across the scale and mean scores were

' c.tlculated for each-Gf the categones of personnel The results are. presented frrst for

. mstructors/departmental heads and then for pnnetpals/vree-prmcrpals. |

s

57"



ns /D ntal He J’

,mdrcated by the rank orders; college prmcrpals were

- students had relatrvely low but srmrlar levels of mvolveme

' evaluatmn mcluded‘the ProvmcraL Education Officer, ad

g . s
deﬂrees of involvement in the evaluatron of mstructors by drfferent categones of;_

58

. A comparison of the existing and pre';' ef

of i mstructors based on the responses of i instru

-

ol as havmg the greatest exterit

of mvolvement followed by departmental heads a?rd subJect’specralrsrs from tke

Inspectorate. The Senior Inspector of Schools and Colleges,-the instructors being -

)

evaluated and other instructors formed a cluster in fourth place with a highly similar

_extent of involvement, Curriculum planners from the Kenya Institute

ducation and
. According to means of
TESPONSES,. instruétors and deoartmental heads percelve that those least involved‘in
inistrators from the Teachers |
Service Commrssron and umversrty personnel
~In Table 4.2 the drstrrbuuon of resp ses across the scale have Been'collapsed.
into high (always and frequently), moderate oCCasionally) and low (seldom and never)

g
personnel.

More than, 60 percent of the respondents indicated that college principals ar' _
departmental heads had a hrgh degree of mvolvement in instructor evaluatron Although

about 41 percent reported That students had high degree of mvolvement just over 50

- percent of the respondents mdrcated that students were mvolved toa very limited-extent

/

or not at all. A similar pattern-of either high or low degrees of mvolvement is also

evrdent in the distribution of responses for a number of other posmons The lowest
degrees of mvolvement were associated with university personnel (68.2 percent low) an\d

adnnmstrators from the Teachers Servrce Commxssron (65 4 percent low) e
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Tabledl .. | |
) COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF INSTRUCTORS AND DEPARTMENTAL
HEADS RELATING TO EXISTING AND PREFERRED PERSONNEL
- INVOLVEMENT IN INSTRUCTOR EVALUATION. -
Personnel » ~ Existing - Prefemred
- S Mean  SD ;l Rank Mean ~ SD eRank
1 College Principals S8 131 a1 12 25
2 Depantmental Heads L 31 14 2 41 12 25
3 Subject Specialists (Inspectorate) ~ * 3.1 14 3 42 § 10 1
| 4 . Senior Inspgetor (schools ind colleges) - %9 12 -5 3.9 T 5
. 5. ‘Colleagyfes (college instructors) 2.9 16 5 36 14 7
6 Instrucybrs being evaluated 29 16 S 38 14 6
7 Cumiculum planners (KIE) 28 13 7.5 40 11 4
§  Swdens o 28 17 15 35 16 8
9 Provincial Educah Officer (P.E.O) ¥4 135 32 14 105
10 Adminiswators (g TS.C. 23 14’ 10 C 33 13 .9
"Il University perso 32 13 105 .

2. 1.2 11

| The data on preferred involvement in Table 4 1 mdlcate that the preferences of
instructors and departmental heads are very 51m11ar to ex1stmg practlces Prmc‘;pals

. departmental heads and subject specialists ranked highest while the Provmc1al Education
Officer, administrators from the Teachers Serv1ce'Comm1551on_and ‘the umvcr51ty

personnel ranked loweét in ter}ns of preferred invvolvement_. The other categorieé ranked’

between these extremes a§ in the case of existing practices. |

A comparison ‘of the means in Ta.bclé 4.1.and of percentage responses in_Tablé 4.2

and Table 4.3 indicate that the respondents‘ would prefer a greater involvement by ail

‘personnel than is the existing practice. Table 4.3 reveals that over 70 percent of.

4
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Table 4.2 ,
' PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF INSTR.UCTOR AN'D DEPARTMENTAL HEAD ‘
RESPONSES ON EXISTING E TOF INVOLVEMENT IN E VALUATION
BY DIFFERENT CATEGORIES OF PERSO\lNEL
Extent of involvement
- - High ° Moderate - Low
. Personnel - N S % - % T g
College Principals =~ - C 194 63.4 17,0 196
2. DepartmentalHeads = . - 192 60.9 167 - 224
3. Students : R 7 a3 7 75 SIL1
4. . Instructors being o o4 -
evaluated : ‘ 160 » 40.0 . 15645 444
- Colleagues (instructors . » . :
" in the college) _ -180- . 38.9 - 15.0 . 46:1
6. Subject specialists ‘ , - , - 4 C
- from the Inspectorate A - 176 35.8 26,1 38.1
7. Curriculum planners from the S e
- - Kenya Institute of Education (K.LE.) 164 311 250 . 439
"~ Senior Inspector of schools and , '
colleges . T 164 25.6 39.6 348 -
9. Administrators from the Teachers s, ‘ L
Service Commission” (T.S.C.) 153 20.3 14.4 o 654°
10.” Provincial Education Officer (PE.O.) 152 -~ 197 243 . 55.9
"~ 11. University personnel - 151 13.2 4 185, 68.2
. ,,' . - g‘,‘j .

P

the respondents preferred that subject specialists from the Inspectorate, curriculum

planners from the Kenyan lnstitute"of Education, college prihcipal’s and departmental

.

heads should be highly- mvolved in instructor evaluauon Over 20 percem of the

respondents indicated that admlmstrators from the Teachers Servnce Commission, the

Provincial Education Officer and umversny personnel should.ha've only low degree of
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Table 4 3

: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF INSTRUCTOR AND DEPARTMENTAL HEAD'
v RESPONSES ON EXTENT OF PREFERRED INVOLVEMENT IN EVALUATION
' BY DIFFERENT CATEGORIES OF PERSONNEL

<61

Extent of involvement °

186

o L . High Moderate - Low
_ Personnel ‘. N % % %
1. Subject specialists from the : o "
~ Inspectorate . 197 ~ 802 122 T 7.6
2. Curriculum planners from the :
Kenya Institute of Education (K.LE.) 195 . 744 . 159 7.9
" 3. College Principais 198 742 146 TRE
. . . . ,',Ll' . . }
4. Depantmental Heads " 198. 722 18.7 9.1 -
5. Insiructors being evaluated 178 663 169 " 169
6.  Senior Inspector of schools and - .~ e . ST
colleges : 192 4.3 28.1 7.3
7. Students 188 56.4 14.9 28.7
8. Colleagues (instructors in theéd_ilege) 188 55.3 27.7 17.0 .
. . 9 - .
9.  Administrators from thé Teachers . o
Service Commission (T:S.C.) 185 '45.4 319 2.7 4,
10 Provincial Education Officer (PEQ) 173 422 30.6. 272 ¢
11. University bersonnel 39.2 ’3771

23.7

involvement in evaluation of instructors.

While -about 36 pcrcent of the respondents

rccommended that students should kighly be mvolved in instructos evaluatxot‘l‘ about 28 -

percent of the respondents felt that students should be involved only toa hmlted extent in

" evaluation of instructors. -

s



Pnncmals/Vrce Pnncmals

>

Table 4.4 reports a comparwon of exrstmg and preferred personnel mvolvement
<y

. in instructor evaluanon on the basr‘s of the responses of college pnncrpals and vice- -
prmcxpals The eleven types of personnel that may be mvolved m evaluatron of
mstructors are listed in rank order from hrghest to lowest based on mean responsesvof
_exrstmg mvolvement in evaluatron. As is mdrcated'by the rank orders, colleﬂe pnncrpals

. - were mvolved to the greatest extent in mstructor evaluation; followed by departmental
heads mstructors bemg evaluated and SUb_]CCt specialists from the Inspectorate..
Curriculum plannersfrom the Kenya Institute of Ed¥cation and colleagu’es (instructors in

. the college) ranked fifth with a similar extent of involver'nent; ‘The Senior Inspect_or of |

'Schools and Colleges and stddents ranked seventh. B cdiginh X

3

nean responses’ of

[

' prmc1pals and vice- pnncrpals the Provincial Educatlon O A trators from the

-

Teachers Service Commxssron and umversrty personnel Vi Ved in evaluation -

S

of instructors.

Table 4 5 reports the frequency dlstrrbutlons of prmc.pal and vice- prmcrpal _
responses across the’ scale. Responses have been combmed into high (always and
pt?requently), moderate (occasionally) an_d low (seldom and never) degrees of involvement
by the.various types of personnel; As is indfcated in Table 4.5, nine of the thirteen
r‘espondents viewed co]leoe principals and dep ental heads as being highly involved in
instructor evaluation. Seven of the respondents reported that mstructors bemg evaluated
were hrghly involved 1n e,valuat.'onof mstructors. At the other extreme, six of the

' respondents indi(‘:ated that th:eProvvincial* Education OffiCer admlnistrators from the
Teachers Service Commlssron and university personnel had low mvolvement in mstructo‘r&:

evaluatlon

-

Although subject specialists from the Inspectorate ranked rela_ti'vely;high in terms

of existing evaluation practices, six of the respondents viewed th?fspcci{lists as having

’



e e R “Table 4.4 o £
R COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF PRINCIPALS AND VICE- PRINCIPALS .
R RELATINGTOEXISTINGANDPREFERREDPER°ONNEL |
- o 7 INVOLVEMENT IN'INS’I'RUCI‘OR r:VALUATION
LT ”"'P_ersonnel . % Existing . F"_ Pr{a‘fened Y
.' J / LT : L -—‘,:'u; Mean  SD Rank 7 Meéan _ SD _‘R'n.nk |
_ sl College Principais  ° - 4010 1 45 07 1s
-2 CeputmepaiHeads ' 0 .38 11 2 N4 10 25
. 3 Instrugtors being evaluaied .. .. I 1713 : 4 ;; 0.9 N -
_ 4 .SubjectSpecralrsmr(lnspectorate) S 3 0.9 4% 43 11_’ 30 ’
. 5. Cumculumplanners (KIE) 2.7 16 .. "5-5 ‘ - '4f0‘ R U5 5 5‘.‘ R _
| 6 Colleagues (college mstructors) ;f 27 wl4 55 ‘ 33 14 104 ‘
70 Semor Inspector (schools andcc‘leges) 2.‘6 “ L1 7{;'5 o 3..7 - 0.9.4 7 '
! ) 8 'Students . ‘ 26" 14~ 73 38 13 6 .
9, Provingial EducauonOfﬁcer(PEO) ‘ 240014 0 9 3 o 13 10 _“ ,
"0 Admmtstrators fromT.S.C.- R ‘~ 2.0 ' 1?'{?'_ 0 . 33 15 10 -
\ , 11 AUnbi.versity-personnel e ° L 1.8 009 RS o - 3.5 3 12 8 ‘
' - 0.' , »_,' - ’ E S ré. ’
-.or'rly moderate mvoIvement 1n mstructor evaluatlon Slx o.’
4 %‘ > 'studcnfs, tthemor Inspector of Schools and Colleges the Provmcral Edm at1on Ofﬁcer
‘ : admmrstrators from the Teachers Servxce Commrsslon and umvers1ty personnel had low :
: . S . »-<.- . i - <
mvolvement in evaluatlon ofmstructors R ' S
T N A Table 4 4 shows that the preferences ol prmcxpals and vice- pnnc1pals are qulte
W R P

L slmrlar 10 the cmstmc practtces College prmcrpal departmental heads and SubJCCt

I < Vo .
e T specrahsts from the Inspectorate ranked htghest as preferred evaluators=of mstructors ' fz

AT Wy : (PRI
R Umversrty personnel colleaoues the r'rov1nc1al Edueanon Offlcer and adm1mstrators ; s
L, SR o : ¥ o
Lo tro@he Teachers Serwce \,omrmssmn /anked lowest in terms of preferred mvolvement
mmstructorevaluagon e T ' S
: R " n ) - . A Lo " . . . o »

e %
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’I‘able 4.5 :
FREQUENCY ﬂISTRIBUTION OF‘PRINCIPAL AN D VICE- PRINCIPAD‘.» \b :
' RE SES ON EXTENT OF EXISTING INVOLVEMENT IN EVALUATION oo
o B‘Z DIFFERENT CATEGORIES OF PERSONNEL -
. : ‘ ¥ .
' o ‘E:rtemuof_inyolvemem -
. E E High Modérate - Low
Personnel. . . N L f ot
1. -:'_'{.{.C'.o'llege»Principals ' 13 . 9 3 1
2. Departmental Heads = - - " - 137 | 9 3 1
R Inécmétors being evaluated - 11 | " . 4
4, Curnculum planners from the ‘ " B
Kenya Insutute ofEducanon (KIE) 12 -5 -2 . 5
i }'Sublect specialists from the : " a ', S
! .fthpectorate— 12 4 6 2
.6 Students ‘_ . [N 12 ' .4 -2 -6
. . L ¥ ! . AEI o X t ‘
T SemorInspemorofschodlsanﬂ"'_v..» L } o
o colleges o ‘;, R VAR 3 3. I
4 L8, Provmcral Educanon Ofﬁcer (P.ED) 3 2 ;: 6°
-9, _Colleagues (mstmcltors in th_e college) . 10 K '3, -3 4 '
T ¢ 10) Administrators from t,beTeaehers o o e
L .'_Servrce (‘ommrssxon (TSC) 9 i 20 €
A »11. Umvemty personnel 8 - '2 3 6 |
: ' *\i- , Ascls,‘indica‘ted i 1e4 6, ten of the respondents preferred that subject e
- specrahqts from,zhe Inspectorate, cbllege prmc %s and deparﬁnental heads should have
hxghunvolvement mthe evalaauon of mstfuctors Nme of the respondents prefed t'hat
‘.‘;. . B :
A cumculum planners from the Kenya Insntute of Edueatlon should be hlghl mvo’lvcd"

.-wa?



Tabled6 -

FREQUENCY-?ISTRIBUTION OF PRINCIPAL AND VICE~PRINCIPAL RESPONSES
| ON EXTENT OF PREFERRED INVOLVEMENT IN EVALUATION
B L .” BY‘DlFFERENT CATEGORIES-OF PERSONNEL R

R 4

-Extent of involvement .

. D g .. High- - Moderme . Low
s o . Personnel . / : LN oo o
o 1. Subject spddialists {rom the, A o R |
) Inspectorate : 12 0. - . 2
2. College Principals _ B} 10 . . ! ‘ L.
3. Depanmental Heads BT RS (N R
K , \ : ' L R N < N
"""+ 4. Curriculum planners from the B T _ R . ,
Kenya InsmuteofEducauon (KIE) 2 . 9 SRR P o 21'
5. Studénts * L S 1 S g ! l( 2
©u . 6. SeniopInspectorof schoolsand = S O v
colleges L 12 _ 7. Y o1
.. _,7‘.;'_'.Ins,tmmors being e_valu_are& RN 4 :.10,,' . T A, e 3 o o
8. Adminiswators from the Teachérs  , -~ " LA
< . Service, Commrssnon (TSC) 1 6 2 4
e R Umversxly personnel i - 60 e :"_'3'_ E ; 20
:10. .Colleag_u@(msu'uctors in Lhe college) R . e R 4.
AR ST 'u“'l B e A -A" SR
ll.-.Provrnclal Educau()n Ofﬁcer (P.E.Q) ST 4, R R e-‘ » .3#

)l

PN

i e . evaluutron or mstructors Whlle Six " of the respondents preferred a hroh deoree of

RS e y o ‘ - R ‘ A
wo %lvement on the part Ql,,admrmstrafors from Lhe 'Peachers Servme Commlss;on four

’ v N AR AR

R e i .others preferred a low deg’ree of mvol}ement Of eleven respor’édents, srx,. preferre'a hlgh_

b

REEEAE

mvolvement of colleagues was almost evenly d1v1ded Flve of the requndents preferred -

)

: mvolvement and only two low mvolvement by umversxty‘personnel Opmron about.the =

65 -

_ whrle elght of the resandents preferred that students should have hlgh 1nvolvement m thc .
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that ther mstructors in the college should be hrghly 1nvolved and four felt that they

should have low mvolvement in the evalua,&on of i mstructors . . Co e

FOur of the respondents 1nd1cated that the Provmcral Educatron Ofﬁcer should be

AT

hlnhly 1nvolved m rnstructor evaluatron whtle four suggested that the mvolvement

B should be only moderate The othe;e&,tegorres of personnel — the Semor Inspector and
mstructors bemg evaluated — fell between the tvvo extremes n terms of preterred
: mvolvement However the respondbnts tended to prefer oreater mvolvement by nearly

(

allcategones of personnel than is the extstmg practtce RIS

LIS

Evaluatlon Crlterla
» One of the purposes of the study wis to determine the\ percepttons and

preferences of college mstructors and prmcnpals renardmo the cn}\rta used in the

i . ¥

: ‘evaluauon of mstruct dn Kenyan teac ers colleges Twenty -nine cntena mt mtghtbe
used in mstructor evalua n were li

g
ent, and respondents were asked to |

L]

mdxcate the present and preferred 1mport§nee § L i to evaluandn crttena ona fwe pomt
( .
, scalesrangmg frqm very hmtted 1mportance (1) to. very great 1mportance (5) A

reSponse of no 1mportance" (6) was also provrded The drsmbuue-n of the responses

across the scale and mean scores were calculated @r each of the categones of C\]}ena s

i I
The results are presented ﬁrst for mstructorsfdepartn'gtial’ heads and then for pnnc1pals

- . .°' e U v LA ’w

and vrce-pnnclpala “ T e e

~ L

]'n tructor . . n 1 . “?l..' ... 1. ._:'_.. | '_"”_,. o - , ! / .
Gt e e i ,-__ S .; . RREE .

R : ; Lo s . ﬁ‘-. e K
A compansan of the ex1st1ng and preferred 1mportance of the twentymme. .

3 :_- S evaluauon c);lterra or@he basrs of mstructOr and departmental head responses LS reported
_ i
L in Table 4 7 The crmerxa are lrsted in- rank order from hrgheSt to 1owest degree of

. f 1mportance based on mean responses relaung to exrstmg evaluatlon practrces The order

;
" a

of the cnterta in Table 4 7 reveals fhat preparatron of schemes of work ranked ftrst in

- N \\V
; . N . PRI . N



o terms of ‘de‘gr_-‘ -of importance; tlollowed-'by e_xamina.tion a:nd/or te'st results, ac:a_demic'.

L qualjﬁcation;% theb-instir‘uctor' a'nd?knowledge of ,cur‘riculum : Class'control and -

S instructor’s conforrmty to college norms. were in fifth: place wrth a srmrlar degree of

| vtmportance Dress and appearance of the 1nstructor ranked seventh in terms of
1mportance followed by lesson preparatton concem w1th student development and.. "
student parttcxpatton in lessons whlch formed a cluster in erghth place At the other 7

e

- extreme, evrdence of self evaluanon activities, development of th process of tnd1v1dua1
mqurry in students mstructors standtngcm the.commumty, prowmdtwdual
drfferences and students workmg W1thout superv151on ranked lowest in. terms of dggree_
of n'nportance in extstmg instructor evaluauon practlces ,

In Tables 4.8, 4. 9 andu 4.10, percentage dtstrtbutrons of 1nstructor and
departmental head responses for existing. practtce have been cdillapsed mto ntgh (very ’

- -great and great) moderate (moderate and some) and low (very lmuted and go) categones .

_- of | 1mportance of the crlterta' Fhe ten hlghest rankmg cntena are’ shown in Table_4 8\he\,-_ .

,~ Table4.10. . o

As is reported in Table 4 8 _]USt over 70 percent of the respondents mdtcated that '
ot | ;xammatton results and prepa\fttog of schemes of work “were hrghly 1mportant in. the f_ -_
exlstmg evaluatton of i 1nstructors Academtc quahftcattons were percetved to be of hlgh | )
1mportance by about two;‘thtrds of the respondents Approxrm%tely' 60 percent of the ': f" :
respondents percetved that class control 1nstructors conformtty to college norms and
; - , knowledge of the cumculum were of htgh tmportance in exsstmo 1nstruct6r evaluatton

,»\,~ L] : R I

Nearly 58 percent of the requt;dents mdtcated that dress and appearance of }he 1nstructor 1

: T4 . , ;, SN
bt o L ~’ . ( N
CLN was among the htghly 1mportant gntena. More than 50° percent of the, respogdents
Tl T mdtcated \that concern wrth student development Iesson prtparatron"' and 1 '
._"‘A ‘..v. ,'.‘ ) ,' »l‘;‘,. : “.“. \': ‘-‘.{:._-',ﬂv : ,'_‘ ‘ N ‘ ‘. ):‘
Coa L) o i Coae D - o ) . .
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. : Table47 ; .
' . COIWPARISON OF RESPONSES OF INSTRUCT ORS AN D DEPARTMENTAL
¢ HEADSRELATING TOEXISTING AND PREFERRED %
§ ' L IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION CRITERIA " R .
", Criteria Existing | L Prefered =
: - { “Medi - SD .Rz.ir\fk\ ‘ e;m SO Rank !
L ,s,“" KT : — — - — . _
T Preparauonofséhemes ofwork i T 40 4.4 1 - 44 "'__'1.0’ 305 a4
‘ "-, R °Exammauon and/or test i 39 - 13 2 o 43 10 5'.5;.,-‘,': ‘
7 '3 Academltqualxﬁcanons . 38 f4?: w342 1_“1: A
. 4 Know}edgeofCumttulg’m"- | 37 16 4 a4, 12 KRN
oS Class conwol " - 36 15“ sso 43 Tz s
6 Instructocsconfonmt)? to 691 g : o SN " ' :
. - ngms and aughorlty o 3.6, 15 .:’.-‘5.‘5' g .'4,.}.* e -
e ; 1. Dress and- appearance of the msamﬂ:tpr SR X 1.5 # 7 4.0 s,
8 Lesson preparauon oL .34 L7009 " 4.2 i
9. Concem wuh studemdeveIOpment 34 '.1,5} 9, 7 44
E M. Smdent pamcwauon in lessons 3.4 "'1.5_ ~'9 e 43 09 _ -1 |
1l Insuuétor-studem relauonshxps; - 33 16 125’:3'% 43 B ,lli.O 55
12. Checking wrmen work ¥ $33 15 125%™ 42 11 1
13, Personality ‘atibutes of the i mstrucgpr ‘ ‘33 13 q2s 440 11, 21,
-14. Degree‘gf cogmrauon by the mstmctor e /', S Ry
E '_.‘ o wlth other sta}( ' 3.3' - 15 ;125 '.‘_‘ : ‘42 lull'.l._ - 1 : >
ESE 1§“Deve10pmennm smdents ofas: ‘&ﬁ{” : o :
.+ _responsibility 5 o 15 S185 0T 42 2 Ll T
s 16 uQuaigsxese.f' rsfng dxsplas'ed by - ﬁ' BRI B S
- <the mscructor o N 32 015155 42 eLb
17. Concem wuh Lhe character , - o o
c ‘ development of sdents 31 15 1i9, 4 l Lz 155
‘,'a.-j-‘_‘-, | 18, Malmenancebfweekly recordofevork ’,J.\, 16 . 4 ) "-- 13 21
o 19 Instructer’s pamcnpauo(n mco[lege and .j. S C PR
e e W commumty acuvmés e : ;_'- ¥ 1 1 5 *”19" . . '3.'8 RS 1 3 2735
}O Methods of Iesson psesentauon L ,3 1 1 7 19 X ) 40 L 1 3 2 o
"2l Useofteachmg alds W, . 31 15 1940 - 41 12 155
,32 Enthusmsmdlsplayed in teachmg . 30 17 225 ,, 40 13721
S : . g R ) .‘,.' _\ '
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Table 4.7 (continued)
23. Instructor's participation in extra- : N L B
" carricular activities ‘ 30 14225 39 12 255
24. Training of suudents in self-expression 29 1.5 24 . 427 12 11
25, Evidence of sélf-evaluation activities 2.8 1.5 253 40 120 21
' 26. Development of the process of o | oo o -
* individual inquirytirg students o 2.8 1.6 255 39 13255
27. Instructdr‘s'standing in the' community - 2.7: L6 27 35 14 29 ¢
. 29. Provision made for ifdividual diffefences 26 1.5 28 - 4_0 1.3 21
29. Students workmg wuhout supervxston 25 -»“1.4 29 . '3y 3 . 215

,ss«t@dent pamcrpatlon m lessons were of htgh tmportance in exlstmg evaluauon practices.

Table 4 9 1nd1cates that about 50 percent of the reSpondents viewed mstructor- B

“student relattonshtps checking written ‘work and degree of cooperatlon by the mstructor

LS

with other staff as bemg of high 1mportance Whrle approxrmately 49 percent of the

.

respondents viewed' twalmes of leaders.hlp displayed by the mstructor as of htgh

. 1
tmportance another 36 percent v1ewed thlS cntenon as of only moderate unportance n

the evaluation of i mst:ructors More than 90 percent of respondents reported that personal"

attnbutes of the mstructor were at least moderately 1mportant About three quarters of e

respondents mdtcated that at least moderate 1mportance was attached to, methods of lesson,
. P A.. ] .\ . 4..& " '

prepanatton and entbusxasm dtsplayed 1n teachm whtle about 85 percent rated“'

o devdopmg student S sense of respon31b111ty and use of teaéhmf7 axds n the same way

The ten lowest ranked cnterla are presented in Table 4. 10 Althou°h these are the
- criteria’ that recexved the- lowest degree of e'rnphasm m ex1stmg practlces, at feae«t 75‘7‘

percent of the respondems com1derJd each of thm t07be- pf moderately hroh or'- htgh' .. |

v')
Q 3 S s . P

: tmportance Least unportance was attached to. c.ntena such as the mstructors Standmg xr;t

™ R

%
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N Table48 o S R
PERCENTASE DISTRIBU’I‘ION OF INSTRUC’I‘QR AND DEPARTMEN'I‘AL .

s
. IiEAD RESPONSES ON- ExranG IMPORTANCE os EVALUATION R
' - CRITERIA FOR 'I'EN HIGHESTRANKED CR.I'I'ERIA AT
BT o “ R ‘ ' 'Degreeol'importance .
oL s T T High  Moderme N Low
antenat S L % e i
1 Examinéﬁoﬁ*ap&/or‘:esnesuus o ar 720 . 23 57
2. Preparaucm of schemes ofwork . ;'210* ":.,' 71.9 . 200 . 8.1~
’ ' ,: ’ 2 ' ° b .
3. Academrc qualrﬁcauonsofthe ST . o E '
mstructor ST - o 66.8 ‘ 2585 7.7
L g h ., "1 . ‘ v :
Class.cont:ol e 632 212 156
S5: Inst:ructors confomuty tocollege ' o :
norms and authonty S - 62.7 244 129
6. Knowledge_ofcumculum . 603 - 286 _1.1'.0‘
7. Dress and appearance of the instructor 210 - | 576 - %39& ; 11.9
- ‘ o . . . ] ) o v " . L . ;,‘ AT ‘4' B “
8. 'Concer’n-with student development 208 7548 # 29.8 . o 154
9_._ Lesson preparauon e ‘ 209 | 541 o218 ".18.‘?.
- 10. Studentparucrpauon 1n§Ssons - '2.09, S 536 :31.6' o »_'l",-l_AB'» :
‘ . R . ) oS e

&

_the commlinity; provision made for individual differences and stirdents working without

a7

supervmon T RS e o

: (

The preferences of msttuctors and departmental heads reuardmg the degree ot S

re ..

| 1mportance that should be grven to’ evaluatron criteria, as’ mdrcated in- Table 4.7, are

7

= :
slwhtly drfferent from the ex1stmg practlce Student partrcrpatron in lessons ranked ﬁrst N

?

work knowledge of C}rmculum and concern, w1th Student devclopment In e mg;:‘

L P

m degree of 1mportan6e as a preferred crrtenon followed by preparatron o‘? schemes of ‘ :A' .



l : _,,"'I'a'ble49 ‘ R |
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONGF INSTRUCTOR AND DEPAR'IMENTAL
 HEAD RESPONSES ON EXIS’I'[NG IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION -

i CRITERIA'[FOR NINE INTERMEDIATE RANKED CRITERIA o

v - - v-/ v . .'-v,‘;'
;’ ' o AR, -
TR b
g
R | I Low
Crieria- .~ . N % . % %
11, Instucior-student réladopships -~ 209 - SI7 - 311 172
12. Checking of written work- 21 T 502 341 156 .
5 ) B . - i . .. . . -,
13. - Degree of cooperation by the S S : e R -2 < ¢
instructor with otherstaff o 21 50.2 355 . 1420 -
‘ 14 Qualmes of leadershlpdxsplayed ' _ - . I
~ by the instructor . 209 - 48.8 359 . "115.3
15 Personalny atmbutes of the i mst:ruczor_ 209 S 474 . 43.1 ‘ R 9.6
16. Methods oflesson presentauon . ;208 ¢ S 471 . 30.’3 o .- 22,6.
17. Developmemm students ofa - A S
sense ofresponsxbllny S 210 45.7 ‘ 41.00 - 133 ¢
18. Enthusiasm displayed in teaching 208 . 442 -~ 332 C 26
19. Useof eachingiaids . -~ - 211 -ca3&t 408 156

>

e .o ) - s . LT T R S o . .

E pracuce fhese criteria ranked 9 1 4and9 respecnvely EXammanon and/or test results

class control amynstructor student relanonshlps were ned in rank at 5. 5 in terms of

.

preferred denree of 1mportance in mstruotor evaluatlon A eomparlson thh exxstmg

pmuxces suggests that re-lau\fely more xmportance should < Ltached to mstructor-student

1 gt

. \ 1 % : e

: I‘le[lOl‘lShlpS, less to exammatlon results and about the Sarhe to lass dontrol as, i’ ex1stmg -
pmcuce 7',t\cac'lyemu; qualrflcatldns of the mstructor lesSon preparanon checkm,g of - o
written work degre%: of cooperatlon by the mstructor w1th other staff development in

stu_dents;of .a sense of respons1bxl1ty, qu_ahtms o_f leadersh_lp' dlspl_ayed by'the me;ructor
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. . Table 4.10 o
* PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF INSTRUCTOR AND DEPARTMENTAL -
v HEAD RESPONSES ON EXISTING IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION
CRITERIA FOR TEN LOWEST RANKED CRITERIA _ - 'y ¢ ,ai:'f'_:.
" Degreeof i 1mponancer t
';High;"‘ o ‘fModemte Low :
. : A S ¢
. Criteria : N % T % % Y
- 'v,i" - — : ‘ - - : - . '
20. -l‘nsuycrors pamcxpauon in college - : _ . ' s
end commumty activities . 209 426 o421 L 153 e
_ o
21 Mamtenance of weekly record of _ E : ) T
work - 210 424 -40.0 106
- 22. Concern with the E:haraete{ v . ‘_ , ) : ,-‘71
development of students oo 21 . 42.2 422 - - 156
: f * " 23.. Training ofstudents in- self—expressnon sl ' 389 41.7 o 194 ’
24, ~Insuuctorsparue:panon in extra- . ST o -
cumcularacnvmes R : 210 ©o38.1 . 471« 148
25. Development of the process of o , 5_ - N ‘ _ _ .
* individual inquiry in students . . 2 - 360 w4270 213
26. Evidence of self-evaluation activities 209 -~ 335 - 450 205 .
©." 27 Inswictor's standing jn;the community 209> . 300 4 254
. 28: Provision made for individual differences” 207 - 280 - - 4137 . 246
29. Students working without supervision - 2050, - 234 7 s21 0239
v . ' — t - g s ‘ . . * v
‘ . ! . s .
. By hd ooy T st
and trammg of students m self-expressmn were tled in rank at ll m terms of degree of
v Y -3 - o S
y lmportance There was consxderable vanauon across these crlterra in comp.msons wnth
present praetlce S .' - S i NG PR .

At the other extreme, lnstruetors partrcxpatxon m extra-currlcular actrvxtxes*"

‘-

development the process of mdwrdual mquuy in students, mstructors standmg in the_. "

! ..'7»“:“. . . TR



~

commumty, mstructors partrclpatron in college and commumty actrvmes and students

working wrthout _supervision ranked lowest as preferred crltena 1n the evaluatrtm of

O ) ' /;_ . . " o, i

' mstructors

-

In- Tables 4. ll 4 12 and 4 13, percentdoe drstrrbutrons of mstructor andﬁ"f-;.
' dcpartmental head responses for preferred evaluatron criteria across the scale have been
collupsed into hr_gh (very great and g‘reat), rnoderate.(mode_rate and some) and_low (very‘
limited and"no) importance in the e\.falnation’of instructors. :Table"4.ll shows the  ten
highest ranked‘criteria, "l'able 4.12 shoWs the next nine criteria, while Table 4.13 shows .
the ten lowest ranked criteria. | ’ |
| As is shown in Table 4.11, nearly. 87 percent of the respondents reported that
- student partrcrpatron in lessons should be ¢ high 1mportance in mstructor evaluatron :
Preparatron of schemes of work and concern wrth student development were identified by
"about 84 percent of the respondents as cntena which should be, grven hrgh 1mportance in
instructor evaluation. Mdre than 80 perce_nt of the respondents indicated that instructor-
student relationships, examination.-resu'lts knowledge of’ curriculnm qtialities .'of
leadershrp drsplayed by the mstructor degree of cooperatxon by the instructor W1th other |
P . < 0 staff class control and development in students of a.sense of respormbllrty should |

¢

n recerve hlgh unpOrtance in the evaluatlon of mslructors . o - o

Table 4-12 indicates that about 80 percent of the respondents suggested that

: - I
R ctvotluatron Nearly 79 percent and 78 percent of the respondents respectrvely, felt that

. 1 . R
QF ngad‘emlc qualrftcatrons of the mstructor and the checkrng of written work should be of

= hrdh 1mportance Approxrmately 77 percent of the respondents preferred that Instructor's %

-
. $
N

wh
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‘ Table 4 11
. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF INSTRUCT OR AND DEPAR

HEAD RESPONSES ON PREFERRED LMPORTAN CE OF EVALUATlON
CRITERIA FOR TEN HIGHEST RANKED CRITERIA

ey Degree of importance
R 3 7 High ~ - Moderute Low -
Criteia - .. N % % %
1. Student participation inl_essons 8.8 . 108 2.5 .
2. Preparauon of schemes of work i.xfr} 207 845 ' 12.6 2.9
3, ’Concem with student developmem e K %’ZOG ' 840 - 12.6 - 3.4
4, vInstructor-smﬁent relationships 02“0,'5 v 82.9 14.6 : 2.4
SR ™ : Cos T . o |
S. v ’Examination and/or testresults 204™ ”} 82.8 L 147 2.5
6. Kn0wledge of cumculum - B 207 o i_""'82.'6" : 5524
7. Quahues of leadershrp dxsplayed by o o . B _
the instructor - 7205 820 39
‘ ',,'i ! ) : .4» . . “v @ .
8. -Degree of cooperauon by the vhstmcror o : C . A
: thh otherstaff A , - 205 . . 815 IS X 2 AR .49
9. Classconwol | . 20m 807 . 155 . 39
10, Developmentmstudems ofasense B o : L e
' ----ofresponSlbnllty B cooe202 0 8020 - 188 7 .30

RN . B
- . . .

character development of students should be of high importance in instructor evaluation.

About 75 percent of reSpondents felt that mainténance of weekly record of work . .

should be of hlgh 1mportance' in evaluation of mstructors As is indicated in Table 4.12

B . o~
\‘ B

| and Table 4. 13 enthusrasm dlsplayedtsn tcachmg, use of teaching: ards, personahty

atmbutes dress and appearance methods of lesson preparauon provision for 1nd1v1dual

dlfferences and development of mdlvrdual mqurry wgre endorsed oy over 70 percent of

the respondents as. criteria whrch should be of high. 1mportance m the evaluatlon .of.

mstruetors Least preferred cntena mcluded evtdence of self-evaluauon actlvmes

vl
e
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B Table 4:“’. \ T
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF INSTRUCTOR AND DEPARWENTAL
HEAD RESPONSES ON PREFERRED IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION

- CRITERIA FOR NINE IN'I'ERMEDIATE RANKED CRITE‘RIA

Degree of importance '

\ Moderate - Low
o - Criteria . N % %
11. .’I‘ru‘ining of sfudén;s in self-exp;ressi(;n : iO4 ' *16.7 34
12. Academic quallﬁcauons ofthe instructos 204 _ - 78.9 172 | .39
o , 13 Checklng of written work ' . | 204 e -. 779 . | 186 ’ ‘ 34 .
& . 14. Instructor's conformity tocollege - " '_ | . L o ,
' norms zmd authority * p ) 207 C773- 159 - 6.8
. 15. Lesson preparation \ S o : 209 ) 76.8" u S 18.27 ' ' _ . 5,'.3_ 3
-:rfl:-"-_qs-‘ of. 416, Comelln Mﬁﬂ%ﬂkracterdé’?‘fbpnféhtfz: o . R ‘
: - o ofstudems o i 7203 ' B 76.8 . 18.7 . - 4.4
) 17. Mamtenanceof»iieeklyr ord of work | flO . 748 2 176 7 .16
N - 18 Emhusmsm dlsplayed in teaching - . 209 742 | 19.6.“ EE R 62
| 19 <Lééeciiftezxchmgalds ' . '_ 20»7 o 72.‘9> ‘ 217 : - s3 |

mstructor s partxcxpauon in college and commumty activities, mstructor s participation in

. exlra cumcular activities, students working thhout supervxsxon and mstructors standing

in the commumty Howcver as. is reported in Table 4. 13, even these rzw as bemg

.

' hwhly 1mportant by mor than half of the mst,ructors and departmental heads
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Do ¥
w X 54
, Table 4.13
: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF lNSTRUCTOR AND DEPARTMENTAL
- HEAD RESPONSES ON PREFF,RRED IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION.
) u('
o - _ CRITERIA FOR TEN LOWEST RANKED CRITERIA”
» . D%gree of importance
Ry vu i
High Moderate Low
- Criteria N % % %
> O ' » K

“»2(, Personality attributes of the instructor 207 72.9 &22. 4.8

21. Dress and appearance of the instructor 205 78" 194 8.3

22. "Methods of l'esson presenta’tion o 209 “3 71.8 215 * 6.7

23 Provnsxon made for mdmdual o g

: dxffexences Co - ' - 2057 1.7 229 54

208 707 23.1 6.3

207 .69.1 - 27.1 39

205 68.9 24.1 63

, > . _
. ‘. \ v oL v
-, 205 68.8° 268 X

207 687 266 17
206 59.2 217 131

- -Principa ]9/Vi§§-Pt‘ng'p§’l§

Y
LA

»

. ) ..'0
A comparxson of exxstmg j‘d preferred 1mportance of evaluanon cnmﬂa fof *
pnnmpals and vxce prmmpals 1s presented i in Tdble 4.14. The twenty nme cmerm aré

 §
llsted in rank order from hlghest to lowest degree of 1mpommce based on mean responses

relatmg to ex1stmg pracmces Accordmg to the order in Table 4.14, exarmnanon dnd/or .

test results and mstructors confonmty to college norms and authonty I'CCClVCd thc o

S
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'followedi l:y student- o

'3 SR
parucrpatron in lessons Degree of cooperatron by the mstructor wrth other staff and‘ s

knowledge of cumculum ranked fourth wrth strmlar degrees of i 1mportance A%ademxc |
§
quahﬁcauons of the mstructor concem w1t!'1 tho character development of s;udents,f.,

a

qualmes o? leadershlp dxsplayed by the mstructor and development of the process of

e

mdrvrdual mquu'y in students formed a cluster w1th a rank of 7.5 m degme of 1mportance e

' “in the evaluatlon of msu'uctors Preparauon of schemes of work lesson preparatron '

class control and. mstructor "student relatropshr \s formed another cluster wrtﬁ a srmrlar

l

= :
degree of 1mportance At\he other extreme checkmg wrrtten work enthusrasm S

drsplayed in teachtng, provrsron made for individual" drfferences and instructor's standmg '

- in the community ranked lowest in exlstmg ‘evaluation of mstructors based on the

- - N

responses of prmcrpals and v1ce pnncnpals - \' B T

Tables 4 15 446 and 4 17 report. frequency drstnbutrons of Rnncrpal and v1co’ -

prmcrpal responses for the 1mportanceJOf exrstmg evaluatron criteria,, _The responses have

been collapsed into hrgh (very great and great), moderate (moderate and some) and low
~ (very hmrted and no) degrees of 1mportance of the cntena Table 4:15 shows the teni

hrghest rankmg cntena, Table 4. 16 reports the next nine Cntena whrle ’I‘ablértf 17 reports

°

the ten lowest ranked criteria. : D o
'y

7 As is reported‘% ’I'able 4. lS twelve of the fourteen respondents v1ewed

mstructor S eonformity to college norms and. authonty as of hrgh 1mportance in exlstmg )

mstructor evaluadon Exarmnanon results were reported by eleven of the respondents as (

&

o‘f high impprtance, ttn rndicated that claSs con was {of high 1mportance Nine of the

prmcrpals .and vrce-prmcrpals v1ewed lesson preparatron/knowledgc of wurnculum

preparatron of schemes of work, mamtenance of We%ly;record of work studen\tﬁ'

pargcrpatlon in lessons, personality attnbutes of* the mstructor and degree of cooperatron\&~
R ~'( Lo N

- by the mstructor wrth other stat;f as hrghly rmportant R PN



_ "-L\ . ) 18
- ; ' ¢ R o
: < o : . - LK
- g\LC\ v Table4 14 ~ T
_ COMPAR SON OF RESPONSBS OF PRINCIPALS AND VICE- PRINCIPALS RELATING TO
S X]STING AND PREFERRED [MPORTANCE OF EVALUATION CRITERIA .
* k o ‘ .
. o e o ] } .. » o ) L -
- “Criteria \ - Existing Voo Preferred . R
& > ' ' " Mean. SD  Rank r Mean SD - Rank -
) 1. Examination and/or test results 4.0 14 15 , 39 . 07 24
2. Jgsin c:tor's‘cdnfonnit’y zo"colleg_c : L o o - o
"+ norms:and authority. 4.0 1.3 1.5; 38 -+ 1.~ 265
3. Student participation in lessons © ., 3.9 1.3 3 ' 44 . 038 75
4. Degree of cooperationby the -, » “ ' S
. ' - ‘instructor. with other staff - - s 38 1.5 43 1.0 - (135
. v . , -t B : ! :
g s 5. Knowledge of curriculum 38 ¢ 137 45 09 35
‘ <" 6. Academic qualifications of the o ] e
SR instructor « ' . 3.7 L5 . 42 1.8 18
; ' 7.” Concern with the.character T . » IR
: " . development of students v <37 1.5 7.5 ’ 44, 1.0 .75
S 8. Qualities of leadership dlspluyed o B : :
D »5, by the instructor ) . 37 12 75 4.5 08,/ 35
L9, Developmem of the prbcess of T St |
R individual inquiry-in studg . 37 157 15« 44 09 15
10. 'Preparaupn ofschemesogwotk - 36 14 115 41 0 14 o5
. - e, . N . E ) .
11. Lesson preparation 36 19 115 4.0 1.5 2L5
12.. Class control | 6% 15 11s 40 07 .35
13. Instructor-student relanonshlps ,3'.6 SL5 115 43 . 05 (913.5
14. Instmctot" s participation in extra- T ) o ~
L : curricular activities ' 34 14 16 » 4.0 L1 215
"15. Personality azmbuzes-of-tije"%m.;gzo? 34 .13 160 43, 10 135S
‘1.6.'-Maihtenarrc' of wec.ldy necordofwork 34y 16 16 - " 43 14 . 135
5 17. Concern withstudent _developmem e 34 :_ 1.5 16 _ 48 ’4,0.5_ 1
' " 18. Dress and appearance ofthe'ihstmcto; 3.4 12 - 16 o35 1T 280
19, Training of studertsinsetf-expression : 3.3 1.6  19.5 4.3 0:6 135
20. Instructor's participssion : college und = ' ) » .
communityk activities ’ . 3.3 1.4 195 4.3 0.8 135
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| A ... Table4.14 continued s
o : ’ . ' L .. . . - . ’ ,‘/ *
v. : . . B0 s E
21. Development in students ofasense ST ey
of responsibility . - \ <32 11 2N - 48 09 3S
T [ : < R s . e
-2 Useofmachmgmds R 31 . 14 3 19 12 U
23. Evrdence ofself-evaluauon actviies 31 T 14 23 T 4y 09 19.8
24. Mothods of lesson presentation 3.1 ° 19 23 39 '; 6. 24
25, Students* workingswithout o RS S - ' fo
- supervision . . _ o310 14023 v 3.8 1.0 265
26. Checking;writteri work ; "‘- 29 BT 265 43 08 135
27. Enthusiasm dlsplayed in teachmg L ._2'.9 1.8 265 ‘- 43 08 135
28. Provision made fqr mdmdual T T N - O
dxfferenc&s . ) 28 - 14 ?8 44 07 15
29. Instructor's standing in the community 2.6 13 29 34- .16 29

-r

A

of lesson-presentatron enthu51asrn displayed i in teachmg, concern wrth the character L

development of students acadermc quahﬁcattons of the mstructor quahtles of leadershlp_ '

dlsplayed by the 1nstructor and mstructor s partlcrpanon in extra-curncular actxvmes as of

Y

hrgh rmportance in mstructor evaluanon Ha?);,the prmcrpa‘ls ard V1ce pnncxpals'

‘ reported that use of teachmg ards mstructor-st dent relatlonshrps, development of the

process of 1nd1v1dua1 mqmry and of a sense of rdsponsrbllrty m Ments and -

partlcrpatton in college and commumty activities were of hrgh m'(portance in evaluanon of‘

: : 2w ,-’?J r e
lnSthtorS : PN ) RS
r I : .

@As mdrcated by the data in Table 4 17 least 1mportance was attached to such

TaEle 4.16 shows that eight of the fourteen respondents felt that methods

PR

cntena as provrsxon made for 1nd1v1dual drfferences checkmg wntten work -evidence of ~

~
self—evaluatlon acuvmes and mstructor s standmg in the commumty No more than ﬁve

~ of the reSpondents consrdered each of these to be highty 1mportant in exxstmg practxce

- A comparrson of the "existing" ‘and ;preferred" columns in Table 4.14 mdrcates :
oo . . .~‘,. NS ._ . Ve N o e ) ) n - co - Lt \_

1l



- T e Tabledas. - O R
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PRINCIPAL AND VICE- PRINCIPAL '\
RESPONSES ON EXISTING IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION

'o«

L g CRITERIA FORTE‘NHIGHEST RANK.ED C%LT_@B}A
° L o . RN A e o
) i ST Degxeeofi_mponance___ T
T, ' , AR IS . -
Criteria , | - a S ' - High Moderate Low:
. i ‘ B
- Ny N f f f _
- _ / , : . e '
"1: Instructor's conformity S ‘ _
to college norms and authority 14 ¥ 12 L 1
. 2., Examination and/or test r‘é&ults’ BT U B » 2 R |
© 73, Classconwol . . 4 10 . ) 2
4. . Lesson preparation’ . 14 . E% 9 S | 4+
5 " Kgowledge of Curricul;m S T4 'q\ N 9 L 4 1
pidgeotumialun 149 1
6. Preparation of schemes of work 4 '9\';,.“ o3 .2
7. Mamtenance of weekly record of SRR | T T :
work | SM Y 37 2.
8. Student panieipa}.ion in lessons - _ 14 9 . 4 '_ Coe
.9. Personality attributes of the - A o .
instructor - l e 14 - 9 B 1
10. Degree of cooperation by the L _
instructor with other staff- -~ — 13 v 9 .. -3 1
. ) / ] . B . .

&

that the preferences of pnnc1pals and vice- prmcxpals regardmg the dleee of i 1mportance

\

that the various cntena should receive in instructor evaluation are qulte dlfferent from the *-

existing pracnce ~ Concern with student development ranked first- as- the preferred A

criterion, followed by knowledge of cumculum quahtles of leadc@_‘xp dlsplayed by the * *+

A !

- \\ N

mstructor classEontrol and’ development in studems of a sense of responsrblhty These"

d .. .;‘".
I'sl : - - . R . >



T Table416r1 SISO SR R D
T FREQUENCY DISTRIBU’I‘IGN OF PRINCIPAL. AND MACE- PRlNCIPAL R
T /RESPONSES ON EXISTING IMPQRTANCE OF B ALUATION - : : N
- - CRITERIA FO&NINE INTERMEDIA’TE RANKED CRITERIA - *" | ~
A R RS A . S~ iy
i RS T P Degreeofunpbmnce s
L '(_:,_1-,:;,-‘3-."" L High - Moderate 'Lo{»”-
1. Methods oflmsonpre.emagon % 14 ' 8 o 1.9 4
| 12. 'Enthusnasmdlsplayedmteachmg ' -;‘14 - B ‘ i \ 2 N 4
.- 13‘.:Concemwuh mec;;wagzef T "":':.-\_ _‘,' !‘ ' ‘) -
S developmentofsmﬂems - 13 Vo S8 o4 1
14. Academlc quahﬁcauons ofthe _ . . v F : : . .
- Lhemsn'ur\tor ‘ : . 13 8 - 4 1 .
=2 ’Quahtm of leadershtp dxsplayed - ~1;~' 8‘ . : 5 Co

| made for mdrwduai\d.lffcrences wcre tlcd w1th a rank of 7.5 in terms of prcfcrred dcgrcc_

of 1mportance The d¢grce of coopcranon by the mstructor wnh ather staff mstructor-‘

student relanonshlps personallty attnbutes of the mstructor mamtenancc of weekly ‘

]
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' Table4 17 L

FREQUENCf DISTRMTION OF PRLNCIPAL AND VICE-PRINCIPAL
S -RESPONSES ON EXI»STIN G IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATIOX\}
' CRITERIA FOR TEN LOWEST RAN KED CRITERIA A ;

f\ L . S Degree of importance 'l"v“ R

% _ :
Criteria . s+ .4 'High Moderate - Low .
S N - - , - . - . . - o
. . 3 '.\" ':ﬁ
20.. Development in studems of v ) : St T
a sense of responsrbrlny 12 R & R 3. , 2
21.'Alnstruc10_rs pagncrpauon in. - L ' oA
college and community activities 14 R DU S 6 . -
. 22. Concern with student T T :
~ development . 4 W6 Ty T 1
23, Students working without - : R .
, supérvision - . . 13 67 £ 1
' . .'_‘_- ~ . 4.‘ " .
" 24. Dress and appearance of - ' ¢ R
" the ipstructor oL 12 .6 » 6 - R
. 25. Training of students in P EEU : N
self-expygssion . ' 4 - 5 \,\ 1 2
26. Provision made for individpal T _ o~
differences .13 “5 6. . o2
27.~__Gheckmg.meten work. . ~-13‘ 5 o5 -3,
.28, Evidence of self-evaluauon s ‘ I ’ S
activities & . : 14 4 9 ' 1
29. Insnuerors standing in ) : - ’ o
- the community .14 3 9 . 2
8 o 8 " . .
:1%‘_ s i . I % . . ‘ .

: re‘cord of work trammg of students in self—expr;cssxon mstructors participation in’

A
college and commumty activities, checkmg of wrrtten work and enthusrasm Qsplaged in .
. e
. twc‘nmg ranked 13.5 w1th similar d%rees of i 1mportance _ \" .
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| \an‘cﬁlass control should be@ven'hl
Lo ’5 L

3
A

.

v

. e /.
' e ?J.
‘concem w%?the cha

Frequencx dlstnbuuons ‘\of\pﬁm i
\"k" ,{&3:

Ce

N

ents preferred that concern
4duﬁl drfférences should%e given

pm‘%nt in students of a sense of .

ol
7fx1$tessron were suggested by eleven of the

of the respondents preferrcd that .

rgp éﬁm teadlung, evrdence of
,r}’ L1 nj{A AT .

self-evaluahon actlvmes, mstructor- A ‘3' el ,, nShl%S student parucrpatron in lcssons .
7}1' ot m lnsu:uctor evaluatron o .
L '~“'Tr'“‘.

The data m Y _ij;!y , “ ;’ﬁ of me resﬁondents also preferred that \

1B tudentﬁ‘ ‘academic q,ualrﬁcanons of the

&‘-'u.af“{,‘” g _J&Lw\b -

o

i ogpthos e *&
"mstructor personalrty atlnputes of the 1 structor, instructor's confomuty to college

norms and authonty and instructor's pamelpanon in college and commumty actwmes .

: \\2 should be gfg lugh qpportancc ]l‘hne of the respondents mGi?a I;

3 3\,
el

that lesson preparation,

methods of ‘lepson- 2

. . - «

: . . RN . i . g o . -
: . . >~ . : v, :
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FREQUEﬁCY DISTRIBUTION OF PRINCIPAL, AND VICE-PRINCIPAL
. RESPONSES ON PREFERRED IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION _
CRI'I'ERIA FORTENHIGHEST RANKED CRITERIA ) i A
e DT -~ Y Depreeof imporianc & ' -
: High Woderag‘: Low
P2 i ’ 3 -
et N £ f . £
ch&n wit,hsw"em o . . .A . _,_\/ :
. developmem R |2 12 S -
‘ 12 1. e
} | 11 | 1.
g ) ’I‘(mmngof'studems in RN R ‘/ L
RN i xself-expressxon\&v-- L‘ NS TR 11 j : 1 - 8
A TAREEN 5. Mmmenanceofweekly N ‘ ‘ .
Lor o recordofworb . f o o 1200 10 1 : 1
v:’-: I."'l ‘ \_ FL . . . .o . . . '
A Emhusiasm dlsplayed in teachmg 12 100 2 -,
N L. ) ka: ’ 1 )
7,.Ev«|d%nce of self—evalnanon RRIRTR /
' uVA cuVlueS .. Lo \\. “ 12 . v '10 2 <
8 *Insuucter-%udenuelauonshxps o ':';'*12\ A 100 2 ‘
. R Al \ )
| 9. Student pamcxpanon m lessons : ’12~_,' A 10 3 2 -
10, Class cof,‘trol_.:, : . Ut 10w 1 3
. . e S SR N DL .
o ‘ ¢

'presentanon development bf the pro;ess of m‘dmdual inquiry, qualmes of leadership

and parncnpatlon in qxtra-cumcular acnvmes should be of hxgh importance in evaluation .

. ofi mstructors The cruena that were least preferred by the responden\s mcluded students

[0

workmg wnhout supervxsxon dress and appearanee of the 1nstructor and mstructors

“standing in the community However as is mdlcated in Table 4. 20 even these. cr1ter1a

were endorsed as highly important by at. 1east-sxx respondents. : | ¢



Tabledls .
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PRINCIPAL AND VICE- PﬁuNcrpAL
* RESPONSES ON PREFERRED IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION
¢ . - CRITERIAFOR NINE INTERMEDIATERANKED CRITERIA ’

s . Degree ot’unpoﬁance
- 7 Criteria o ~ Hign B Modcratc Low
» N | f : f f =
11, Concemn with the character . _ ‘ : N v
. _developmemof students . 12 - - 10 -2 -
' : N
12. Academxc quahﬁcanons of g . . ' '
the instructor  * . 12 -~ 10 ' oo - 1
13, 'Personality attributes of o o o o ' ®
the instructor - 2 10 2 e
14. Instructor's conformity to college . 4 _ . , _
norms and authonty SRR V2 . 10 ‘ -l 2
15. Instrugtor's participation in college ' : o o - ,
and community activities 12 © 10 2 \
16, Lesson preparation 12 9 }L‘\‘; 2‘%% 1
17. Knocwle_dge of curriculum 12 9. 3 - S
18. Preparation of schemes of work 12 .9 By 2 1
B Mg
19. Methods-of lesson presentation 12 9 - 1 2

\

Evaluation Practices_v '

N

Relevant data were collécte}i and.analyzed to determine the perceptions and
preferences of college principals and instructors regarding the practices involved in the

evaluanon of college instructors. Twelve types of prac:ices that might be used in

‘

evaIQauon were hsted in the quesﬂonnalre Respondents were requcsted to mdxcatc the

i ’ ‘ Y
» . :

K3
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\/ . . . -, Table4.20 - o
2 o FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PRINC ALANDVICE-PRINCIPAL -
' ‘ RESPONSES ONPRE;ERRED IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION , Lo
'CRITERIA FOR TEN LOWEST RANKHD CRITERIA ¢ . E
Ve S /
¥ A —
Degree of importance .
 Criterion . -~ THigh . Moderae . Yow
' . BRI L T AN £ f
. ~ ; Yy
A ' . c - — /\V
. 20. Development of the process of
g : individual inquiry in students zp L9 O 3 -
. . o > BERS :
21. Qualites of leadership displayed , A v . :
" by the instructor B ) SR 9 - 2 v o
- 22. Instructor's barticipation in - . » B . . -«
extra-curricular activities 12 , 9 3 _ -
| 23. Use of teachmg aids 12 8 4 L
.24, Checkmg written work 10 8 2 4 :
25. Examination and/or test results T : 8 ' , = -
26. Degree of cooperation by the - , o :
. instructor with other staff - o 12 v 8 : 4 N
27." Students working without . . '« S .
~ ssupervision : 11 -1 . 4 - -
- 28..Dress and appearmce of the = - ' A : v e
. . instructor R » }7 3 .2
29 Instructors standmg in the - o ) . . -
\ 2

T, /commumty : 12 6 C 4

0 Sy importance Which is .('cxistingj and which should be .(p;cfcfred) gii/cn to each of the
- v%ﬁcuces on a~ﬁve pomt scale rangmg\from very limited 1mportancc (1) to “very great
importance” (5) A response of "no 1mportance" (6) was also prov1ded The dlstrﬂ\unon \
of the’ responscs across thc scale and mean scores . were calculated for

: ’mstructors/departmcntal heads and also for prmcnpals and vice- prmc1pals

A . .
v [
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listed in rank order from hrghest to. lowest degree)of i

>

practrces based ¢ on mstructor and departmental head nses. . The twelve’ practrces are
‘hnce Asis rndrcated n Table

421, requmng mstructq;s\to subrrut course outlrnes lesson samples and samples of

o
prOJects ranked first in 1mportance as an exrstmg practrce, followed by conductmg

: ’classroom (wsrtatrons in whrch the mstructor is observed holdmg rntervrews with

instructors to obtam 1nformatron about classroom practrces and requmng mstructors to

submit a report on classroom acﬁvmes and accomplrshments Requmng administrators

" and obtammg mformahon frorn students by means of a questronnarre ranked fifth and

.

0 ) -

sikth, respeetﬁel/y, in terms of degree of importance. Providinghe rnstructors evaluated

‘with copies of ebaluation comments and natifying instructors/when’ they are likely to be

evaluatedrkwere in seventh position with similar degrees of importance. Among the

o4 .., .

' lowes.t in-importance were ‘conducting poSt-evaluation conferencé with the instru'ctors

evaluated allowmg rnstructors to make wrrtten statements relating to any aspect of thelr

In Table 4. 21 is reported a co;npanson of exrsung and preferred evaluatron .

to complete specrally desrgned form3 to develop a profile of the 1nstructor charact\nstrcs

i

‘i_;.

evaluatron requmng instructors to wnte standaréhzed tests to gather mformatron about -

speCrfrc teachmg abrlmes and obtammg mformatron from students about an instructor's |

: work through face to-face mtervrews These practrces ranked from ninth to té/elfth in

: instruct;orxan @partmental heacf‘

terms of deg;ce of importa

evaluation practlces accordmg to the mean responses of
T :

_,f%%t

RN

t

O

W

Tables 4 and 423" contam percentage drstrlbutrons of rnstructor and o

departmental head respo es for e“xrstmg evaluafion practrces across the scale The

responses have been collapsed 1nto high (very great and great), moderate (moderate and-

some) and low (very lumted and no) categones of i unportance attached tosthe practrce




| Lo Taeam. . A
« . , - L .
. e : COMPARISO OF R PONSES OF INSTRUCT ORS AND DEPART‘v{ENTAL
i " HEADS REL TMT ._ S’I'ING AND PREFERRED EVALUATION PRAC’I'ICES
’. ) . . . . - ‘.‘_J -. ﬁ.
- N v ) ‘_ K “ .\\ .. .
Evaluation practices ‘ Exlsung o ’ : Preferred [
. ‘ ' Mean SD Rnk "Mean . SD
“ ¥ . r : _ » L
5 \7. . \ . B K . . . . . . R S
1. Requmng instructors to submit course S T - v -
~ outlines, lesson samples, sample - 4 ; CL : -t
" projects. - . 5 3.0 .6 -1 4.0 1.3 15 \
: : 2. Conducting classroom visitations in ~ _ : : o -
which instructor is observed : " 2.6 170028 37 - 14. 55
3. Holding interviews with instructors to ; /\/ S
*. . - ' obtaip information about classroom R T o
‘ | practces . S 26 1.5, 2.5 38 127 3
. 4. Requiring mstmctorstosubnmareport e L. < ' v )
\ - on classroom agtivities and accomplish- . o R
ments -- including self-evaluation 24 1.6 ¢ 4 3T 14 5.5
- A ) - e R ' N . .
5 5. Requiring administrators to complete Ce S
. specially designed lists of traits, skills, ' -
or characteristics todevelop a profile : o , , S A '
of instructors. - 2.3 1.6 5. C 33 14; 10
"' 6. Obtammg information from students - e T . K
< by means of a questionnaire Y Z,A 1.5 6 34 14 9
. 7. Providing the instructors evaluated o .
with copis of evaluation comments 2.1 1.7 7.5 4.0 13 15
y 8. Notifying instructors when they _ ' v o o
- are likely to be evaluated : 2:1 1.4 75 35 16 8
: 9. Conﬁu;ﬁng post-evaluétion conference .« - ) T o
‘ ~ with the'instructors evaluated 20 1.6 9 37 1.3 55 -
- _ 80. Allowing instfuctors to make wriven . —_ = , o -
' : statements relating to any aspect T .
- of their evaluation 18 16 105 37 14 55
A 1. Requiring instructors (o write standardized o (\———“
tests to gather information about R : o o
speciﬁc-teaching abilities.. 1.8 1.6 105 33 1.6 . 11
v i PV R i . . .
12. Obuumné information from studems §
" - about aminstructor's work through . ‘ oo v .
face-to-face i 1mervnews : 15 14 12 : 2.6 1.7 12 .
] N ? B X . : . : : /
A\ |

Y
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+ and low categorles was evrdent fo; the remammg practrces About 34 percent of theiﬂ_

The six hlghest rankmg pract1ces are reported in Table 4 22, whﬂe the srx lowest

A -

ranked practxcesarereported in Table 4, 23 S UL T o
T ” oy ¥

As Js shown n Table 4 22, about 43 perc%nt of mstructorsrand departmental

-~

e Y

y—

heads reported that reqmnng mstructors to subrmt courso outlmes and other matenals was

~

recervrpg high unportance in evaluanon of 1n§tructors, whrle approxrmate‘ly B%p!rcent of - ‘

Py

perceived it ta.be of low 1mportance Even greater vanatron across the hlgh‘ moderate ’

.2 3

respondents v1ewed conductmg classroom vrsrtatrons in whrch the mstrgctor 1s observed '

as of -hlgh 1rr{portance while aboiit 33 percent 1nd1cated that thxs pr‘actrce was of,xnoderate
A T

o 1mportance and another. 33 percent of the respondents observed that this pradtrce was

categones for requmng mstructors to submrt a report’ on. slassroom actrvmes and

d moderate and low 1mportance' respecher

| about 25 percent of the instructors and departmental heads. This percentage was sllghtly -

only of low importance in instructor evaluatron The responses aCross the three

G

~

»

| accomphshments were approxunately 28 percent 37 percent and P4 percent for hrgh

-

?\ e The data in Table 4. 22 also mdlcate that about 26 percent of the respondents' felt‘

L)

-fthat holdmg 1ntervrews w1th mstructors to obtam i fo ation about classroom practlces
o j.was of high 1mportance, approxlmately 49 perccnt of the respondents reported that IhlS

' !practlce was of moderate importance, and 25 percent f.thé respondents felt that this

practlce was of low rmportance Requmng admmlstratprs to complete spec1ally desrgned

hsts Jo develop a profile of the instructor was reported to be of high 1mportance by only

lower for d‘& ractrce of ; provrdmg the 1nstructors evaluated with copresmf evaluatrqp '

*l
comments.

_the respondents observed that this pract1ce was of moderate 1mportari€e and 24~percent -.
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‘Table 4.22

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF INS’I'RUCT OR AND DEPARTMENT AL
‘ [ HEA RESPONSES ON EXISTING IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION

790

coples of evaluanon comments -
. 4

5

29.7

PRACTICES FOR SIX HIGHEST RANKED PRACTICES
1, . :
A . —
‘Degree of impdrtance -
- - High Moderate ", Low
Evalyation Practices "N % % %
1. Requiﬁng instructors to submit course _
outlines, lesson samples, samples of < o * '
projectsand other matenals 208 433 o327 240
2. Condygfing cl;zssroomv:suatidns in _ : : . _
- which thesgstructor is observed -~ * 207 343 329 %9
3.. Requiring instructors to submit a réport B
~'on classroom activities and accomphsh- , -
ments - including self-evaluation - 208 . 284 1375 3.1
4. Holding intervieWs with instructors to ,
" obtain information about classroom AR : .
pracuces . 208 : 26.4 48.6 '25.0
S. .. Requiring adrhinistrators to complete :
" specially designed lists of traits, skills - ‘
..or eharacteristicS*to develop a profile of o o _
. theinstructor R 209 254 - 375 373
6 Prowdmg the instructors evaluated with - TR R
. 209 © 234 469

Fa

requmng instructors to

Yy

Evaluation praCtices that received least 'importance included .conducting post-

2

’evaluatlon conferences obtammz mformauon from students by means ofa quesnonnaure

ndardlze;c} tests, allowmg instructors to make written .

_stateme ts about their evaluatlon and obtammg mformanon from students about

—

' anmsquctor $ work zrough face to- face mterv1ews As is reported in Table 4.23, these

: 'Ipracnces were regar d as highly 1mportant by less than 20 percent of the respondents
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R An exammanon of Table 4 21 reveals that the preferences of mstructors and

2) -
- dwartmental heads regardmg the. degree of unportance that should be grve%gevaluatxon :

practlces drffer somewhat from exrstrng pracnce Requrrmg mstructors to, subm tcourse

outlmes and provrdmg instructors eva.luated with coples MUon comments kedi -

highest as preferred practrce in mstructor evaluatron These practrces ranked 1 and 7. 5

v

_Tespectively, in exrstmg practlce Hoﬂmg mtervrews wrth mstructors to obtain -

information about classroom practlces ranked thrrd in terms of degree of 1mportance .

followed by conducting classroom vrsrtatrons in whre“h the mstructor 1s observed
, requrrmg mstructors to submit a report on classroom actwmes and accomphsh.ments,

conductmg post evaluatlon conference with the instructors evaluated and allowmg:

mstructors to make wntten statements relaung to any aspect of their evaluauon Noufymg

By

mstructors when they are 11kely to be evaluated ranked erghth in terms of- degree of

: 1mportance. four es ranked’ lowestgrpreferred evaluatlon of mstructors These

mcluded requiring adrrurr%gi?tors to complete specrally deswned lists to develop a proﬁle
“of mstructors requmng mstructors to write standardxzed tests to gather 1nformauon about
speerﬁc teaching abilities and obtammg mformatron from students about an instructor's
worksthrough face-to-face mtervrews

. Percentage drstnbutrons of mstructor and departmental head. ’sponsesv. for'
preferred evaluatlon practrces are reported in Tagffl 24 and 4 25. The responses have
been collapsed mto high (very great and great), moderate (moderate and some) and low -
(very hnuted and no) 1mportance of the practrce in the evaluatron of mstructors Table
4.24 reports the six hrghest ranked preferred practrces, whrle Table 4, 25 reports the six

3 | lowest rankmg practlces As is reported rn Table 4. 24 about 74 percent of the

respondents indicated that requiring mstructors to submrt cou:rse outlmea.._lesson samples, T

samples of pro;ects and other matenals, and provrdmg the mstructors evaluated wrth o

J copies of evaluation comments should be of hrgh 1mportance m mstructor evaluatmn
.' ' R . <

o l‘ ‘ o , . J( | - o

Ly



’I‘able 423 . <
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF INSTRUCTOR AND DEPARTMENTAL .
- . HEAD RESPONSES ON EXISTING IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION
_PRAC’I'ICES FOR _SIX.‘L_OYVE_ST RANKED PRACTICES -

. Degreofimponance
o ~ High Moderate  Low
Evaluation }*:;ttctices B N _ % % : ' % -
7. Noufymg instructors when the{/ are L oL R e
likely to be evaluated ! 208 216 S 322 46.2
. o 8. Conducting'post-evaluation conference ‘¢ ; P L o
' ~ with the instructors evaluated - - . 207 19.3 329 4738
&2‘, : Obtamlng mformauon from students 'f o
-“ . by means of aquestionnaire - - 209 - 18.7 38.8, 42.6
10. Requ'u:ing INStructors 1o write sta"ndard- ‘ , y : , '
ized tests to gather information about- - -~ . b N e E
specific teaching abilies -~ | | 207 179 _ 304 .o sLT
11. Allowing instructors to make writtph _
’ statements relating to any aspect6f _ _ ) o :
. ——i——their evaluation : 20 - 176 - 286 . +3538
' Obtmmng mfon’nauon from students . : » '
about an instructor's work through face- - S o A o L
to-face interviews : e 211 114 = 26.5 o621
©
. i
. ' While about 69 percent of the respondents felt that holding interviews with

mstructors to obtain mformatton about classroom practices should be of hlgh 1mportance ‘

r‘-t , in evaluatron of instructors, approxtmately 26 percent oIT) the respondents suggested that .
.‘ . "thts practice should be, of moderate importance. The data in. Table 4.24 also conﬁrm that

. about 67 percent of the respondents recommended that’ requmng mstructors to submit d
report on classroom actmt’Es and accompltshments should receive hlgh 1mportance in
evaluation of msn'uctors Nearly 24 percent of the respondents felt that thts practtce

T

should be of moderate tmportance.'. ’ »

‘.
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B ' “/!;le424-‘ P
- PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF INSTRUCTOR AND DEPARTMENTAL
- HEAD RESPONSE ' ON PREFERRED BW&ORTANCE OF EVALUATION -

PRACI'ICES FOR SIX HIGHEST RANKED PRACTICES .
5 ' '
R B . .
" Degree of importance
s - A K High j‘.Modeme " Low
-E alu‘ationPiactices. ' o - . N % T gl %

¢

* 1. Requiring instructors to submit course

. outlines, lesson samples,. samples of . ' ' . L _ . -
-~ projects and other matenals L 208 74.5 173 5 8.2
2. Provldmg the instructors evaluatéd with . S : : -

copies of evaluation comments o213 L 142 1970 D61
! 'Y . .{ . o B ' . )

3. Holding interviews with instructors to
. @btain information aboutclassroom S : o o
pracuces . . oo 210 = 69.0 s 1287 . 5.2

" 4. .Requiring instructors to submit a report

_on classroom activities and accomplish- v . -

© ments -+ mcludmg self-evaluation o213 .67 .- 239 . - 89
5. Conducung classroom visitations ins . : R
whxch the mstructor is observed o 108 . 63.0 0279 9.1

- 6.. Allowing instructors to make written -
_statements relating to any aspect of their : . C ’ e -
g evaluanon _ S Co211 63.0 - 299 : R

%
«

About. 63 pert:ent’ of the rcspbndents‘ fclt that cbnduéting classroom visitations in

Wthh the mstru?tor is observed, allowmg instructors to makc wntten statcments and -

| conductmg post—cvaluanon confcrcnccs (Tablc 4, 25) shouid bc rcgardcd as hxghly

1mportant pracnces Less than 10 pcrccnt of the rcspondents vxcwcd each of thc eleven

mghest ranked 1temsasment1ng only low 1mportance —— :

[

- .
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L . Tabled2s” ‘
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF INSTRUCTOR AND DEPARTMENTAL .

HEAD RESPONSES ON PREFERRED IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION
PRAC'I'ICES FOR SIX LOWEST RAN KED PRACT ICES .

-

o~

94

Degxee of importance |

L

12

to-face i mtemews : .

13
“ - S High Moderate ~ Low
Evaluati8n Practices” # N % % %
1. Conducung post-evaluauon conference ' ‘
with the instructors evaluated 212 62.7 - 30.7 6.6
8. Notifying instructors when they are e TN
likely to be evaluated - 210 6t.0" 21.0 1841
9. Requu-mg instructors to write standard-
ized tests to gather information about Co .
. specxﬁc teaching abilities 210 - 552 27.1 17.6
- 10. Obtaining -mforma;xon from students ) T )
bysmeans of a questionnaire ‘ 213 53.9 329 ¢ 12.2
Requiring administrators to ‘con'1plete '
- specially designed lists of traits, skills
or characteristics to develop a proﬁle of ' .
the mstructors : 209 493 36.8 139
Obtammg mformauon from students "
_about an instructor's work through face- et , o
210 35.2 30.2 34.3

Table 4.25 shows that the practlces that were least prefcrred by college instructors

4

and departmenta'l heads mcludcd requmng adnumstrators to complete sgecxally de51gned

)

' lists to develop’a profile of i mstructors and obtaining information from&t,udenis about an

instructor's work through face-to-face interviews.

IS

Fo_r these pracucts, the high

" tmportance ratings ranged from about 55 percent to.35 percent.- Just over one-thi¥d of



mstructors and departmental heads consrder that low 1mportance should be gixen o

obtammg mformatron fxpm students through mtervrews

cn -. B &: ® . . v » 4. ) ‘(
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. A comparison of existingand preferred evaluatipn practices based on responses ’

of prmcrpals and Vice-principals is presented in Table 4.26. The twelve practrces have

been ranked from hrghest to lowest degree of 1mportance b‘ased on the means of the
I v

responses Requmng instructors to subnut course outhnes lessor{ samples, and samples

- of prOJCCtS ranked hlghest as exrstmg practrce, followed by requiring mstructors to -
: submrt a report on classroom activities and" accomphshments, _holdmg mtervrews with

instructors to.obtain information about classroompractices and conducting classroom

J

visitations in wh.teh the mstructor is observed Requlrmg admtmstrators to complete

@

| ’conference w'rth 1nst1'uctors evaluated ranked fifth ahd srxth respectlvely, in terms of

wrxtten statements, requmng instructors. to‘wnte standardlzed tests and provrdmg

instrugtors °‘,’31“at°d with copies of evaluation comW S ‘

In Tables 4, 27- and 4.28 are prese“n'féd frequen‘c‘y‘d.istributio‘ns‘. of principal and- \
- vice- prmcrpal responses for existing evaluation practrces across the scale. The responses
' 'have been collapsed ingo hrgh (very great arld great), moderate (moderate and some) and
low (very hmrted and no) 1mportance of practices in instructor evaluatron Table 4’27

reports the,srx highest ranking practrces, while Table 4.28 reports the sig lowest ranked -

- - @

"practrces o ’ @ o

As is reported in Table 4 27 eight- -of the thtrteen respondents reported that

; specrally desrgnedlrsts to develop 4 proﬁle of mstructors and conductmg post-evaluatlon '

'

-degree of 1mporiance Among lower ranked practlces were allowmg mstructors to make _'

nequrnng mstructors to submit course outlmes and other matenals was of lugh unportance E

in evaluatron of i 1nstructors whxle four observed that tlus practrce was of low 1rnportance .
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" While seven of the respondents reported that requiring instructors to submit a report on_

classroom activities and accomplishments was of &Kjgh importance, four noted _that this

practtce wae of Iow importance in mstructor evaluation. vae of the principals and vice-
| principals tndtcated that obtammg mformanon from students by means ‘of a questionnaire
“and holding intcrviews with instructors to obtain information about classroom practices
v'zere > of high‘importance in eva'lllluationi of rnstructors, ’_I’hé thirteen respondents were
a'lmos.t equally divided across high- moderate and low 'cactegoﬁes regarding~the existing
importance of requiring mstructors to complete specially desrgned lists of traits, slgl[for
charactensucs to develop a proﬁle of the instructors. Whrle fonrto.f the respondents
mdtcated that conductmg post-ew:aluatton conference wrth instructors eyaluated_was of
| “high ’importance in instructor evaluation, four others 'f’eit’.that -thuis practice was of
moderate tmportance and five suggested that thts practtce was of low 1mportance

"As is roported in Table 4.28, only three of the; respondents reported that

&
conductmg classroom vrsttatrons and obtammg information from studqnts was 'of htgh

1mportance in instructor evaluatlon ‘Seven of the respondents mdrcated that the former _

C— ‘.

practtce was of moderate 1mportance whtle.three other respondents pcrcelved that this
practice was given low importance. In regard to obtaining information from students
about an instructor's work: ough interviews, three respondents suggested th‘at this

- - practice was of moderate importance while seven indicated that this practice was of low

-importance. Only two of the reSpondents observed that requiring instructors to write -

standardtzed tésts and allowmg mstructors tq make written statements relatmg to any
' aspect of thetr evaluatton as ~bemg of high importance in instructor evaluation. “Eight and
.seven respondents respectively, reported that this practice was of 1ow 1mportance.

| 'I‘he data in Table 4. 28 1nd1cate that only one respondent percetved that provrdmg
tnstructors cvaluated with copres of evaluatton comments was of high 1mportance as -

ethtmg practice, fiye of the respondents noted that‘ this§ practtce was of mode_r_atc

importance, and seven of the respondents reported that this practice was of low

> ' o -’

o

¢

9 .

>



Table426 S

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OF PRINCIPALS AND VICE- PRINCIPALS RELATI
" TOEXISTING AND PREFERRED EVALUATION PRACTICES '

‘Existing ‘ - Preferred

Evaluation Practices ~ Mean/ SD Rank Mean SD Rank '

M|

1. Requiting instructors to submit course
. outlines, lesson samplm, samp \;" , T v o
projects’ . 30 17 1- 38 1.6 4
. ’\ ) *
2.+ Requiring instructors to submit 3 report
' * on classroom activities and accomplish- L T
ments -- including self-evaluation =~ . 29 21 2 38 14 4

3. Holding interviews with instructors to T ]
obtain information about élassroom’ o : )
pracnces . . 28 18 3 .43 0°9': 1

4. Conducung classroom vnsnauons in |
which instructor is observed - 2.6,

S. Requmng administrators to complete

" specially designed lists of traits, skills,
or characteristics to develop a proﬁle : ‘ ‘
ofmstmctors : o - 25 16 5 34 15 8

" o6.. Conducting post-evaluation corference LT "
with the instructors evaluated =~ N 2.3 1.9°° 6. 3.6 14 6

7. Obtaining information from students o Do |
by means of a questionnaire 22 019 7 : 39 1.2 2

8 Noufymg instructors when they : S
arehkelytobeevaluated)" , . 1.8 | 12 85 15 14 7

9. Obtaining,informs 'o_n from students
- about an instructor's work through : :
Hface-to-face interviews ﬁ . "1.8 1.7 8.5 .0 35 -14 105
e written

10. Allowmg instructgrs to m
statements relating to any aspec: - : ‘ ' .
1.7 1.7. 10 26 0 1.7 12

11. Requiring instryetors to write standardized
tests to gather information about . - L
speeific teaching abilities N 16 19 1. - 30 .14 105

- 12. Providing the mstructors evaluated A . : o .
' with copies ofevaluauoncommems LS 13 12 3.8 ' 1.3 4
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*a . Table427 . PREPER
' FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PRINCIPAL AND VICE-PRINCIPAL .0 ¢~
.~ RESPONSES ON EXISTING IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION: ’
PRACTICES FOR SIX HIGHEST RANKED PRACTICES -
- Lo . .
’ _ Degree of importance
- S ‘High. Moderate -~ Low
Evaluation Practices ' " . N o f f e f
rl,, Requiring instructors to submit course o | , '
outlines, lesson samples, samples of ' I
projects and other materials : 13 8 . 1 4
2. Requiring instructors td submit a report ' s o ' ;ﬂ
on classroom activities and accomplisk:_ o ‘ :
ments -- including self-evaiuation ’ 13 7 2 . 4
3. Obtaining ihformation from students g L o g
by means of a questionnaire . -13 j ' 5 2 , 6
4. Holding interviews with instructors to - ' o)
obtain information about classroom : a Y -
practices . ' 13- .S S ' 4
5. . Requiring gdministrators’to complete '
S specially designed lists of traits, skills
characteristics to develop a profile of , ,
. theinstructor gt . 13 .4 -5 4
. . . ’ Co L 4
6. Conducting classroom visitations in’ , , o : .
which the instructor is observed 13 4 . .« 4 a 5
- . -\ . .
' S

¢

| ‘importance. Finally, Table 4.2& also indicates that oﬁly one respoqdent'suggested that
: notifying instrﬁctor’s when they are likely to be evaluated was of high importance while,
the remaining twelve réported that this practice was of either moderate importance orJow
importance in the evaluation of ihstfucfors. . | L
~ As is indicated in Table 4l.26,' the 'preferenc'es of princii)als nd vicc-pn'ncipals--{

regarding ‘the degree of importance that should be given to evaluation practices are

somewhat different from the existing practi¢e. Holding interviews with instructors to '

-~
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) o Table 4.28 : .
FREQUENCY DIS’I’RIBUTION OF PRINCIPAL'AND VICE PRINCIPAL
_ RESPONSES ON EXISTING IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION v
- ) PRACT ICES FOR SIX LOWEST RANKED PRACT ICES N
V' ]_/ . | Degree of importance ~ .
- -, -  High  Moderme . Low
_Evaluation Practices A S A - fo o f . S
A " 8. Conductmg classroom visitations in_ _ * R
& whxch the instructor is observed 13 - .3 : 7 3

9. Obtaining mformanvon from students
about an instructor’s work through face- . : .
to-face interviews ' . 13 3 - 3 Co 7

9. Requiring instructors to write standardized
tests to gather information about -

: peclficteachmg abilities o 13 . 2 3 8
“+ [ 10. Allowing instructors to make written
- statements relating to any aspect of , . .
, their evaluation » 13 2 o 4 v 7
©11. Providing the.instructors evaluated 8 : S -
© with copies of evaluation-commems . 13 . 1 o '5 -7
12, Noufying instructors when they are ‘ » ) v L Cooe
d : hkelyt’o‘be evaluated’ * © 13 | S 6 6
¥ \
E)

~ obtain' information about classroom practices ranked first in terms of degree of‘v
" importance, followed by obtaining information from students by means of a

questionnaire. These practices ranked 3 and 7, respectively, in existing practice.

Requmng mstructors to subrmt coux@c outlmcs, lesson samplcs and other matenals, -

requmng instructors to submit a report on classroom acnvmes and accomphshmcnts an

prov1dmg mstructors evaluated thh copxes of evaluatIon commerits ranked fourth w1th

.- similar degrees of 1mportancc. Conductmg post-cvaluauon confcrcncc with the "}

instructors evaluated and notifying instructors when they are likely to bc cvaluated ranked
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sixth and seventh, respecuvely, in terms of degree of unportance as preferred practrces
The lovlest ranked practlccs were conductmgclassroom V151tat10ns in Wthh the 1nstructor
is observed obtammg mformatlon from students about an instructor's work allowmg

mstructors to make wntten statements, and requmng mstructors to’ wnte standardrzed

tests. -

In Tables 4.29 and 4.30, frequency distributions of principal and vice principal

‘responSes-' on preferr‘e'd"evaluatiOn'practices are r’eported. “The responses have been

)

. collapsed mto hrgh (very great and great) moderate (moderate and some) and low (very
"'hmn&d and no) importance of evaluation practxces Table 4.29 shows the six highest.
ranked practrces while Table 4.30 reports the six lowest rankmg practlces
As is mdlcated in Table 4 29 eleven of twelve respondents preferred that holdmg ~
interviews with msm‘ors to obtain information-about classroom practrees should be .
given high importance in instructor evaltration. Nine of the respondents suggested that
requiring‘ 'ilnstr.uetor ;o submit a report.on classroom activities "and accomplish'ments _
should be of high importance, while erght 1nd1cated that requmng mstructors to submit " v
.course outlmes and other materlals should I‘CCCIVC high 1mportance in mstructor -

evaluation. High importance was preferred by seven of the respondents for three -

practrces obtaining 1nformat10n from students by means of a questronnalre previding the

mstructors evaluated with coples of evaluatron comments and nonfymg mstructors when
they are hkely to be evaluated. . RS ‘

Table 4.30 reports that conducting classroom 'visit’ations, requiring instructors to
write standardized tests and allowing instructors to 't‘nake written s.'tatements'relating t.o
~ any aspect of their evaJ:ration were he levast preferred practices. Nevertheless, at least'

four principals and vice-princ‘ipa\l‘s attached high importance to these practices, and no

more than three considered them to merit only low importance.
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Tabled29 . L

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PRINCIPAL AND VICE-PRINCIPAL
- RESPONSES ON PREFERRED IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION - o
~ PRACTICES FOR SIX HIGHEST RANKED PRACTICES o :
Deg'ree of importance
. R  Hight . Moderaee Low = .
Evaluation Practices = . - - .  N. 7% f . £ f s
1. ‘Holding interviews with instructors o
; ‘obtain information about classroom _ S : :
practices . _ 12 , 11 1 - —
. ) . ] 2 :
2. Requiring instructors to submit a report
" on classroom activities and accomplish- . | .. : : .
ments - including self-evaluation . 12 9 ) 2 R
3. . Requiring instructors to submit éourse - ¥
-outlines, lesson samples, samples of - coo ‘ L -
projects and other materials , 12 ’ 8 2 2
4. 'Obtaining information from students = o i
* . by means of a quéstionnaire , 11 7 4 -
5. Providing the instructors evaluated : :
with copies of evaluation comments 12 - 7 — 5 T
. S !’” S . . . v . .
6. Notifying instructors when they are v s
likely to be evaluated v ‘ , 12 -, 7 o3 2

» .
L . .-

vy

. ’ : . N ) ] .
.
. N . .
-~ .

: Degree’of Satisfaction with Current Evaluation Practices

The,vdyta from the questionnaire were analyzed to determine the degree of |

satisfaction of college principals and instructors with the current instructor evg.lluation
B i . .

_practices. Questionnaire ‘respondents had been requested to'rate their degree of

sétisfac;ion with the current e\)aluétion practices by circling one of thc‘_'numbe‘rs from -
l(highly dissatisfied)'to 5 (highly satisfied). Frequency and pcrcéntatge_..distribdtions of
the degré'e of satisfaction with evaluation practices were determined from the responses. .

I’ . ) . - . - . PR
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> ' " FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION.OF PRINCIPAL AND VICE-PRINCIPAL
{ : " RESPONSES ON PREFERRED IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION
' PRACTICES FOR SIX LOWEST RANKED PRACTICES

T - .
: : - . : . : “ \’ :
: : T . : =
.

- ‘_ _\Degxeeofimportance / '

o o ,_ : High  Moderte *°  Low
- Evaluaton Practices . .. % - -~ N. .~ - f o0 0

7. Obtammg mformauon from students - 1’
about an instructor's work through face-  *
to-face interviews .. - CL 12 &

[ 38

as

8. Requxnng administrators to complete ,
specially designed lists of traits, skills . R ) Co g
- or characteristics to develop a proﬁle - -
of the instructor - ) 12 . 6 4 2

. 9. Cdnducting post-evalualitgiion| R : ’ '
with the instructors evaluateq” 12 - 6 o S o1
10. aConducting classroom visitations in o
"~ which the instructor is observed - 10 5 3 27

11. Requiring instructors to write standardized -
tests to gather information about -

specific teaching abilities - 12~ 5 s L2

12, Allowing'instmctors to make written 4 ' ?
statements felating 10 any aspect of - o S
theirevaluation =~ , . 12 4 ) 5 & . 3

<

.

Table 4.31 preseits the frcquency ﬁ percentage d1str1but10ns of the: degree of

)

satlsfacnon with evaluauon practices for both msguctog/departmental heads and .

prmcxpals/vwe prmc1pals, The results show that only 3.out of 215 of the mstructors and‘

departmental heads were htghly sansﬁed w1th exAstmg practices, 46 (or abOut 21%) were

somewhat satlsﬁed %2 (Gt_%pput‘ 15%) were undec1ded 56 (or about 26%) were

' somewhat dlssatmfled a_

x}abouer%) were hxghly dlssausﬁed Thxrty-exght (or )

LN
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- satisfaction with evaluation practices.

the quesuon

highly i-nVolVed in instructor evaluatio'n. Administrators. from the

s e
» .

i

Table 4. 31 also reports that none of the 14 college pnnc:pals and vice- pnnc1pals

.was hlghly satisfied with evah‘uon practices, six were somewhat sathﬁcd two were

undecided, three were somewhat dlssatxsfled and only one of them was hlghly

dlssatlsﬁed w1th the practxces Two of the pnnc1pals and v1ce prmc1pals d1d not answer,
. . . N S

.

: Sumrnary

~ . . . . o, t
«

In this chapter was presented an' .analysis of responses of idstructors, ”
- departmental heads, principals. and vice-principals regardjng existing ‘and preferred

" evaluation personnel, criteria and ptactiees. The results'revealed that college principals,

departmental Heads and §

eachers Servi'ce

_existing ‘personnel and were ‘also p'referred by the majority of the: Sspondents to be *

Commxssmn umvcr51ty personan and the Provmmal Educatlon Offlcer were least
involved in exlstmg evaluatlon and were’ also least preferred by the majorxty of the

rc5pondents | _.:'

’ 'speclalists from the Inspeetorate' ranked highest as

Ebout 18% of the instructors and dcp?fﬁﬁeﬁfé,l hcé_ds did not indicate their degree of -

4

- The criteria that were highly unportJt in extstmg evaluation of instructors, . .

-accordmg to instructors and departmental heads, mcluded preparatxon of schemes of
work exarmnatxon results and academ;c qualxﬁcauons Prov1sxon made for. mdmdual |

: dlfferences and student workmg without supervxslon were of least 1mportance as existing

»

crltena These respondents preferred that student parucxpanon in lessons, preparatlon of

‘ schemcs of work and knowledge of cumculum should be hnghly important in‘instructor
- , N . - e .

L o0
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: 'FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OFTHE DEGREE OF
' Q’I'ISFACTION WITH EVALUA’I'ION PRACTICES
Degree of S'iatisfaction - o ' . ‘Frequency . S ) %
Instructors/Depanmemal Heads o , _
«  Highlysatsfied IR o3 NS
o -Somewhatsausf_ied"_ LT 46 : 214
" - Undecided o N S 149
Somewhat dissatisfied . S 56 - 260
 Highlydissatisfied = . . 40 . L 186
e No answer N : : ) B \ - 177
e Towl - o - as 1000
Prlnci’pals/Vice-Principals R A v o
. Highly sansﬁed DR R T ""{- |
“‘:': o “_Somewhatsausﬁed A ,v 6 ' » ‘ 42.9
Undecided - 2 S 1l
Somewhat dissatisfied | ' 3 214 .
Highly dissatisfied - , 1 ‘ 7.1
 Noanswer . - - T 2 S 143
o . 1 T N . - .
" Towl = . o 14 10000

: evaluation '-Instructdr's standii'ylg.‘ini the co‘mmtinity and_student working without -

supervxsron were least preferred by the respondents

.

Generally, respondents pe;cerved more erﬁbhasrs bemg grven to process and

- presage criteria and least emphasis on p_roduct cntena. Srmﬂarly, rcsp_ondents seemed-to

prefer a greater degree of importance to be attached to process and presage criteria in

evaluation f instructors.
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- The 'majority of college principals and ﬂvice'-'principals perc?wed that e:tamination“
results, mstructors confortmty to college norriis and student pamotpatton in lessons ‘were

htghly 1mportant as extstmg cntena Provision made for mdtvxdual dtfferences andr

s mstructors standmg in the communlty were of least 1mportance These respondents

preferred that concern w1th student development, knowledge of cumculum and qualtttes '

. of leadershtp dxsplayed by the mstructor should be htghly 1mportant in- evaluatmg‘

mstructors Dress and appearance of the 1nstructor and tnstructors standing in the
commumty were least preferred by prmctpals and v1ce-prmc1pals L
As reported by the maJonty of mstructors and departmental heads requmng '

instructors to subrmt course outlmes, lesson samples and samples of prolects, conductmg

classroom vxsxtatmns and holdmg 1nterv1ews w1th mstructors to obtain mformanon about
classroom practxees ranked htghest as extsung practlces Obtammg information from

: students through face-to-face 1nterv1ews ranked last as an,extstmg practtce. Requtrmg"

-

mstructors to submtt course outlmes and other matenals and providing the mstructors
evaluated thh coptes of evaluatlon comments ranked htghest as  preferred practtces The
least.preferred practtce was obtaining 1nformatton.from_students through face-to-face

,
p—

1nterv1ews

Requtnng mstructors to submtt course outlmes, lesson ‘samples and samples of '.
* projects and requmng instructors ‘to submtt a report on classroom actwmes and '
accomphshments ranked.htghest as existing practtces accordmg to pnncxpals and vice-
prmc1pals Prowdmg the mstructors e-(aluated with c0p1es of evaluatton comments -
ranked lowest as existing - practtce The practtces that ranked ‘highest. mﬁpreferred
evaluatton as reported by pnnctpals and vice- prmc1pals, included holdmg mterv1ews ~
w1th mstructors to, obtain mformatton about classroom practxces and obtatmng
mformatxon from students by means ofa quesuonnatre The least preferred pracuce by
these respondents was allowmg mstructors to make written statements relatmg to.an

o

aspect of thetr evaluanon
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CHAPTER V -
ANALYSIS OF DIFFERENCES AMONG CATEGORIES OF -
RESPONDENTS | |

In this chapter are reported tesults of the analyses used to determine whether or

not there were. srgmﬁcant drfferences in responses among varrous categones of college
'mstructors and’ departmental heads. The main variables that were considered i in the .
analysrs mcluded total number of yeaa's of expenence in the teachmg- professron and in

‘ college teachmg, academrc or professronal quahﬁcatrons and size of college. The

-
dependent variables in th_e analyses of_ variance wege the perceptrons of exrstmg and

L3

- . preferred practices regarding personnel involved ineialuauo f'. valuatlon cnter1_a, and

evaluatlon pracuces thferences between responses of c _'es estabhshed on the
basis of the number of times respondents had been evaluated formally at teachers college
as well as degree of satisfaction w1th exrstmg mstructor evaluatron practrces were also
explored by means of t-tests. '

4

Experience of the Respondents in Teaching Profession

An analysis of .variance was ca/rr'sd out for four graups of the respondents

accordmg to the total number of year of expenence in the teaching. profess1on The

’

: groups were as follows group A — under 5 years; group ‘B — 5'to 10 years; group C '

— 101014 years; and group D — over 14 years of expertence - There were some_

slﬂnxflcanpdlfferences in perceptions and preferences for all three dependent variables:

personnel criteria and practices. o

. ‘ . ! . . E " o Y .

- Analysis-relating to extent of involvement of personnel across experignce
categories indicated oply one position — subject specialists from the Inspectorate — for
' 106 ‘

\



' reveals that the extent to which subject specralists were percerved to be involved in

.o

~

whrch there was a statrstxcally sr,gmﬁcant drfference among respondents. Table 5.1

‘.

mstructor evaluauon increased from the less expenenced to the more experrenced gnoups

The dlfference between those respondentswho had over 14 years of expenence rn the

\
teachmg professron and those who had less than 5 years of experrence was statrstrcally

107

srgmfrcant There were no srgmfrcant drfferences am ng ‘the groups in the preference for

subject spec1ahsts to be mvolved in evaluanon of i mstructors

On seven of the evaluation criteria there wete significant differences across the

experience categories. The differences were in perceptions of existing practices on four
;cntena m preferences for two others and in both perceptrons and preferences on one

_cntenon Results of the analysrs are presented in Table 52. Eleven of the fourteen

or prefernng a greater emphasis on the cntena than those wrth feyver years of expenence

~The table reveals that those rcspondents havmg between 5 and 9 years of expenence in

significant dtfferences involved those with over 14 years of cxpenence either percervmg 3

the teaching professron reported less emphasrs than did those with over 14 years of

-experrence regardmg the apphcatron of four cntena —_ enthusrasm drsplayed in tcachmg, :

evidence of self-evaluatron activities, checkmg of written work, and training of students

Cin self—expression — in the existing evaluation of instructors. However, the two groups

N

-

were not significantly dxffercnt with respect to therr preferences for the 1mportance that - °

- “should be attached to. these criteria in. the evaluatron of mstructors _Those rcspondents ‘

5

“who had over 14 years of expenencc also rcported that a higher degree of emp;;asrs was
placed on enthu‘s\rasm d18played in teaehmg than drd.}he group that had between lO and 14

years of expenence However there was no s1gmf'\cant d'1fference betwecn ‘these groups

| regardrng preferred 1mportance that should be glven to thrs cnterlon The respondents

“who had less than 5 years of expenence 1n<teachrng percerved a greatcr cmphasrs on

. . .
) . 3 . .
N . . T "

. .. ‘ v ' ~
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eyidenee .of self:eyaluation- act;yities'than did.those Who. had between 5and 9 years of :
expenence in teaching. The two groups were not srgmﬁcantly drfferent in t]terr preferred

-vrews of the 1mportance that should be grven to this cntenon in the evaluation of
mstructcc))rs In addition, the respondents who had less than 5 years of experrence
percerved less - 1mportance being attached to checkmg of wntten WOl'x\ rn exrstmg
instructor evaluatlon and also had a lower preference for the criterion in evaludtion of |
mstructors, than d1d the group that had over 14 years of experren_ce in teachl_ng
profession; Those respondents having over 145year's of ’earperience in teaching'also
attaehed a'higher preference for the importanee that this criterion shou‘_ld receive in-the
h eyaluation of }instruc‘torsthan did the group that had between 10 and 14 years of

. ’ / N
expenence . i

Whlle Table 5. 2 indicates that the respondents who had between 10 and 14 ye
N of experience were not srgmficantly dlfferent from those who had over 14 years of
expenence in the perceived importance that was presently given to the, )d'gebpment in
students of a sense of responsxbrhty as exrstmg evaluatlon criterion, tife two groups were

srgmﬁcantly dlfferent in thelr preferences of the importance that this criterion. should bc
grven in evaluation of mstructors ' | | )

The groups of respondents that had between 10 and 14 years or over 14 years of
expenence in teachmg reported that a higher 1mportance was presently given to the
cntenon'of training students in self-expressron than drd the group that had betwcen 5

and 9 years of experience; how er the groups did not differ on the rmponance which *

should be gtven to thrs cntenon in instructor evaluatron Respondents who had less than

5 years of expenence in'the teachmg professxon were srgmﬁcantly drfferent from those
- who had 5t9 or over 14 years of experlence in that’ they mdtcated that hrgher

‘importance should be given in eyvaluation to the, academic quahﬁcau_ons of the msuuetor.




: dxf{erences in perceptlons or preferences for only two evaluatlon pracpces A'_

" and other materials. They also expressed a preference for a lower emphasrs on thlS

' "‘I'J,,:a

" compared to respondents who had -over'14 years of teachmg expehence respondents

who had between 10 and I4 years of expenence in teachmg professmn report,ed tha .:a, .
k't

lower degree of empha51s was placed on requmng mstructors to submit course outlmes

N : e

.
b?.a‘v.— .

3

evaluation practice in mstructorevaluanon : ' L ‘.‘":
' ) ’ &'
There were also some differences in the perception relatmg to . requ1rmg°

,

e

K

INStructors to submlt a report on n classroom activities and accomphshments as agLexlstmg

evaluation practxce ReSpondents who had over 14 years of experience in the teachmg

professron perceived that greater importance was attached to- this pract1ce than d1d these

who had between 10 and 12 years or between 5 and 9 years of experlence in teaching.
The two groups were not sxgmﬁcantly dlfferent in the preferred 1mportance that should -

.be, gwen to th15 practice.

'Experienee of the Respondenrts in Coll_ege Teaching -
For purposes of testing for differences acrossﬁcollege teaching experie_nce
categories, the respondents' were placed into four grougs accordlng to the total number
of years of experience. The groups were as follows: group A— less than 2 years;

grOUp B — 2.to 4 years; group C — 5t0 9 years; and group D — over 9 years.

E ] 3 E ] .' :

The analy51s of vanance relatmg to the extent of involvement of various categories .

[
v

of personnel revealed that there were two positions on Wthh there was a staustlcal

difference among groups of respondents. As is indicated by the results in Table 5.4,

those respondents- who had between 2 and 4 years of experienee in college 'teaching :
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% preferred a hrgher degree of mVOlvement by umversrty personnel in evaluation than did -

/

3

115

the respondents who had between 5. and 9 years of exp,enence A sumlar drfference in -

preferences exists between those thh 2 to 4 years of expenence and those wrth over 9.

[
ho_wever, were not srgnrﬁcantly dtfferent_m their perceptions of the actual involvement of.

Y

these personnel in evaluation of instructors.

Evaluation Criteri ' .

years m relation to the 1molvement of the mstructors berng evaluated. The groups,,‘.

Out of the twenty—nine criteria that were listed i(t-he questionnaire, only one

2

criterion ~ mstructor s standing in the commumty — on Wthh there was a sxgmftcant

drfference across college teachmg experience categones 'I‘able 5.5 shows that this

difference was between the respondents ‘who had from Sto 9.years of experience and

RN I

thosc with over 9 years of expenence 'I'-he"re'spondents having over 9gyears of _'

expfrrethe preferred that hrgher 1mportance should be be given to this cntehon than did

those in the latter category The two groups were not significantly different regardmg

their views of the importance that was presently ‘given to this criterion in instructor

Is

Accordmg to the results presented in Table 5.6, there w§re srgm}‘tcant differences

evaluation.

in percepnons and/or preferences for two out of twelve types of evaluatton practices listed

Nk v.
‘r‘-‘vn[‘q v

in the quesnonnarre, namely, holdmg interviews with mstructors to obtain mfomiatron

| about classfoom expenences and nottfymg the instructors when they are hkely to be

evaluated. " The table reveals that the respondents who had between 2and 4 years of :

experience percetved greater importance bemg gtven to holdmg interviews with ~

mstrnctors to obtam information about classroom expenences than did those who had

" less than 2 years of experience in college teachmg. The two groups did not differ

«. " ., . ' dﬂ). l

2
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1 8 -
51gn1ﬁcantly in the preferred degree of 1mportance that thlS practrce should I‘CCCIVC m‘
\ mstructor evaluatron Table 5 .6 also reveals that two’ groupf of respondents — those |
~ who had between 2. and 4 years and those wha had between 5 and 9 years —of
- expenence in college teachmg percexved thata hrgher degree of unportance was g1ven as : :
well as should be given to notrfymg the instructors’ when they are hkely to be evaluated .
"'than did the respondents who had le$s than 2 years of experlence in college teachrng
- There was a srmtlaadlfference in percepttons of exlstmg practlces between respondents
who had from 5 to 9 years of experrence and those who had less than 2 years of '
experrence These two groups were howevtr not slgmfrcantly drfferent in therr
preferences. for the degree of i rmportance that thts practxce should receive m evaluatlon of B
instructors.’ . | A
Quahfrcatlons of Respondents _
Three groups of the respondents based on highest academrc and/or professronal _’
.dualrﬁcauons were considered in the analysrs of variance. "'he groups- were-as follows
: group A— Drploma/Sl group B — Bachelors degree ‘and group C — Masters
".degree PR _‘ T ’-.‘.-j.';:’é
‘»?E'.'va'lg an'gn’ Personnel rsonie '
o Accordmg to the results of the analysxs relatmg to the extent of mvolvement of
- various personnel across. qualercatron categones, there were, two posmons -
departmental head and mstructors bemg evaluated — for whrch deference among groups :
of respondents were statrstrcally srgnrfrcant T able 5.7 1nd1cates that the extent to whrch.."
_departmental heads and mstructors belng evaluated were preferred by the. respondents- _:-'
| mcreased from the less quahfred respondents to the more quahﬁed ones Those"
respondents who had a ‘Master's degree preferred htgher mvolvement than dld ‘the

o

| '_'respondents who had Drploma/Sl However there was no statlstlcal dlfference betgeen ﬁ’
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: the two groups of respondents regardmg thelr perceptton of the actual mvolvemcnt of .-

these types of personnel in exis ting evaluatxon of i mstructors

. . ¢
E . ‘ . B : :

Evglgg[vi.gb n Criterig.

’ Analysrs relatmg to the degree of unportance of evaluatlon criteria across
quahﬁcanon categones indicateq that there were two types of criteria for whxch there was .
a sugmftcant dlfference among groups of respondents These criteria were the
development in students of a sense of 'responsrblhty and training students 'in- self- _- ‘
expressron Table 58 1nd1cates that the preferred 1mportance glven to these criteria
decreased from the less quahﬁed reséndents to the more quahﬁed ones fortwo groups ,.
of the‘ respondents, namely, Diploma/S1 and Bachelors degree groups Respondents
who had, Drploma/Sl preferred that a higher degree of 1mportance should be given to -
developmg in students a sense: of responsxbrhty and trammg of students in- self-

-

expressron than d1d the respondents who had a Bachelor s degree Those respondents_: :

L]

who held a Masters degree preferred that a hlgher degree of 1mportance be given to - '

developmg in students of a sense of respon51b1hty than did those who had a Bachelor s .

degree ‘These groups were not 51gn1ﬁcantly different in- degree of i 1mportance that these -

. cntena were presently given in mstructor evaluatlon -

o Table 5 9 reports that there were srgmfrcant drfferences m perceptlons among
groups of the respondents for only two eva ‘ uation practtces requmno instructors to write _
standardtzed tests to gather 1nformat10n about specrﬁc teachmg ab111t1es and notlfymg the
mstructors when they are likely to be evaluated As is 1nd1cated in the table the degree.
of 1mportance gwen to- evaluanon practxces tended to decrease from less quahfred to the

more quahﬁed respondents /
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Respondents holdmg Dtploma/81 percetved that a htgher degree of i rmportance 3

was presently gtven to requmng mstructors to wnte standardtzed tests than dld those who

»

. 2 -
v_held Bachelors or Masters degrees _However the respondents dld not drffer o

' srgmfrcantly regardrng theu' prefe;ences for the 1rnportance tha, should be gtven to thts
practrce in the evaluatton of mstr,uctors Table 5.9 also 1nd1cates that the respondents .
holdmg a Bachelor S degregg_)_ercetved that a hxgher degree of i unportance was bemg gwen ’
to notrfyrng 1nst:ructors when they are hkely to be’ evaluated than drd those. wrth a

Masters degree The two g.o ps were not srgmfrcantly dlfferent regardmg thetr '

LY

. preferences for the 1mportance tha=t thrs practrce should be grven in mstmctor evaluatton

o . : $: . ‘ PN ; !

Number of Formal Evaluattons of Respondents tc ..

Two groups of respondents were consrdered regardmg thé”:&equency of formal:

evaluauon at teachers college“ group A — never evaluated group B

.‘feva.luated at least

LA

once. Analysrs relatmg to. the extent of personnel mvolVerr@nt in, mstructor evaluatton'

across frequency of: formal evaluatlon categones revealed that there was no posmon for
which there was a srgmﬁcant drfference in percepuons between the two groups of'
respondents However, there were some drfferences relatmg to both evaluatron cnterta'

l_and evaluat10n pracuces

| On three cntenasrgntﬁcant dtfferences between the reSpondents who had never:
been evaluated and those who had been evaluated formally at least once at' teachers :
‘ college The results are presented in Table 3. 1‘0 ReSpondents whd had been evaluated. '
_ »v.' at least dhce percetved that hlgher 1mportance ‘was presently gtven to checkmg wnttcn -
| work and to the acadermc quahficatrons of the 1nstructor than drd the respondents who |
had never been evaluated formally, The two groups of. the respondents did not dlffer .

' srgmﬁcantly in thetr preferences for thc 1mportance that these crttena should be gtven. : :

* Lo e s
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Table 5.10 also conﬁrms that these two groups di‘ffered signiﬁcantlyvreg._arding' their ;
preferences for the irnportance that should be given to the d'res.s and appearance of the
' mstructor The respondents who had never been evalnated had a hlgher preference for -
the. importance that this criterion should receive than did the ones who had been evaluated'
“at least once. There was no significant dlfference between the two .grou,ps regardr_ng their
perception of the impg_rtance that was being given to this 'cm;-;ﬁbr_i.in existing instructor
evaluation. | ' | | | s

v luati acti

‘Table 5.1 1 reports that there were six .practices .' on which there were significant
_ differences in ,' p_ercep_tions, or preferences between the two groups of respondents.
Instructors aﬂd departmental heads who had never beenevaluated preferred thata higher
degree of i 1mportance should be- given to conductmg classroom vrsrtanons in whlch the
msn'uctor is observed than dld the those who had been evaluated atieast once The two
groups d1d not drffer in their perceptrons of the. 1mportance that was presently gwen to. |
“this practlce The two groups also drffered in: therr perceptlons of the degree of
1mportance that was presently“glven to ﬁve practlces holdmg mtervxews w1th mstructors
’ .to obtam mformauon about classroom practlces requmng mstructors to submrt course.
outhnes and other matenals, requmng instructors to submlt a report on classroom a
act1v1t1es and accomphshments, conductmga post-eva.luatlon conference, and notifying .-

the instructors- when they are 11ke1y to be evaluated Respondents who had been :

- evaluated at least once percetved that hrgher unportance was bemg grven to these practlces'_

B than d1d the respondents who had never been evaluated However there was no’

: srgmﬁcant drfference between the two groups regardmg therr pret‘erences for the-

1mportance that should be: glven to these practrces in mstructor evaluatron
. ~ ) ' . . . 'l‘. . . . . .. . ; v".
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| Degree of Satisfaction-of Respondents with E_xistin'g Instructor Evaluation

Two groups of the%Spondents were considered for the degree of satisfaction

thh instructor evaluation: group A — satxsfled, aand group B — dlssausﬁed
' Respondents in group A were those who responded 5 (hxghly satlsfied) and 4 (somewhat

-satrsfred) on the satrsfacgon scale while t_hose in group B responded 2 (somewhat

dissatisfied) and 1 (highly dissatisfied). Undecided reéspondents were omitfed' in ‘the

analxsi‘s.' Differences between the groups were tested for significance by means of t--
s -, .

-

valuation Personnel
Results of the analysis relating to the extent of involvement of various types of
, o o, L - o
personnel in instructor evaluation indicated that there were two positions — curriculum

planers from the Kenya Institute of Education (K.LE.) and édminiitrators from the
) : . R . L 4 - .

Teachers _Ser{"ice Commissiof (T.S.C.) — for which there was a significant difference

between theltwo groups of respondents. Table 5.12 reports that the extent to which

: curriculum planners from the K.LE and administrators from the T.S.C. were perceived

to be mvolved in the evaluatjon of i mstructors decreased from the satlsﬁed group to the

| dmsausﬂed group The SatlelCd group percewed a hxoher extent of mvolvement of
. " A

cumculum plannerz\f’rom the K. I E.in exrstmg evaluatron practlces as compared to the

drssansﬁed group There was no/ s1gmﬁcar1t drff’erence between the two groups in therr'

' preferences for this practxce in instructor evaluatxon The satisfied group percelved and

also preferred a hlgher extent of i mvolvén‘ent of. admm1strators from the T.S.C. than did

~ the dxssausﬁed group. .
Evaluatio Criteri : - A"_a_"

" On six out of the twenty-nine criteria that were listed in the questionna'ye‘: there

were significant differences across satisfaction categories. Results of the analysis dre

D
T
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v [

' reported in Tab1e 5 13. As compared to the drssausﬁed respo@\ts tbe sansﬁed group |

percerved that a hrgher degree of 1mportance ‘was being ngen to maintaining weekly

[

!

N

record of work, develqpmg the process of individual i mqurry in students, the degree of
cooperatron between mstructors ang other staff, ‘and the mstructors standmg in the
commumty as existing criteria. Dr erences between the two groups regardmg thetr

~Q

preferences for the- 1mportance th t these cntena should recerve in evaluation of

instructors were not srgmﬁcant. While the two groups drd not differ S1gmﬁcantly in thexr

perceptions of the importance given tchecki | wgtten wark or partrcrpatmg in extra-
- , N
cumcular acttvmes &he @fferences regarding their preferences for the importance that

> —

should be given to these criteria were srgmﬁcant The satisfied. group preferred that a .

hrgher degree of 1mportance should be given to these. cnterla than did the dissatisfied

group.

As is reported in Table 5.14, there were significant differénces in perceptions and
preferences between the satisfaction groups on four evaluatibn practices. The satisfied
respondents percexved a htgher degree of i 1mportance bemg given to holdmg 1nterv1ews

w1th mstructors to obtain mforrnauon about classroom practrces and requiring mstructors

to write standardrzed tests to gather mformatmn about specxfic teachmg abrlmes than dld

the dissatisfied respondents. The two groups did not dlffer 'srgmﬁcantly in their

.prefecences for, the i‘mportan_ce' that these practices should be given. 'Table 5.14 also -
shows that th’e‘two groups were signiftcantly different jn their views regarding the degree

- a

- of importance that was presently given and which should be given to requirin'g instructors

to subnut course outlines and reports on classroom actrvmes and accomphshments

A companson of the satisfaction with existing evaluatlon practices between the

_responde<1ts who had never been evaluated and those who had been evaluated at least

once was c\amed out usmg t-tests. The results presented in Table 5 15 md1cate that the
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respondents who had been evaluated at least once were more satrsﬁed wrth mst:ructor

'evaluatton practrces than were those who had never been evaluated

PR e

e
e L e
; Snze}o? CoNege iR el ‘ o

The respondents were dwtded mto three groups accorchng to the 512e of college as' -
deﬁned by the number of mstructors in the college The groups were as follows group o

' A — fess than or equal to: 50 mstructors (small) group B — 5 1lto 70 1nstructors

v’

" ;‘v(medlum), and group C — 71 mstructors or oven(larae) Analysrs regardmg the extent' _

: of mvolvérnent of vanous types of personnel m mstructor evalua,?on showed that there

was no posmon for whrch there was a srgmﬁcant deference in percepnons or preferences

7

" among respondents from the three groups of colleges 'However,v there were some p

s

drfferences in relauon to both cntena and practtces ot R

Slgmﬁcant dtfferences m perceptrons and »preferences amono respondents from -
‘ the three groups of colleges wer‘e observed for prov1sron made for individual drffere’nces,' L

personahty atmbu._tps of the mstructor and dress and appearance of the mstructor’: Table‘

) 5 16 1nd1cates that there was a srgmﬁcant drfference betweensnespondents frommedmm— |

 size colleges and those from large colleges on all three cntena The responderysf‘ﬁom .

Vi .y

. i
- The drfference between the two groups regardmg therr preferences forﬁhe upaportance that

o

' should be grven to these, cntena was not sxgmficant Table 5. 16 also {G?:hcates that the_

/

,...

respondents from medrum-sue éolleges percerved a hrgher ‘&)g‘ree of 1mportance‘;

' -'-presently attached to personahty attnbutes of the mstructor than. '&id,the respondents from :

v‘p d;

- "small colleges however, the two grOups drd not dtffe,r"ldtl‘7 their preferences for the‘

~ ¢ importance. that hlS 'crnenon‘should be’ g1ven rrﬁhe evaluauon of mstructors

EN S

] ,,3

‘_ medrum-rsrze colleges percelved that more rmportance was bemg gtven to thaxe cmterla B |
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'I'here was only one evaluatron pracuce — conductmg post-evaluahon conference

. _w1th mstrﬁctors evalirgﬂ;d —_ for wh1ch there was a srgmﬁcant d1fference between

wresponden'ts from two groups of colleges As is reported 1n Table 5 17 respondentsj |
from small colleges preferred th#at a hlgher degree of 1mportance should be grven to

'\;-_: conductmg post-evaluauon' conference with mstructors evaluated than drd respondents :
lffrom medrum-srze colleges There was no srgmﬁcant drffeknce between the two gjoups

Cof respoﬂdents regardmg the;r perceptlons of the degree of 1mportance that this practlce

3 wagactually'recervmg.},n_,rnstructor evaluation. c ‘

g

¥

Results of the analy31s relatmg to the degree of satlsfactlon wrth mstructor
evaluauon practrces and sife of college for mstructors and departmental heads revealed

ﬂ

- Ihat respo?dents {:‘om small colleges were - srgmﬁcantly dtfferent from respondents from':'
.;medrummze colle&es\ regardmg their degree of satrsfactron wrth evaluatlon practrces As -
is- shown in Table 5 18 respondents from small colleges were more: satrsﬁed with

: evaluatron pl‘aCtICCS as. compared to those from medlum -size colleges Slrrularly,'

" 'respondents from large colleges were ‘more satrsfred wrth evaluatron pracuces as

» compared to those from medrum-srze colleges

' Sumrnary |

Results of the analysrs of differences among categones of mstructors and
: departmentai heads were reponed in thls chapter The drfferences mcluded expenence of.
“the respondents m teachmg professron and in college teachlng, acadenuc or professronal

L .quahﬁcatrons and srze of college
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The results showed that there was a srgnrficant drfference among respondent
.groups for one type of personnel sever cntena and two pracnces As compared to less '

experrenced respondents, the more expenenced respondents in teachmg professwn

’ 3"'reported more 1nvolvement of subject specra.hsts m 1nstructof" evaluatlon and also

percexved and preferred greater emphasrs on evaluatron cntena and pracnces There were -

: _-stanstrcally s1§‘hficant dxfferences m perceptrons and preferences among groups of

“ respondents across college teachmg expenence eategimes for two types kf;\ersonnel one

T : bcnterron and two evaluanon practrces Whtle the less expenenced respondents preferred
‘a hlgher degree of mvolvement of evaluatlon personnel than dld the more expenenced o
ones, the more experlenced respondents percewed and‘also preferred a hlgher degree of
-:"unportance attached 10 evaluatron practrces N | . ' | |
Across qual1f1cat10n categones, the more qhahfred respondents preferred ’more

1nvolvement of evaluatron personnel than d1d the less qu‘ahfied ones.. On the other hand

the less quahﬁed respondents pefeerved and also preferred a hrgher degree of 1mport# =

. attached to evaluation cntena and practrces o

There were srgmﬁcant drfferences between respondents who had never been s

’ evaluated at least oncy three cntena and six practlces Respondents who had been o

efice percerved and preferred a greater degree of unportance attached to
atlon crrtena and to practrces than d1d those who had never been evaluated Across

 the degree of. atlsfactron scale there were 31gn1ficant drfferences among respondent)
B & .

L 'reported and preferred a hrgher degree of 1mportance grven to evaluauon cntena an\dﬁl

. than d1dthe drssatlsﬁedones E v ', , '. ;,

o~

o practrc

Dre satrsfied wnh 1nstructor evaluatron practrces than those who had never been

| evaluated Although there were no srgmﬁcant drfferenc 2s among groups of respondents |
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: from dlfferent colleges for evaluatlon personnel respondents dlffered sxgmficantly on
three evaluatxon cnteng, and oxe evalu*xon pracnce Whlle respondents from medmm'

B sxzed colleges reported that more 1mportance'%vas attached to’some evaluauon cntena than

\

d1d those from large colleges, respondents from sm,all/colleges cated that more

1mportance was glven to certam evalganon practtces than did. those f og medmrﬁzedg L

o
. Q,l

A 3
)

Respondents from dlfferent S1zed coll ges also ?ffere\d rega“r?mg degrce of _'W
| ".satlsfactton with evaluatlon practlcesl Respondents from small) colleges Were~more o
o "sausfied with’ practlces than did. those from medlum s/zed colleges, while respondents
fr(ﬁ large collegses were more saUSﬁed w1th practwes than were those from mezﬁg}n

. -i_ sxzed colleges

o ‘ .



CHAPTER VI .
: STRENGTHS SHORTCOMINGS AND SUGGESTED
IMPROVEMENTS IN INSTRUCTOR EVALUATION
~Among’ the sub-pr“lems addressed in the study were deterrmmng the strengths
and shortcommgs of exrstmg mstructor evahxatlon pracuces as well as 1denttfy1ng the
o

changes that college pnncrpals and mstructors beheved should be mtroduced to make - -

.v!~

‘ pracnces more effectrve Data related to these three problerns were obtalned by | g\eans of

- the open-ended questlons in the questlonnarre The comments and suggesttons made by -~

& :
- 'the respondents were categonzed mto a number of themes basgd on commonaltres in- -

o percerved strengths percerved shortcommgs and desxred 1mprovements in practlces A

* K .
) number of respondents also made some general comments which are presented in the last -

-sectronofthechapter = , L _' B
' S/?engths of Exlstmg Practlces o
_ Cc>l\§ge mstructors, departmental heads prmcrpals and vice- pnncrpals hlghhghted -

LT a number 0 strengths in the exrstmg 1nstructor evaluat1on practrces In this SCCthl‘l the . ™™

" responses are reported under srx maJor themes qualrty of teachmg, college cumculum K
and syllabuSes, settmg standards, promotron of rnstructors self—assessment and student .
development. | | ‘
mm_nggualmtlmmng w 3
“The majorrty of the respondents felt that mstructor evaluation pract1ces had‘ '

‘v - 1mproved the quahty of teaqhmg in the college There was a general view that throughv :

o evaluatxons coIlege mstructors had beeome famrhar wrth new methods of mstrucnon, S

; j
f new mstructronal matenals and dlfferent teachmg methodologres

o

sy Y
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e

T4z

S .The followmg responses typtfy some of the respondents percepttons of the o

posmve contnbutlons of evaluatlon to teachmg o . ‘& A

o

N

Equip tnsg'uctors thh better teaching techmques, help mst:ructors update L
their educatiqpal; social and moral obhgatlons guide the instructors on what
and how to teach; determine instructors' success in teaching; improve
instructors’ profé'ssmnal approaches to teachmg, allow instructors to make -
changes in teﬁch g strategies; raise instructors' level of efficiency in -

, teachmg, enable instructors to modify their instructional materials; make -
@ instructors more active and effective in lesson prepa.ratlon provide

L . tnstructors with general professronal trmmng in’ teachmg

~Three of the respondents suggested that mstructor evaluatxon pract1ces were an
""mdxcator of mstructors preparedness for teachmg Four of the respondents felt’that
':‘ instructor evaluanons ‘helped- 1nstructors to do their work easrly and more effectwely A
few others 1nd1cated that better teachmg techmques were mtroduced into teachers
colleges through;,mstructor evaluatlons. Stlll others felt that evaluatmn practrces led to the
'_ 1mprovement “f gen@ral effecttveness of tehchmg at teachers' colleges In gerferal
. respondents commented that through evaluatrons it was possxble to. ascertain -the
: competence of college mstructors dtscover weaknesses in teachmg, prowde mstructors
« with an opportumty to 1mprove on their work; and instill' a se:se of commitment to dutyA
in mstructors
Some'respondents stated that through"instructo,r evaluation practices college
instructors wer‘e_éble to select the best resource materials and teachlng methods suitable
for college level cﬁurses. A few of the‘respondents felt that through instructor evaluation
practii-e_‘s competent instruci,,”s were 'selected end'retained in teachers' colleges.
'I‘en of the respondents Qmmented that through evaluatron practlces college '
‘administrators were able to ensure &that instructors followed the de51gned college cumculum

~and covered their 'syllabuses within the time required. Some specific comments wereas' . -

follows:




S

. trict adhet}ence to currrculum of mstrucuog because of evaluatlons :
evaluanons ensuyre that the correct curriculum and syllabuses are followed at
" teachers"” colleges evaluations ensure that instructors keep up with new .
"changésiin college curriculum; evaluations allow for introduction of new -
changes in curriculum of instruction; evaluatlons encourage 1mprovement in
eollege syllabuses ' .

o - oo

One réspondent Sn a general statement remarked that exlstmg evaluauon,

-

_ B »
practlces col!nbnted tﬁ‘ unplementatmg the college cumculum in classroom practlces and'
o Y : O -

‘to famrhanzmg 1nstn1ctors with the exrstmg curnculum and new methods of i mstrucnon . |

mu_

Instructors and

1 from the Inspectorate exchanged v1ews and oprmons about the

e ‘current trends in’ "cts taught at teachers colleges durmg evaluatron In addttlon

-

pohcy%nakers were able to assess collegc cumculum changes and to determme the

'-su'cc_e'ss‘ofplanned syllabuses., . o : | L 3

. ' o . - -u - :

Six of the respondents agreed that exrstmg mstructor evaluatron practtces had

“«

1mproved and raised the standard of educatron in teachers colleges Such terms as»_"_
upgradmg college educatlonal standards," "uplrf.mg college educatronal standard" and
ralsmg college educanonal standards were used by some - of the nespondents ] |
) Respondents also suggested that evaluatxon pracuces enabled college instructors |

to focus therr teachmg on: what was was expectednf them at’ teachers colleges to review |

therr teachmg and to re- plan accofmglx F'our of the respondents stated as follows:'

rformanc_e of college o

e wealt

Evaluation practlces ‘have’ raised the gengml#a
_ “mstructors at teachers collegesl ) e

Through instructor eva.luauon p.racuces college educanonal stand gﬁ;ﬂ#"e

been greatly 1mproved N oG

i ! ?‘ : ‘ bt
I’The level of performance college instructors has been uplﬁed to meet the

_ ';,z"f » expected college standards* ue to ev aluat10n practtces;7 24 -

Acadermc and prof ional standards of educa;lon at teachers colleges have o
been raJsed because of instructor evaluatrons

’

5
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© One of the respondents in a general remark stated that mstructor evaluatron
practrces had enabled mstructors who had no expenence in college teachmg, especrally
 those from htgh schools, to’ pull up their. socks in order to reach the requrred standard

of college performance Another respondent concluded that evaluatron practrces had

estabhshed and marntamed a high standard of teachmg at teachers colleges

o Eight .of. the respondents Suggested'that promotion of c_ol'legej i‘nstrucvtorsjvvas
o pri-mqrily based on ’irfo’rinatio’n from instructor evaluation practlces; After evaluations,
: . A _ N . e ‘
i ithdée instructo_rs found to'. be _Iparticu_\larly competen‘t r'n theirzwork 'were.- advanced_ to
higher job groups as an,v ineentive. A few of the: respondents,, while referring to
' pro.‘motion-of"instructors ‘ used'such terms as "job upward m'o"b.vility"l and "pemonal :
' upgrading.' Some respondents stated that evaluatron practices promoted the mdrvrdual
status of college mstructors and i nup ved therr personal morale. The following remarks

were made by ﬁve of the respondents‘

It is through evaluatron practlces th , ‘ ors ‘get promoted to
‘higher job groups. CoE :
Instructor evaluatrons conducted at the T.S.C.in 'the form of mtervrews are.
,important in the promouon of college mstructors in thls country.

College instructor evaluatron pra s have been qurte 1mportant in the
upgrading of instructors. -g.f"%

Instructor evaluatton results ai% .nﬁtally takeﬁi mto account in the
promotlon of i mstruct()rs P } v N ,
R 2 "&bt R '~" } .
3 o 5%, .
Some of the respondents clarifi ed that through evaluauon practihgs it was possrble
Ly
for college adrmmstrators to 1dent1fy artd to recommend to- the T S. C those mstructors

. ,‘.»_

who were: parttcularl,y outstandmg m thetr work and who deserved promotrons In the

vrews of many of the respondents therefore, promqtton of mstmctors to hrghcr status
.»3,, Sonr

through evaluauons was a. srgmﬁcant development in college teachmg

PR



: About one-quarter of the respondents commented that evaluatron practlces enabled ;

' college mstructors to assess themselves in therr teachmg and- to make any necessary l
: adjustments Some typxcal comments wereasfollows T N

Evaluat10ns help instructors realize thetr weaknesses and how to cope up. Lt
. With them; evaluations enable instructors to work toward i improving their '
a8 ‘weaknesses;- instructors are.able to reflect upon therr own tcachmg
: performance through evaluations. : : . v

5

Approx1mately twenty percent of the respondents were of the oppmon that college : : o
1nstructors were rnotlvated to work harder and to aim hrgher in their academxc |
) advancements because of the evaluation practtces College 1nstructors were kept alert and’ o
mformed of college tcachmg problems, and general requtrcd standards of performance

accordmg to the vlews of some respondents The followmg remarks are 1nd1cat1ve of this.
DI

iew: ~ RN : B
. | ! . . . . ‘ ) .
‘Evaluations help mstructors realize their weaknesses and how to cope w1th

- them; evaluations enable mstructors to work hard toward 1mprovmg their
- weaknesses ' - : S

»

;Some respondents remarked that mstructor evaluanon&kept 1nstructors acttvely

LA

‘mvolved in their work, made them take thetr worlésenously, and made it possxble for a_

.

)

' follow-up to be made on classroom work. -

A few of the respondents assessed the importance of lnstructor eval‘uation"\..l’
_ ‘ o o T .
_practices in .conne&ion with ‘student development - Some agreed that the’prese,‘rit '
eValuanon practlces were responsrble for higher learmng outcomes in-students at _ » :
~teachers colleges. Four of the rcspondents ,thought that college students were tramed
: and assessed well because of mstructor evaluatron practxces Fwe of the respondents |
mam_tax_ned that college students'-passed_therr e:tams and became well preparcd for .

teaching profession as a result of instructor evaluation. ‘Some remarked as follows:'

. B . L -/\\/ w ) " C Lo L. . °
: o oo :
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_ Instructor evaluatrorr practrces help m the assessment of student
° S perforrnance accurately; instructor evaluation practices help leamers to gain
g posmvely from instructional programs mstructor evaluanon practrces help
: students learn well R

> "1

E ',"A few suggested that through 1nstructor evaluatmn students who needed specral PR
attentron were ass1sted accordmgly Slx of the respondents observed that throughh ) e

' mstructor evaluatrons the professronal trammg of students at teachexs colleges was -

" strengthmed .

\.' .°’;~".'- - - . o - . . . R : ' g o

Shortcommgs of Exnstmg Practlces

v

College mstructors departmental heads, prrncrpals and v1ce-pr1nc1pals c1ted
'numerous types of shortcommgs of existing evaluatron practlces The shortcommgs are

- presented in’ seven par‘ts 1 thrs sectron competence of mstructor evaluators evaluatron‘- C

o’

’:'pollcy, questronable evaluatron practrces madequacy of evaluatron purpose of' -

: evaluauowolvement and feedback and lundmg and research

L

- - e
.

C ompet ‘- ) e 'f!:Evall.lﬂllQ‘ .I..'S‘ ' ' & : ) - v - ‘ E o
'_ . In therr comments about the shortcormngs of exrsnng evaluanon practrces, many
of the respondents focused eir attentron on the personnel mvolved Four of the{ | S
respondents n;:)ted that ‘most: of the personnel 1nvolved in 1nstructor evaluatlons | : -
e especially- subject specrahsts from the Inspectorate, were not competent to perform the . ¢
task because they had not been tramed specrﬁeally as evaluators Respondents descnbed'
evaltlﬁ)rs as untramed not well quahﬁed acadermcally, and professmnally mefﬁcrent.
and mexperlenced in the job. Some of- the evaluators were percerved to lack the

4.

" .-necessary expenence in teacher educatron and technrcal evaluauon skllls consequently, '

,.-,
5

they could not make vahd evaluatrons of mstructors Seven respondents suggested that
g ».s.ggg,e of then,gvaluators are not well conversant wrth subjects taught at teachers C

‘ col-h:ges Frve of the. respondents s,uggested that in many cases the evaluators Yvere '

'\\

academrcally and professronally less quahfrcd than the college 1nstructors whom they '
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respondents about mstructor evaluators

. ,followmg remarks typrfy the behefs of some respondents abo"__t the

s

o were supposed- 10 evaluate Th'ey-' nelther lcnexv 'ho'w'to evaluate nor -vvhat was expected of g

- a college msn'uctor The followmg statements are. 1nd1cat1ve of the behefs of some of the

: Evaluatron of mstructors is not done b
- _becomes negatrve m most cases Sl

- There are:some people who do the ev

. v
necessary expenence in teacher trammg _

Lo

The personnel for evaluanon are not conversant wrth 1nstruct10nal matenals
used at teachers colleges : - :
) "Some of the evaluators are’ sometrmes 1gnorant of therr own subject areas ‘
and ask evaluatees n'relevant tfuesthﬁ =
. ! o
Some of thc personnel employgﬁl to do the evaluauon are out-of-touch w1th
_the latest classroom practrces T S :

Some of the evaluators left teachmg many years ago and Stlll use out-dated
" criteria to evaluate college instructors. They harass instead of help This

-~ creates tensron in college mstructors and 1mpedes performance
(a B . ,

o ers commented that some of the evaluators are not up-to-date in the areas they

e

.’.

' ‘assess, are not experts m the SUbjCCtS taught in colleges, or have less expenence than the

R mstructors. I S '_ S

The majonty of the respondents commented that there was no polrcy governmg

'the evaluatlon of 1nstructors in Kenyan teachers colleges The respondents appeared to
© .mean- that there was no clearly written, defrmte plan of mstructor evaluatron whrch

specrfled what was supposed to be done, by whOm and _'f""‘w""'What purpose The ‘

L,

pohcy for college mstructors EE . T

No proper streamlmed approach to evaluatron of
~  capacity. : ‘ R
- 8
A standardmed 1nstructor evaluatlon methocrr' fau'ly Judge the nature of the
1nstructton at teachers' colleges is not yet fully developed in Kenya
- S e : ‘ s

tion, b_ut'-they do_n_ot hav_e _the e

lack of- evaluatron

. ' A' . ’P o
" s_tructor' teachrng o
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(Thél‘e is lack of clear mstructor evaluatlon procedures and knowledge of thrs
by the mstructors and evaluators : :

' There.ts really no formal system of evaluatmg college mstructors except

per‘haps dunng new appomtments and promonon of i mstructors

:’. L
g

SO Eval ﬁon of instrictors does not have any ‘staridardized system whrch is
at_,;_ K '” conducrve to assessmg mstruc*s proﬁcrency in their wprk T

. ' Perhaps by referrmg to a lack of ystem these respondents meant that mstructor

.
'éb ..

aluatxons were not effectrvely orgaaned or planned Some of the respondents reported .
that they percerved the followmg shortcommgs due to lack of pohcy for the evaluatJon of S
college mstructors evaluattons were haphazardly done irregular, and drsorderly, v,;srts ‘

were unplanned theref were no specrfrc well deﬁned evaluatron ‘criteria followed

+ <

E evaluatrons were unstructured, \ﬁhpredrctable mconsrstent and uncoordmated

mstructors were taken by surprise; and the whole evaluatron approach was random and

poorly orgamzed
-

Lt

Several respondents also percerved that there was - a lack of: drrectron of .

+

' _evaluatrons that 1nadequate evaluatron 1nformat10n was ‘obtained from the mstructors that

the evaluatom 1gnored some rmportant aspects o? the mstructors, such as extra-curncular

_ acttvltres, teachmg load and academrc acbrevements, that post-evaluatron conferences

.,' P ,': ,.

‘ were not- conducted wrth rnsﬁ'uctors eValuated that there were no follow- ups on

' evaluatron expenences or wor‘lc done by 1nstructors, that poor evaluatron methods were

: ' used' -that evaluati’on programs were poorly coordmated' and that college mstructors were

maccurately evaluated All these problems accordmg to some respondents were due to

the lack of an evaluatlon polrcy

‘Mary of the respondents expressed concern about‘unusual aspects of the existing .
instructor evalu'ation practices. Nine of the respondents used the ter’m'."'biased
SHuc
evaluations The term brased appeared to mean unethrcal subjectlve or prejudacml

pracuces Si@of 31: nespondents referred to evaluatron practrces as lackmg obJectrvrty

“ e . o o,



. .‘:l’ -

.=respondentscommentedasfollows L e iu?

: des@ﬁe mspectors as"harsh," "mtmudatmg, 'v’ho_strle, and "fau_ltf ,

'._onerespondentputrt‘ ’,, : o R

of the subject mspectors, poor relationship developed betwéen the mspec?ors and I_

o 149

A few of respondents beheved that mstructor evaluauons were not genume J\nother

respondent stated that instructer evaluauon pragtxces were uregular and unproper Some |

of* the respondents used expressxons such as' evaluatmns are infl enc by favormsm,
&

s

: w1tch huntmg exercxses,"_ "fault-fmdmg pr’acufes," "underground excavauons

evaluattons carry a connotatton of threat ! to descrrk\;e evaluauon praﬁ&@ A few

(S

Instructor evaluauon are. more concemed with ptckmg errors from the
mstructors rather than assrstmg them to perfect their work. ‘

Evaluatlon approaches seem to be to ﬁnd out what an mstructor does not ‘
knowratherthanwhathe/sheknows R . S T

_'Some of the evaluatlon pract1ces create problems between admmlstrators '
- mstructors and students and there could even be a 00nfrontat10n

Evaluatlons breed fear ih those mstructors evaluated hence may ot be R
effecuve o O v . ' o

‘ Several comments referred specxﬁcally to the behavrors of mstructor evaluators
espec1ally subject speclahsts from the Inspectorate Eleven of the respondents reported -

that these mspectors "harass mstructors mstead of helpmﬁthem Some f respondents:- -

Inspectors are not ob_]ectlve in their critic s and normally‘;they’ givf' qut
warnings mstcad of advice. e !;sm L ' o

U
A few of the reSpon'd"' nts explamed that, because of the hostxle attltudes of some,

K

'msu'uctors Twelve of the respondents stated that certaﬂt mspectors were knqwn for thelr

unreahsuo and biased reports on college mstructors @ . ¥ B

- e : Ly

R e o R SR SO

: . . . . B ‘.. ' .- ' 0 - . ",. ‘e
CL e Lo R e R S Ars B

More than 10 percent of the respondents commented about the madequacybbf

| mstructor evaluauons Si'x of the respondents beheved that very httle ttgte was allocated .

.

\ pom—_



- personnel in reference to the adequacy of evaluatrons ‘I’he sstate’d h"t t re was @,

“

- ~to mstructor cvaluatrons Some of the terms used by respondents on the same issue’

mdtcated that very little trmc. was spent on exhausttve drscussrons and that the vrsrts to.
colleges by subject mspectors were too short. et
' thteen of the respondents commented on the overall adequacy of evaluatron'

pracuces Erght of the respondents remarked that evaluauons ‘re not frequently done,

r-:‘

- not comprehensrve enough and nummal The followmg specrﬁc observatrons were-.

. made”ay some respondents in reference to adequacy of the mstructor evaluatrons

Instructor evaluation is rare and is done mamly at depa:tmental level by the
"+ head of the department and college admlmstra i -Longerns currwulum,
' actxvmes SR o X7 S
. - . : -, { K ;‘; i.,‘a z. . y
Evaluatmn is not done in most cases, except for conftderltral reports that are
normally wntten by college pnncrpals '

Evaluatron of i 1nstructors does not usually happen in our colleges unless for
‘promotion purposes or if there is a big problem in the institution and the
Mrmstry of Educatron wants to find otﬂ the cause.

Ces

-College mstructors are hardly evaluated Only a few instructors from few
 areas are sometimes evaluated.. " e A C

- Instructor evaluatron is almost non- exrstent beyond heads of departments
checkmg schemes, and self-evaluatron .

'} .There is hardly any instructor evaluauon in colleges at the moment other. - -
“than once in a while, which include interviews for promotrons orgamzed by
the T S. C and whrch last1t0 2 hours - 4

Nearly thrrty percent of the respondents ;ommented %pecf all about evaluatron'

shortage of personn,el invo]ved m evaluatron of mstructot's, zcspecral y from the

- Inspectorate ‘Three of the respondents mdrcated that there were few evaluators from the ‘

Inspectorate and, consequently, they were unable to cover all the teachers colleges One
of the respondents reported- that because of madequacy of evaluatron personnel, onlyv

few of the college instructors were actually visited and supe;vrsed while. others were

1gnored The following comments summarize some of the behefs held by some of the

fespondents regardmg afdequacy,of evaluaﬂon personnel.-

‘e



, Insufficxent personnel make 1t drfficult to have constant mstructo;

evaluatlons PO SRS

e E LR
Xy : . .

S Some of the evalbat IS of mstruc r‘s from the Inspectorate arc new:r
N avaﬂableforalorrg’%e. R o
| The evaluation contnbutlon from the’ Inspectorate was also descnbed as bemgv -
mrmmal A few of the respondents commented negatrvely on cumculum plannex% from_ -
the Kenya Insntute of Educatlon for their lack of parhcrpanon in mstructor evaluatlons 1n5 d .
.'order to check if college syllabuses hadlbeen 1mplemented as planned In the vrew.
some of the respondents the shortage of evaluatron personnel resulted ina hrmted and
‘nan'ow assessment of the mstructors performance and contnbutlons About one- tenth of
: the respondents repqrted that some of thc mstructors had never. been evaluated since they =

.'Jomed teachers colleges o -‘f . L
g R

-

Purpose

The. »college instru'ctors departmental heads, .princ'ipals and vice-princip‘als_ f
. ,bpresented confhctmg vrews about what they beheved were ‘the purposes of mstructor' '
£ evaluatron Whereas some of the respondents percexved that mstructor evaluauon seemed :
:%‘r.;»‘ to be SOIely for the purpose of promot10ns of the mstructors, othérs felt that evaluatrons_,’
-' ‘ had no bearmg on promotron decrsxons The followmg sEtements made by some of the :

: respondents typtfy examples of conﬂlctm,g opmlons regardmg the purposes of mstructor - ‘

L : ) . ) . .

L evaluanons o R ‘ o .}‘
Instructor evaluatrons are, for promouons only, not for helpmg to find
weaknesses ' : :

-1'Evaluatron for promotlons seems to be the sole purpose of evaluatron

exercises - - S

- -Evaluauon of college 1nstructors comes mamly when there is a problem in _
' © most cases. : co

; . o
Py

'_Thc aim of instructor evaluation is to- promote or derﬁote\the mstructors not
for rarsmg their standards of performancc in the classroom el 5

" Instructor evaluatrons are geared - toward aspects bf drscxplme of Q(
1nstructors



L Instructor evaluanons seem to be 1mportant only when problems or fallures
occur.. .

il

Nme of the respondents commented that they did not understand what wetght

evaluations were grven in 1nstructor mtervrews conducted by the Teachers Servme

4

- w

— Comm:ssmn ('I' S.C. ) for prémotlons In view of the above confhctmg reports, 1t would

appear that some of the college mstructors and departmental heads d1d not fully |

understand the purposes served by mstructor evaluatxon No ittempt appears to havé
been made by erther the T S.C. or the Inspectorate to clarify why college mstruc ' rs

should be evaluated

volv

Seventeen of' the respondents explamed that in most cases, the 1nstructors views ¢

r d

or suggesnons were. < ot sought regardxng the1r evaluanons Seven of them mamtamed

[

that college msn'uctors were nexther notlﬁed ﬁ they .would be evaluated in the
- ‘classroom nor were they in ved in any discti i

s after evaluatxons, T‘he-.followmg o

comments typtfy the respondents behefs —
) i .
No 1nterv1ews are held with college mstructors to solicit their vrews about
' 7 evaluatmn practices. - . S L

. f No chance is given to the mstructors to dlSCUSS evaluauon results wnh the
° o, evaluators., S
’ o ’ o ¢ : o r}.\, .
Thefe is no room in 1nstructor evalqauon practices for the mstruqtors to
~defend themselves where negatwe repons are made about them R

[y ) a2 E

Almost eight percent of the respondents commentmg on the same problem, stated

\ that instructot evaluanon practtces created a lot of fear among college mstructors because -

of lack of involvement of the instructors m evaluatxon Eleven of the respondents pointed

out that there were no dlscussxons betwee’n mstructors and subj /ect mspectors from the

‘Inspectorate after these inspectors had supervxsed the mstructors Most of the
N >

respo,ndents‘ believed that subject inspectors -did not even attempt to encourage self-
+evaluations gmong college instructors.’ Nine of the-respondents teported that even college

, o . . R

et



‘ _-_:'rcspondents observed that curnculum planners from the Kenya Instrtute of Educatlon

: students were not 1nvolved iri mstructor evaluatton practices. Several of the respondents

'reported that there was a lack of mvolvement of uruversrty personnel in mstwptor

‘.'."evaluatrons B e

Some respondents also. suggested that there was a lack of mvolvement of the'

e :Semor Inspector of Schools and Colleges in mstructor evaluatxon About one-tenth of the-

s QZ(K I‘E ) were never 1nvolved in. 1nstructor evaluatron

3

..

evaluattons Several of the respondents observed that mstructors were’ nelther provrded

'tl“" R i

: wrtlr cOptes of evaluauon comments or were they told how they perfonned durrng the .

'

evaluatron process C)ver ﬁfty percent of the resf)ondents stated that somenmes college

' admmrstrators rnade conﬁdentlal rep‘bhs about mstruc!)rs but the mstructors themselves \

were never 1nformed of therr shortcommgs :50 that they could 1mprove Some of the

BY S
e

. reSpondents gpmax‘ked as follows e

= 1nstructors cWhlle a few of the respondents beheved that there were no rcwards fot .

y IRV
.Fee ack not. easxly avatlable, feedback not easﬂy provrded lack of

‘ 1mm dxate feedback from the evaluatton exermse, that is to say, sometimes -

~ no rdport is Sent t6 instructors for: réview; evaluation results are not
freq ently made available to thé insttuctors; mstructors are not told of their
strerigths and weaknesses after.évaliationsi:no written feedback. after
evalyation; nb feedback from T.S.C. concerning instrictors' ‘weaknesses .
duri mte;'vrews" instructors .are not prévided with copies of evaluation -

* comghents; insigctors are. not told how: they perform in their evaluations, -

nor do they hWve any discussions: with- evaluators’ after evaluatron :

expenences, evaluatron f'mdtngs arenot g1Ven to mstructors TR -

PN ) -

- Some of the resp@ndents stated that there Were no follow-ups of evaluatrons of '

3 ‘Jv“

1

mstructors found to be pl‘oductrve dunng an evaluauon process one respondent was of

the opmron that there yveret' lmuted rewards for the best mstructors 1n teachers colleges
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Respondents also reported that no feedback was gwen to mstructors after their ..
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)

Several of the respondents reptxted that mstructor evaluatron practlces dld not -

‘recewe suff1c1ent funds, either from the T.S. C or rom the‘Mlmstry of Educatxon to

</ »
t

_ support existing instructor evaluauon practlcegarjd.o thake them mare practlcable>and

comprehensrve About twenty five percent of the respondents reported that there was a U

r

‘}'

o e_valuators and mstructors themselves could draw some new information and:gurdance

. aboutevaluation practices ‘ SRR 7 ey

Three of the respondents stated as follows: ‘ :,

The- mestry of Education does not seem to prov1de adequate funds to
- support instructor evaluatron programs 3 '

' There has not been any research in the area of instructor evaluatlon ThlS
areat h‘as been totally neglected . :

—

" Research in college mstructor evaluatton is lackmg in Kehya

'lack of research in the area of college ‘instructor evaluatlon from Whlch msu‘ut:tor

- Some of the respondents suggested that it Jwas due to the lack of;i-rfgﬁn{fe'

¢ . , B Co- s
funding of 'evaluation programs that instructor eva'luation was poorly organfzed. A few.

of the respondents beheved that subject mspectors from the Inspectorate were in tbe habtt

of vrsrt}ng only few selected colleges to superv1se mstructors apparently because of

insufficient fundmg by tthmrstry of Educanon '
Proposed Changes in Evaluation Practlces o

College instructors, departmental heads prrnc1pals and vxceupnncrpals made

numerous suggesuons for changes in mstructor evaluatron pracuces The suggesuons

4]

related to evaluanon pohcy, evaluanon personncl frequency of evaluatlon, sharmg '

mformzmon and objectmty and falrness L _ ’9- '

o
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i de known to allcollege

fe expressed.bl some?”

Spec1ﬁc guldelmes for instructor evaluatlons should be agiih 'shed aformal .
‘system of instrudtor evaluation should be established; evaluation schedules -
for college instructors should be drawn up; clear evaluation procedures’

- should be established and made known to all college instructors; specific .

- systems of evaluations should be established and should involve instructors
themselves; the Ministry, of Education, through the Inspectorate, T. $.C.
and K.ILE., should establish a more elaborate pohcy concemmg evaluanon

- of college instructors.

A large propomon of the respondents suggested that mstructor evaluatrons should
be- carned outasa matter of college pohcy Several respondents made some suggestions
~of what they beheved should be included i in the pohcy These included standardlzed
evaluanon procedures, clearly deﬁned evaluauon cntena, well defmed evaluauon |
cfbjectlves 1dent1ﬁcatlon of the evaluatxon process and aspects to be evaluated, staff

development plans, personnel mvolved in evaluatron evaluatxon forgt evaluation

techmques, and follow-up programs to checlc 1f the adv1ce provxdcd is put into pracnce R

- The followmg purposes of »1nstructor-evaluauon ‘were pro_posed ‘by many
: r'e%pondé.nts to be included in an evaluation policy: guidlng .instructors in personal and
professfonal groyvth; impr'ovement"'of instruction; promoting 5instructors.t'o higher job -
- groups; providing advxce to mstmctors m their tcachmg performance, and supportmg
general professmnal and acadenuc growth of the instructors. A number of evaluatxon
pract10es and procedures were also suggcstcd by some rcspondents for 1ncorporatxon
 into an evaluatron polrcy. These mclude_d sorting out and resolving any confhctmg views

among instructors and personnel involved in evaluation, having frequent interaction
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‘between mstructors and supervrsors and keepmg a clear record of mstructors

v contrxbuuons to the overa}ll development of the college Several remarks were made
¢
_ regardmg evaluatron practices and procedures. ‘These were as follows: :
S ; : abais pids o
I would like these evaluation activities to be carried out mostly by :
" discussion. Through discussions ‘an evaluator can discover much
mfonnauon about college mstructors : .

Adrmmstrators should have face-to-face dralogue with instructors whenever
necessary to find instructors’ oplmon about students’ work. . . , .

Instructors should be mspected doing the actual teaching in leammg-
teaching envrronments in their SUb_]CCt areas. :

4
Instructors should be seen teachmg in the classrooms instead of oral
interviews at the T.SC. . s

Instructors should be vrslted in their requgtlve areas of work, mcludmg the
classroom to be able to evaluate them more effecuvely :

Need for ‘systematic observation of 1nstructors with regard to
communication skills, and interpersonal relations.

A number of‘criteribere suggested for evaluation of college instructors which

the respondents believed s
which should»arlso form p evaluatlon pohcy The criteria suggested are presented in
lable 6.1 ‘t'og.et_her with freqigy cres of menuon * Other suggested criteria included such
fuctors as commitment to’ du " competence in teachlng, clarlty and orgamzanon of
chalkboard; selection of mstructronal materials; lecture presentatron tea,chmg load;

frequency of assxgnments gwen to students; ability to commumcate effectrvely with. = »

/,

follow-up learners; punctuahty to duty participation in subject panels mvolvement in

students; special aptrtudes honesty in student evaluation; extra time spent with srudents,

~ civic activmes partrcrpanon in public examination marking exercises; mvolvement in

fund-raising donations‘("Harambee" donations); involvement in curriculum development;' '

K

and patriotism to the country. -
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Yy ’I‘able 6.1 :
Fnequencxes of Mention of Evaluanon Cntena .

Criteria T Frequency

1. Instructor's experience in teaching. i : -"7

2. Instructor's participation in - \
- research activities = S

Age of Lhe instructor

Creativity and improvisation of the instructor

Instructor's participation in item writing

Y O Y

Instructor's publications

. ) .. ,. , ) . . , _\v
Instructor's participation.in presentation ,
in workshops or seminars e M3

P T = T L R I

B

Evaé%g' tion Personnel
' Many college 1nstructors and departmental heads advocated that mstructor
ey

evaluation should be done by more academically and professronally tramed qu’ahﬁed
personnel The following are some-of the comments made by respondents

Use more experienced evaluators have mbre quahﬁed evaluation persormel :
more academically and professionally qualified people should be employed
to evaluate college instructors; we should have competent evaluators to

. evaluate instructors; the personnel employed for evaluation of instructors
'should be well informed and helpful people, who can promote standands of -
education in teachers’ colleges

Several eomments were made by a few of the respondents regarding the
personnel they believiec'l should _be involved in evaluation of cqllege instruetors and’w'h.o'
they felt ehould be included ini an evaluation policy. The comments are as followe:

‘Most of the instructor evaluauonfstlould be carried by college principals',: in.
. a carefully and friendly way -

Heads of dcpartmcnts should scnd their conﬁdenual reports about collcge
instructors as well.- S
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o Students should be 1nvolved in- evaluauon ,of therr mstructors through ;

e -

Evaluatlon exermse shouId be done mostly by the mspectorate, the burden_
should not be. left to the prmcrpals alone. : .

_ There should be'a specific team to do the evaluatlon and should be stanoned
at’district headquartcrs ' v

All the personnel mvolved in curnculum development shouLd frequently
. visit teachers' colleges’ and evaluate the 1mplementat10n of their work by the
_msh’uctors

- Frequent visits to teachers colleges by Sllb_]CC[ inspectors, curriculum
~developers and planners, administrators from the T.S.C., and the public
university teaching staff, are highly recommended for advice and sharing of

common experiences and solvmg educatlonal problems facmg:;ollege
mstructors : %

- Colleagues should be encouraged to evaluate fellow mstructors in classroom
srtuattons A . '

‘Etght of the respondents recommended that SOme senousness and dedlcatlon
should be attached to instructor evalgenon practtces Some respondents appealed
specifically to the,;ubject spec1ahsts from the Inspectorate to be more dedicated in theu

z
‘evaluauon acnvmes , : R R

Frequéncy of Evaluations
- Some of respondents advocated more frequent evaluations of college instructors.
Five of the respondents commented as follows:

Frequent evaluations by college admtmstratmn and the Teachers' Service
Comrmssxon -

College instructors should apply for evaluatxons as often as they feel they
- need. ) _

‘College instructors should not only be evaluated frequently but ‘also -

inserviced on new ideas regarding instructor evaluations.

* The evaluation of college instructors should be done frequently so that the
.products of such colleges be of high quality.

Instructor evaluators should be encouraged to visit teachers' colleges more
- frequently.
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e mterval of two years, between evaluatr&ts was appropnate

Commission, the Inspectoxate or the Kenya Insutute of Educat A

A Twenty qf the respondents used the term 'more’ frequently with mferencc to

frequency of evaluatrons Erght of the respondents used the term regular" in advocatmg S

~ more evaluattons Four of 'the responden‘ su g ested that mstructor evaluatrons should'

be conducted more often than they were bcmg done Three of respondent stated that _

’ ~1nstructor evaluatrons should -be mtensrﬁed Respondents dlffered in therr opinions

.reoardmg the time mterval between successwe evaluauons Whrle some. respondents felt

that each instructor should be evaluated at least once a ye?’r others suggested that an .

Another area of concern addressed by some of thehre'spOndents related'to seminars

and workshops for college 1nsu'uctors concermng evaluatrons Seven of the respondents '

‘suggested that bneﬁng sermnars and/or workshops for college mstructors and evaluators N

on evaluation practrces and techmques should be orgamzed b

LR

statements were made by some respondents:

~ Serminars on evaluation procedures and pracuees should be orgamzed for
. instructors before thexr evaluatrons :

Short courses s ould be conducted on evaluatron exercises for all college
instructors and their evaluators

Holdrng seminars on 1dent1ﬁed problem areas in instructor evaluatron. Y
should be drganized for all i 1nstructors and evaluators -

t

About sixty percent of the respondeng expressed a need for the provxsron of e

evaluation fe,edback and other forms of incentives to college instructors found to be -

- especially competent in their work: - The following comments summarize the -

respondents' concern about the evaluation feedb

Correct feedback should be provid

' : Instructors should'be provided with e ion comments about themselves.
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‘ ‘Evaluatron feedback should be 1mmed1ately provrded to the 1nstructors

N L Instructors should b;.mf"'rmed on where they go wrong . o / .

‘Feedbaqk should always be avatlable even rf itis negauve N R
:TWenty-one of the resoo-... advocated that mstructors should be xnformed
-4

aoout any notable weaknesses or strengths dunng therr evaluatrons Seven of the a

respondents saw evaluanon feedback 1n tbrms ‘of promotrons or other forms of

E .mcentrves These respondents suggested that /college mstru tors should be. pr0moted on

N

. the basrs of academrc and professronal achlevements, that promouon should be: based on_

X °

' '_ performance on evaluatrom that there should be a scheme for rewardrng mstructors found

to be excellent in certam aspects that mcentrves should be worked out; ‘for mstructors to

encourage them and to make the evabrﬁon system more acceptable that evaluators .

should 1dent1fy areas where mstructors excel in theu" services and then promote them

',along,these lrnes, and that a scheme of servree prov1d1n& automatrc promotlon after a.

A 2

.,,r

R

__ obJecttvr‘ty and

fauness in the exrs@g mstructor evaluatron practrces These respondents suggested that R

evaluauon practtces should be made more. objectrve by laymg down known evaluanon

procedures, varymg evaluatron methods, defirung evaluatton cnterra, leavmg out apathy,

) _ adopgng fnendly and more posltrve approaches to evalu,atron domg away wrth the

element of "fault fmdmg whlch has persrsted m the practrces drscoﬁragmg

Ka

vrctrnuzatron conductmg evaluatrons m a fear-free atmosphere 1n whrch 1deas could be~ R

o A

‘s

aexchanged between mstructors and evaluators ‘and stopprng the connotatron of threat in *

evaluatton p%ptrces Three of the respondents suggested that mstructor evaluators should

respect those evaluated Favé of the respondents suggested that evaluators should help

R . L LT A B T ) .

V _' grven penod of satlsfactory servrce should be, worked out.,,, R : SaRE . o

i

_"Q-“ .

A

T

- mstructors 1m‘prove 1h thetr work mstead of harassmg them A few of the respondents
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o

L advocated that pubhc relatlons should be consrdered as a v1tal component of exrstmg
- . evaluatlon pracuces Seven of the réspondents advocated that there should be a changﬂn

' .~'atutudes toward the current evalu.gt!On pracnces to make thenr more meamngful and fau' to

’ »all mstructors Fmally, four of the respondents suggested that there shotﬁl be no mahce o

_-4-mmstructorevaluatronprachces - _i' SR _' el v

Apprommatelygone quarter of the respondents suggested that more funds should’-.‘
be made avarlable to support. 1nstructor evaluauon practlces for Kenyan teachers college ‘_ S

= 1nstructors to make them more effectlve Some of the respondent suggested that more

| funds should be prov1ded for research mto college 1nstructor evaluatlon
k. Some of the typlcal remarks mad'e by a few respondents are as follows

“.The Mmlstry of Educanon should provxde adequate funds to support
1instructor evaluatron programs, and research in the area of teacher
- evaluatron

- . A . . 1

' __--'The Mimst,ry of Educauon and the T S.C shiould channel more funds,xn the' S

" area of instructer evaluation so. that the teachers colleges can be covered_ .
e _.adequately by sub]ectmspectors e . '

. » ' . .

1 thlnk itis a hlgh tyne the T Sb or the mestry of Educauon thought
: about supportmg reScarch m mstmctor evaluatron

i o It may also be appmpnate for the Kenyan umversmes the Kenya Insntute of ;

: .;evaluauon

. ‘B . Cow . L B .j_’ . o : ‘

L ments of thestudy, The followmg cgmments sum‘manze enwxews‘ '.

- ‘.. .

© %" colleges. ~These instructors needia very close guidance and their wdtk needs. . -
., . tobe evaluatedall roiind: - Thére is another group of mstruetors that were -

* trained’ o teach in. secondary schools.. _This group: ‘needs 0 be be, °Va1“ated'“;"'.;f Gy e

e o f'to ensure that the instructors are able to adjust 0 iram school teachers

IR

A lot of new’ tutors ﬁ'om the umversrty (dn‘ect) are bemg poshed to teachers L

' -,__.Educatmn, and the teachers colleges themselves to conduct research m mstructor-'. I

]
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Some amount of instructor. evaluatron in teachers colleges is very essenn
- Perhaps much of this evaluation needs also to be. -properly documente
- - Ewaluation of college instructors could be a rather sensitive issue and-can

Fie .best be done occ.ﬁ?onally and very carefirlly A few people who do the - .
no

_evaluation need nof be erratic. Evaluation can help in fmdmg vcry h1ghly -
o acadenucally cxperrenced college rnstructors _

_ * Bvaluatron of college msfructors 1s good, and should be camed out regularly. =
_ - ;’The majonty of the respondents expressed their support for the study Some of
the’ comments mféide frc as follo»gs U

The study has touched some very ]
theOevaIuatron of college mstructors :

fial hreas that need to be co;r_sidered in
"“The ‘study has my blessrng and moral support to go along way in
contnbutrng towards the state of affairs i in evaluatron of- Kenyan teachers _

college mstructors

Thrs study would ¢ rtamly 1dent1fy all the maJor weaknesses in mstructor .

. (‘u‘ - evaluation and would help in. creatrng a sound evaluatron program ﬁor :

college indtructors.
Thrs study grves rnsrght 1nto the dtffercnt aspects of 1nstructor evaluatron -
some of whrch are not fully cxplarned in our"system A (
. o - s
_ Thrs is a very worthwhile study because it may come up wrth the best :
“instructor evaluation practrce or criteria which can be adopted in our colleges

" <= which may result in the betterrnent of rnethods on rnstructroh in teachers o .

colleges

z L - ‘ :'.’_:

The nature. of promotrons has been through rntervrews B were, better if -

'some ideas in this study: could be, used, with recommendations ih the items

m the ques%nnarre, prornotronal practrces could be rrnplemented

e The 29 points- shown in the questronnatre shoult;l be adopted in the".'f‘.“'s'fﬂ

R

' The study should em e hasrze the fact that college mstructor evaluatron lacks
in thrs country and somethmg should be done IR

that the report of t.he s‘fudy be made avarlable to all the adrnrmstrators and
mstructors ,m the Kenyan teachers colbges} It may also be appropnate to make the
| report avatlable to the Teachers Servrce Comrmssron (T S. C ) the Inspectorateand to the

- -

Kenya Instrtutc ofEducatron (KIE) - [ i T e

tSome of the respondents expressed the beltef that the study was good necessary,

L S evaluatronofcollege mstructors T R R il o

C e

Z. . valuazlﬁt:pd timely Over seventy percent of the r@pondents supported the' study and =

m"

O T B S S s
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promotlon of msn'uctors self~assessment and student development The mam

.mcluded ' - ' o - ‘_” S

)

RN

'-. S » "‘ . - . '. ’ Summal‘y

In tlus chapt;.Qhe views of college mstruc&rs, departrnental heads prmcxpals and B

1Y

. ©

.

The major: strengths hlghhghted were those assoclated thh the 1mprovemcnt of

’-jthe quahty of teachmg, curnculum and syllabuses, standards of college teachmg, )

' shortcommgs mennoned concerned competence of valuators,, absence of evaluanon

v pohcy, quesnonable pracnces, madequate evaluatmns, p ose of 1nstructor evaluatxon,

™
LRl

fatmess. In general nespondc

support

e -vxce pnnc1pals regardmg the strengths, shortcommgs and 1mprovements of mstmctor ,

: '}evaluanon were reported Some general comments made by the reSpondents were also ‘

1nvolvement and feedback, and fund.mg of and researchnn mstructor evaluatxon Among
o the proposed cﬂanges were those concemed w1th\:valuatxon pohcy, pracnces and cntena ) - |

' evaluatmn personnel frequeﬂZ}:f evaluanon S anng"mformanon and objectmty and ,

wntten and made avaﬂablc to college mstructors&: e
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o SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS "
: An overvxew of the study 1s presented m thls ﬁnal chapter in terms ofa summary
- of the general approach to the problem a rev1ew of the fi ndings and a statement of

eonclusrons The report. of the study concludes w1th some recommendatlons both for

: . practlce in Kenyan teachers' colleges and for f)u'ther research e x/

K . Research Problem and Methodology . Y

. The study ongmated in a generpl mterest in the evaluanon of mstructlonal (
personnel and ways m which pra%tlces 1n a specrfic context--Kenyan te}hers colleges-—

5 ‘mxght be 1mproved A focus for the research problem and the method dgveloped from‘a

' general revrew of the research hterature on the topxc R ‘v -_ Sl e
T [p T ¢

! _ The followmg sub problems served to. focus the study

",'ql.

N

A 1 ; What are the perceptlons and preferences of prmcrpals and mstructors

regardn?g Bhe mvolvemént of vanous\p%onnel in 1nstructor evaluanon" AR

Y . 2 What is- the actual.and pref%rred amportance of vanous cntena used in the > '.j
cv‘lluatnon of mstructors’7 o B ‘ L 3 - ‘.
:’{'- - 3 What perceptuons and prefdrences do college pnncxpals and 1nstructors have

reoardmg evaluanon practwes" E ; h el ‘ s :

S »__'-;' 4 To whag‘extent are colleg&pnnmpa‘ls and 1nst;uctors sathff.ecL wrth exlsnng ‘.

:‘f“-"f\mstructor evaIuahoh pracuccs’?* ,‘ . e _'-"< ) ";,’ - ",.-,_‘ s-v
l‘ 5 What a.re the strengths anjd shortcommgs of exxlstu}g mstrucfbr e{aluanopt

B e RV S A T
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practxcesmordertomakethemmoreeffecuve" R PSP EEE

R - . . ) . . A_‘”

g

,guestlonnaugw%a ten-page quesnon ]

6 What changes do college prmcxpals and mstructors recommend in evaluatron'- =

- . R 29

* The similarities and differénces. between perceptiOns and preferences of print:ipals
and 1nstructers were also of 1nterest in college mstructor evaluatlon px’rctrces and,

therefore were eonsxdered in the study o

._,‘

Secuon one’ of the 1nstru.ment was deslgned to obtgt mformatron abou

o respondents specrﬁc personal "and professxonal charactenstlcs The second secnon .

. desrgned to ebtam theQespondents opmrons regardmg the extent o§
g vanety of types of personnel in exrstmg and preferred evaluatxon of ms:_

i secuon was desrgned to obtam\

_volve ent of a '

_ 'tors .The thlrd

the respondems oprmons about eva.luauon cntena

. : e A
.;'__Sectxon four was diigmd to obt 'n t.he respondents vers regardmg evaiua‘tlon

| practrces for colIege
\“n R,
o oprmons about the st

tmdtors Thel St 4gh _'on was desrgned to obtam the respondents

{-g;hs, shoﬂEommgs and pqssrble' 1mprovements toKinstmg

e

o [mstructor evaluatton practlces to make them more effectwe Respondents were also

|
' ~_' requested to 1nd1cate thexr degree of *nsfacnqn wrth exl;,stmg mstructor eval’uanon

m Kenyap;\teachers colleges through an egent. "l'he covenng letters explatned the

.

pmctxces . ‘ . . G ,} R |
" Coples of the mstrunlbnt and covermg letters were dxstnbutedl
f

to. the respondens x,




Fr

purpose “of - the study, requested the complenon of the 1nstrument and assured the ‘

respondents of conﬁdennahty SR

X N o N .
- L - : - . . R ; . S
. " . N . . -

| The populatlon for the study consmted of Kenyan college prrncrpals and’

Q .

mstructors that were cunently employed in- primary and dlploma teachers colleges A

E sample of 247 respondents was obtamed from this popuIatton of whom 14 were college R

P

pnncrpals and vice- pnncrpals and 215 were college instructors and departmental heads
Ei ghteen respondents drd not specrfy thetr posmons at the teachers colleges

Most of the. college pnncrpals and vice- pnncrpals were ‘between 40 and 50 years; '

of age 5 ‘le the majonty of: the 1nstructors and departmental heads were between 30 and
40 years of age A few of the respondents were below 30 or above 50 years of age

One half of the prmcrpals and vice- pnncrpals had between lO and 19 years of expenence L

- in the teaehmg professron ‘while over one- half of-.the mstructors and departmental heads

had between 5 and 14 years dJr expenence in the teachmggofessmn Onlg a few of the }I
respondents had less than 2 years or more than 19 years Jof expenence in teachmg

| Over ongﬁalf of the college prfncrpals and vrce-pnncxpals had between 5 and 14
years of expenence in’ college teachmg, whlle over srxty percent of 1nstructors and,.j' .

depanmental heads had hetween 2 and 9 years of expenence m college teachmg Aﬂfewi{: :
of the respondents had less than 2 years or more than 19 years of e:(penence in college;}

teaghmg

Ce

" “ 'rhe” majonty of the study respondents had Bachelors degrees A few of them

T had Masters degrees or other uahﬁcanons Most of the respondents had nevcr been
2 of

': .l.'

Tl evaluated ﬁormally at teachers ¢ot1ege SRR "f
1 . ‘.&" . R "‘ r ”:
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Out of 316 quesnonnarres %hat were drstnbuted to the respondents 247 (’74 3%)

- ’were returneq of whrch 1’35 were frorn pnmary teachers colleges and ll2 Were from

o mstructor evaluatron practrces

b drploma teachers colleges One of the dlplorna colleges that rece{ved the questronnau'e

"i

o was excluded from the study beeause the pnncrpal dechned to panhcrpate o S
g o 5 : 7 4 v LT -k ‘;iv',

v‘ Co . '\' ’ "'\ ’ . . -
'i

The data were analyzed mostly by computer Data analysrs procedures mcludedn.-i- :

o appropnate codm,g of the clata and transfernng fhe mforrnanon toa computer file.

".\‘“A .

Informatron obtalned >frorn computer analysrs mcluded freQuency and percentage

<

dlstnbutrons of the resp,ondents 1n drfferent groups ahd means of perceptrons of exlstmg '

and preferred evaluatlop personnel cntena and Bractrces Analysls of vanance and t-

tests were used to determ;ne the Staustrcal srgmﬁcaince of drfferences among and betweenc

vanous categones of respondents The open-ended responses from the respondents were

analy zed for content only

Major Fmdmgs | - o BE =
The ma]or findmgs fronh;sults of the analysrs of exlstmg and preferred Sy
from open-ended x;esponses are- reported below ' -

Uy . :
E » P ‘,‘”

L
I
b
.1-,‘

An analysrs of the vnews of college mstmctors. departxnental heads pnncrpals .
&d vice- prmcrpals regardmg evaluauo personnel revealed that there wcre dtfferences in
the percewed and preferred extent of rmzolvement of the vanOus types of personnel in.

mstructor evalnauon Accordmg xo the vrews of the majonty of college msmlfctoi% and» :

departmental heads, college ppncrpals. departmental heads *sub;ect specmlxsts from the C.

A
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Inspectorate Sen1or Inspector of Schools and Colleges and colleagues were the top five .‘

personnel that were most frequently rnvolved m the exlstmg evaluatxon of Jcollege
. T . ) - S ‘,.“ v : .
mstructors L A e ' N R RS

" Inthe preferred evaluauon of 1nstructors, the top five types of personnel that were

recommended by pouege 1nstructprs and departmental heads mcluded subject spec1ahsts
sy

"from the mspectorate conege éﬁnmpal departmental head,curnculum planners from the _ "
" Kenya Institute of Educatlon (K IE ), and the Semor Inspector of Schools and Colleges

Four types of personnel‘ namely, students Provmcral Educanon Ofﬁcer (P E. O) ‘

admrmstrators from the Teachers Serv1ce Commrssron (TS C) and umver

q‘ persongel were least 1nvolved in the ex1st1ng evaluatton of college 1nstructors and we_\
" least preferred by college mstructors and departmental heads for mvolvement in Lhé%
evaluanon of mstructors ' r |

| Accordmg to the vrews of college pnncrpals and vice- pnnc1pals, the five top types B
of personnel that were most mvolved m the evaluatron of mstructors mcluded college -' ’
pnncrpals departmental heads, instructors bemg evaluated SUb_]CCt specxahsts from the .

the Inspectorate and curnculum planners from the K I E These same types of personnel |

were also hlghly supported by college prlnc1pals and vxce-pnnoxpal-s to contmue to be" -

B _ nvolved in evaluatxon of mstructors

B

Accordmg to the vxews of college prmcxpals v1ce pnnc1pals, mstructors and"

v

departmental heads thre?types of personnel namely, the P E. 0 admxmstrators from'

thc'l‘ S C. and umversxty persormel were Ieast mvolved in mstmctor evaluanon and' '

’ ! ’

W ch also least'preferred for mvol»’ement in t.valuauon FrorR the ppxmons p{ college |
. ),,mstructorst departmental heads pnncxpals and \nce pnnctpals three ty 'S of personnel -

- collegc pnnctpals. dcp ental heads and subject specmhsts fr-om the lnspcctorate el
© were cxthcr fnequcmly J:lnways mvolvcd in cx,lung c»aluaupn ot’ college msuuctors and

) were also recommended o bc frequemly or. always mvolvcd On the othcr hand lhc

. i . .. - L . . . . : . . S . . -
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majonty of the respondents belreved that the Provmcral Educanon Officer (P E. O ),_ -

: 4 .
.admmrstrators from the Teachers Servrce Commlsswn (T S.C) and umversrty '

- personnel were least mvolved and were also least preferred for their mvolvement in the S

: v evaluanon of mstructors

There were no srgnrficant dlfferences among the various groups of college

!

. 9_ e

’mstructors and departmental heads based on the total number of years of experrence m the _"
teachmg professron regardrng their views of exrstmg and prefened eva.luanon personnel Al 7’3
except for subject specrahsts from the Inspectorate The respondents wl}o were more |
- .experrenced m the teachrng professron percerved a htgher mvolvement of subject
'. V» specrahsts from the Inspectorate than d1d those who were less expenenced in teachmg |
professron | v _ _ _ L

~ The respondents who had 2104 years of expenenee in college teachmg percerved

" _'a grcater mvolvement of unrversrty personnel in the evaluatlon of mstructors than d1d

o those who had between 5 and 9 years of exvpenence m college teachmg Smularly, the o

| 'respondents who had 2 to 4 years of expenence percetved a hrgher mvolvement of the |
| mstructors berng evaluated than drd those who had over 9 years of expenence i - . ‘

The respondents who had Masters degrees had a hrgher preference for the “ |
: mvol\'ement of departmental head and mstructors bemg evaluated than d1d thoserwho had -

_. f‘-'_,,,:f‘Dxploma/sr R e e e
: | 'I'he sansﬁed respondents percerved that cumculum planners from thc K I E
._ were more mvolved than dxd the drssatrsﬁed respond'ts The sattsﬂed respondems- .
percetved that adrmmstrators from the T S C. Were more mvolved and alsé preferred a =

ht.gher demee of mvol,uenmtof these adrmmst%tors than the dtssausﬁed respondents
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Evalussion Critera | S
Accordmg to. mstructors and departmental heads, seven. criteria were hrghly

- rmportant in- extstmg and preferred evaluauon pracnces These were preparauon of

schemes of work, exammatrdn and/or test results, academrc quahficatlons of the

mstructor knowledge of curnculum lesson preparatton concern with student

development and student partlcrpatron in lessons Five cntena were of relatively low

1mportance in exrstmg evaluation. These included evxdence of self-evaluatron acnvmes
development of the process of individual i mqutry in students instructor's standmg in the
commumty, provision made for mdrvrdual differences and students’ workmg w1thout
_supervision. In.the preferred evaluation of mstructors five cnterra were least

recommended by the majorrty of i mstructors and department heads for use in evaluation of
{

mstructors instructor's participation in extra-cumcular actlvmes, development of the ’

process of mdrvrdual 1nqurry m ‘students, . instructor's partrcrpatron in college and .

o commumty actrvmes students workmg w1thout supervrsron and instructor's stanchng in

‘ the ,commumty Three criteria were of low 1mportance in both exrstmg and preferredv

®

evaluatron development of the process of mdrvrdual mqurry in students 1nstructors,

- standmg in the commumty, and students workmg wrthout supervrsron
S \G -

-’ ]

V"!' il“‘«
-0-.,

o n pa'r and vrce pnnmpals consxdered most nmportant mcluded concem wnh student" |

. Accordmg to- the optmons of college pnncrpals and vree pnncrpals, the ﬁve‘
na whtch were of htgh unportance m exrstmg evaluatton practrce mcluded_.-

‘3 ‘; -
R gu
g&aﬁ\mmfm and/or fest results mstructors conformrty to college norms and authomty,~

4



exarmnatron and/or test results acadermc quahficatrons of the mstructor, knowledge of

tcumculum and msu'uctors conformﬁrﬁt*y to college norms and authonty In the preferred-

evaluauon, the four criteria- whxch recerved most support from college mstructors,

X

department heads, pnncrp_als, and vrce-prmcxp_als were student participation in Iessons, ‘

knowledge of curriculum, c.oncem’with‘ student development, and class control. B

According to the responses of instructo""' 'deparunentai heads principals and-vice

P

’ i
- pnncrpals two cntena -- students workmg wrthqut supervrsron and mstruetors standmg

- in'the communit)f =were of least 1mportance in exrstmg and preferred pracuce
i,

There were srgfﬁﬁcant drfferences among some groups of -the mstructor and
!

departmental heads drffermg in the total number of years in teachmg on thetr responses'

regardmg the 1mponance that was gwen and whrch should be grven to some° cnter;a in .

; g s

' .evaluatxon of college"mstructors ‘The feSpondents who had more expenence At teachmg }"f

Fod

o perceived that hlgher 1mportance was glven to the. mamtenance of a weekly rec0rd of

a work enthusrasm drsplayed in teachmg, evrdence of self-evaluauon acuvatres checkmg;':_:_ ‘

' -of wntten work and trammg of students in self-expressron than dxd those respondents

i

| who had less expenence The more expenenced respondents also preferred that hlgher'j- :

1mportance should be ngen to academxc quahftcauons of the mstructor, checkmg of -

; wntten work and development in students of asense. of reSponSt’iltty than de those who. &

, 'were 1ess experxenced Less expenenced respondents pereerved that greater 1mponance B

exxsung evaluauon cntena than d those who were more expeneneed.

- “_was bemg gtven to evrdence of self-evaluatron aeuvmes and checkmg of wntten work as. :

The mpondents who had over 9 years of expenence in cdllege teachmg pereewed ._ 'v :

f

,that more unportance should be gwen to an mstructor's stan i g tn the commumty than o




' Considering the combined views of college” instructors,' dep’artmental heads,

prmc1pals and vice- pnnclpals five criteria: were of gteat o,f very great 1mportance 1n, .

’Iu

‘exrstmg evaluatxon of mstructors These mcluded preparahon of schemes of work o

 examination and/or test results aCadermc quahﬁcahons of the mstructor knowledge of
curriculum and mstmctors confornuty to college norms and authonty In the preferred

'vevaluauon the four cnteha whlch rece1ved most support frorn college mstructors,_
v depanment heads pnncrpals and vice- pnncrpals were student parttc1panon in lessons

-knowl%dge nf urnculum concem wrtp student developrnent and class control

Accordmg to the responses of mstructors departmeﬁ’@l heads, prmc1pals and v1ce o

LA

, prmcrpa‘s, two cntena -- students workmg w1thout supervrsron and msn'uctor S standmo

in the ecmmumty - .were)of least unportance m both exrstmg and preferred pracn@e
,J&-

7 Q’ ' * There were srgmﬁcant drfferences among some groups of the 1nstructor and .

departmental heads d1ffenng in the total nurnber of years in teacl‘ung on the1r responses o

~

regardmg the rmportance that was bg;,ven and wh1ch should be grven to some cntena in

LA 3

evaluat10n of college mstructors The respondents who had more eXpenence in teachmg

\,;

percerved that higher 1mportance was given to the mamtenance of a weekly record of
‘;‘_y-work“ enthuSIasm dlsplayed in teachmg, evrdence of self—evaluatron acnvrtres checkmg ) _: :
| of. wrttten é}rork and trarmng of students 1n self—expressron than d1d those respondents o
_ who had less’ expenence The more expenenced respondents also preferred that hrgher'
' 1mportance should be grven to academrc quahflcanons of the instructor, checkmg of |
, wntten work and development in students of a sense of responsrbthty than drd those who .
' u_were less expenenced Less expenenced respondents percerved that greater 1mportance
. ‘ 'was bemg grven to evxdence of self-evaluauon acuvmes and checkmg of vmtten WOl’k as |

vvexxstmg evaluanon cntena than did: those who were more expenenced

. 'l‘he reSpondents who had over 9 years of experience m college teachmg per*d

) -

that more rmportance should be grvcn to an mstruetors sta_n_dmg in the commumty than :
P

e e o . | L larere



- %hat grﬁer im _ heg to requumg mstructors. to submlt a report on

,about specrﬁc teachmg abtlmes and obtatmng mformatton from students about an’

]

rnstructor s work through faceéjo-face mtervrews -- were of relatrvely low i unponance in

exrstmg ‘and preferred evaluation practtces Although there were somegdtfferences'

. between the 1mportance that was presently gtven and which should be given certam

practices, toa large extent gusung practrces were consistent with preferences
Respondents wrth more than 14 years of eXpertence in teachmg percelved that

greater 1mporgmce was present]y @en to requiring mstructors to stfhmxt course outlmes ;

‘o &

3 and ot[ler materxals ‘than did the respondents who had from 10 to 14 years of experience.
in teachmg Thé respondents who had over 14 yeafs of expenence also p?rcewed that

more 1mportance was grven to requmng mstructors to submit a report on classroom' g

o T
act1v1t1es and accomphshments than dtd those who had 5t09 years of expenence

B ‘Sumlarly, respondents'.who had from 10to 14 years of expenence in teachmg percewed. |

classroom il

. than two.yeam of epenence Smularly, respondents who had 2 to 4 years or over 9 '

years of expenence pereerved that a hrgher degree of 1mportance was presently given to

nonfymg the mstructors when they are hkely to be evaluated and also preferred that

' that two practtces - requ‘mng instructors to wnte standardlzed tests to gather mformatr}pn .

a

- . greater xmportance should be attached to thlS pracuce than dld those who had less than 2 ¥ "

years of expenence The respondents who}had Sto9. years of expenencc percewed a’

. greater degree of i tmportam e bemg gtven to nonfytng the tnSu'uctors when the& are ltkely

. A
)

-
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to be zgvaluated than d1d those who had less Yhan 2 years of expenence in college '

. ..
. Ty .

teachr

' "' 'I'heil respondentswho had Dtploma/Sl quahﬁcauons. p‘Crcexved a greater degree of .
1mportance being glven to requmng mstructors to wﬁte standardlzed tests to gather _
o . mformauon abut spectﬁc teachmg abrhtles than dxd those who had Bachelors or M’aster S, vv
~ degrees Respondents who held.Bachelor s degree S percerved that mdre 1mportance was
. IQ ipresently grven to noufymg the mstructo:s when they are hkely to be evaluated than d1d j
B thosewhohadMaster dEgrees - e - j ‘gt |
| Some dlfferences were observed between respondents estabhshed on the basrs ok ‘»I
the number of evaluatxons Respondents who had never been evaluated formally '
| preferred that more 1mportance. should be glven to eonductmg classroom vxsltauons in

: Wthh the mstructor is observed than dld those whe had been evaluated formally at least‘- )
&

o once ai teachers college However, thpse respondents who had been evaluated at least
. _e.

. once formally perceWed that more 1mportance was presently grven tlo.holdtng mltervrews
: wrth 1nstructors to obtain mformauon aboutclassroom practrces and requmng mstmotors -
to subnut course Outlmes and other matenals than drd the respondcnts that had never been..
evaluated Sumlarly, those who had beerrevaluated at Ieas’mncepercerved that a greater
: degree of i 1mportance was giver to rdgumng mstructors to submxt a report on classroom |
acHlvities and accomph,shmeﬁts, conductmg post evaluauon conferences thh the
mstructors evaluated and notlfymg the mstructors when they are hkely to be evaluated
v_".than did the ones who had never bgen evaluated R ‘\t B | ‘
The sat1$ﬁed respondents had percerved that a higher: }egree of 1mportance was
o grven to holdmg mtervrews with mstructors to obtam mformatlon about classroom
| v'practrces and requmng mstructors to’ write standardlzed tests than dld the dxssatrsﬁed
_ "respondents In- addmon, the satrsﬁed respondents percexved thai a greater degree of

_ 1mp0rtance was grven and also preferred that greater 1mportance should be gwcn to,

\ :

]

Ly



of 1mportance for requmng 1nstructors to subrmt a report on classroom actrvmes and

: iomphshments than d1d the drssatrsﬁed group

. . . : . . Y\ .
@ ) .7 . . - . - - .
. .
' - - . . ) t ; N
"

.’ . N ., _. :,Q"“ N - .
~ The remalts indicated that ﬁm'"generalr man’y’ of the college principals, Viceé'

. .prmcrpals, mstxuctors,and departmental heads were drssansfied wrth exlstrng mstructor §

N fevaluatron practrces Some of the respondents, howg.ver were lmdecrded about therr
N\

| 2 tdearee of satrsfactron wrth practrces College mstructors s and departmental heads who',

" had been evaluated at least once: formally at teachers college were: more sansﬁed wrth_»_-

X4

‘ exlstmg practlces than those who had never been evaluated

'0 In the. views of respondents y 'A:)tlisting' instructor eua,luatidn practlces improved the |
'quahty of teachmg at teachers co§eges in a number of ways Through the pracuees |
‘ college teachmg standards were set 1nstructors were able to follow specrally desrgned
' college cumculum and syllabuses and mstructors wene promoted to hrgher job groups |

¥
College mstructors were also able to assesitherr own teaching effectrven&s because of

evaluatlon practlces Fmally, throx‘igh evaluatron practlces, college students were

A properly tramed and became effectrve school teachers. - |
(: . ( o . - . L N ‘ 'M : - .
SR o] » B | . : ' % o

One of the major shortcomings identified by respondents was that personnel

involved in the evaluasion of college insthugtors, especially subject specialists from the
* - Inspectorate, were not trained as evaluats, did not have, the'required skills or know the,

-~ »



-~ . .

toa

were not effectrve because there was no pohc specrfyu/\_g‘_\@mmena should be used in )

f’ the‘evaluatmn, what evaluanon proc : Hres s 'uld be used whatshould be the purpose

~of the evaluatrdn and who should do the evaly t1ng

-
- r

ReSpondents commented on the :extent to whrch they percerved blases in
evaluat10n pracu(:es. Instructors felt intumdated by some of the: personnel who conducted

evaluauons They also felt that evaluauons were very madequate because very httlefime
I

S —

@was devoted to them and b.pcause there were very few personnel to.do adequate :

evaluanons e ce bt
" N ‘ N .

There ‘was. ev1dence oj some confusron regardmg the purpose of college mstructor

o evaluatlon To some respondents the main purpose for evaluatlons was that they
provrded a ba51s for promotron of the 1nstructors To others the purpo‘se was for less

posmve outcomes such as vrétmuzauon demotron or. drscrphne Other respohdents
N -
thought mstructor evaluatlons were done whenever there was a question rega-rdmg an.

X

mstructors effectrveness in teaehmg Other shortcorrungs were that. mstructors were not
_'grveh feedback after they had been evaluated and that tl}ﬁ'{e) were no provrsxor{s for
"dralogue between the mstructors and therr evaluators on evaluatton outcomes

Consequently, mstructors feared bemg evaluated because they were not mvolved m the

evaluatlon There were also no 1n-serv1ce programs to bnef mstructoxs or therr evaluators’

4

_A techmques and were ra,lanvely 1nexper1enced. Exrstmg mstructor evaluauon,rpractlces S

P

*

_ abyevaluanon pracut:es and procedures. ’I’he level of fundmg to support evaluauon

- programs and research in mstructor evaluauon was also percewed to be madequate l;,

» mstructors They suggested that thls policy should: be written and made known to al

3 mstruetors and’ therr evaluators Respondents furtfter suggested that in the establrshed
. ‘!4. ‘ ’ oo . N

Re‘sponden‘ts advoc'Lted‘ the establishmen't £ an e'valuation policy for college _

N



S

"

| and skills in evaluatlon techmques and procedures.

\_pohcy, the purposes7 of mstructor evaluandn evaluauon personnel cntena and practrlc/

should be ‘clearly. 1dent1‘ﬁed The mvolvement of more hrghly quahﬁed personne in
/

mstructox* evaluatron was also suggested Respondents advogmed more frequent and *
regular evaltfauons of mstructors They also suggested that freque,nt semmars or ‘

I
workshops should be orgamﬁed for both mstrubtors and evaluators.on evaluatron

. L4 »

~\
»practrc,'es and procedures. Rbspon&nts appealed for more ob_]ectmty and fa1rness in. .

. evaluation practrces They also suggested that' more fufds be prowded t’o”support’

evaluation prograrhs and research in the area of mstruetor evaluatron
Conclusions o AP . T -
Y The followmg are the major conclusrqps of the study”k N

1.In gedera] the personnel now mvolved in 1nsmctor%¢valuaaon are the same as

_the ones respondents would prefer to have 1nvolved _The ones who recerved the greatest.

¢

.Inspectorate "The personnel who were least mvolved in evaluatlon of instructors -- the

Provmcxal Educatxon Offlcer (PE 0.), admlmstrators from the Teachers Serv1ce

Commrssron (T S C. ), and, umversny personnel-"' were also least preferred - by :

‘ reSpondents Fmdmgs revealed an acute shortage of evaluators with adequate knowledge ﬁ

N

- 2. The results of this' study shosfﬁ that, in general there are few dlscrepanmes

between the extstmg and preferred criteria for 91\3 evaluation of i mstructors Cnt ria such-

as exammanon and test. results (product’), preparatlon of schemes of work (Process)
academtc quahflcatlons of the 1nstructor (presage), knowledge of of curnculum
(presage), and mstructors conforrmty to college norms (presage) appea;go be of

consrderable 1mportance in exrstmg and preferred evaluatron practrces Such cﬂ&ena as
-

~ .
\ students wOrkmg without supervrslon (process) and lnstructors standing m\the

- ’ R .

support we;e college pnncrpals, departmental heads, and sub]ect specmhsts from the -

L,

.



commumty (pre%age) were of least coﬁ‘ 1deranonme1ther emstmg qrpreferred rpstructor“" o
o _

’ eva_]uatlon ’:.. - “; . »_v ; . ._-'b.,- “ . : ,W“ s ‘ | R
iy

Respgndents also expressed a preference for cqn’s1ded'ng msfructgrs age
(presage) exg\‘.ﬂcnce in teachmg (presﬁge), parumpatlon in research (presage), creanvxty '

a.nd 1mprov1$atlon (presagé!), part1c1patlon in item wntmg (presage), pubhcatxons' N }
- - : . o S

(prepage) and part1c1patlon “in presentatlon in wo;kshops o.r seminars (presage) as
'. possrble cntena for evaluatmg mstructorb% It would. seem that cntena of the process-a*'a"
F presage type recelved hxgh’ pnonty m both exlstmg and preferred instructor evaluatlon |

3. There were only shght dlscrepancws be'tween thp ex;stmg and preferre‘cr
R ( ;-‘,,.
evaluatlon practlces Requmng mstructors to sabrmt 'course outlmes and other matenals,
bt
requn‘mg mstructors to subm,xt a report on classroom actwmes and accomphshments, and :
Q. B

holdmg mtetwews wnh m§tructors to obtain mformauon about classroom practlces were

. 1mportant p?agtrces in both % sﬁng and referred‘!nstructor evaluauon Practlces suchas
. 2 o . Cd v

, requmng/ insuﬁmtors to wnt' tary ' 'zed tests and obtalmng mformauon from stu;lents T

‘ v

rod " 'ater 1n001vement or attaphed more tgnportanc,e to

) ' ™

pracuce thams ,now the‘base . \Thxs suggests a general dxssansfacuon with the extent to

R e 54.\

‘ whxch the vanous personnel were mvolved as wellras m the deg\'ee of 1mportance

W attached to the cntena and practlces in the evaluatxon of mstructors
o .



6. College pnncrpals,-vrce-pnne‘rpals mstructors and departmental heads agreed
that the exlstmg pracnces 1mproved the quahty of teachmg at}eachers college,s, set
‘ college teac ,1 g standards were unportant in the promonon decisions of themst:ructors,

r ¢ ~

ctors. to assess therr own teachmg 'I’he pracuces were also percewed

rand enable ins

' ascontnbunngtostudentdevelopmenﬁ TR J" T :

7. Fmdmgs mdrcate that college prmcrpals, .vrce pnncxpals mstructors and v

‘ﬂepartrpental headi-werc cbncemed about the evaiuatton of college mstmctors Although
respondents hrghhghted some majorstrengths of curreut practxces, there was a general
_digcontent because of a varying number of reasons These 'related to adequacy of

evaluations, competence of evaluatron personnef evaluatron polrcy and to various - -
\
})ractrces Accordmgly, respondents support changes in p'trsonnel mvdlved in criteria

~ o

andmpractrces : R / | .*‘

L

*8. There were some dlfferences among respondents whb dlffered in professronal

' charactenstlcs regardrng thelr views -about evaluation personnel cntena and practrces
)

ReSpondents who wehmore expenenced in the teaching professron\&d those' whdwere -

. sausfxed with evaluatron practrces percerved and preferrey greater mVOIVement of
. evaluanon pcrsonnel m,arstructor evaluation. The more expenenced.respondents in the .
’ v teachin g professxon and those who were more expenenced in college teachmg percerved
“and preferred a hrgher degree of unportancc of & evaluauon criteria and practrces
thle more quallfled respondents preferred more mvolvem\ent of evaluation
. 'personn% the less quahﬁed respondents and those respondents whom had exther been
evaluated atjeast once at tcachers college or were sauSﬁed wrth evaluanon practrces
‘e - percexved and preferned a hrgher degree of-rmportance of evaluation cutena and practices. .
Respondents who were evaluated at least once were more satisfied thh practrces theh drd‘i .

those whol had never recewedformal evaluauon expenences at teachers college L

Y} i . . . . . ) ) .
~ . P . \ N : -
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Results of thie Mdtcaté Tlf%

o evaluauon of colleg&ngﬁucto;;k

the mspectors ﬁéorﬁ the Ins " "l _ “: A% d| looked for faults in teachers

AR ST

Maranga (1981) suml'ly »

ed i pg:ep accused of

bemg autocrath\fault finders who used threats m”ﬁr ' ”- ;rk (p 18)
The quesnonable behavlor of th% mspec r§xqted oyer the years even
though the autocratlc and au' | % 1dlrl 41: oolomal mspectors

ncept of superv1510n (Mwanz.la, if) : An ut%pgtor m%?upip}osea to be a leader,
a helper a‘hd a source of knowledge afxd guldance Ormnde (cned by Nakuare 1980

N
pa35)§& hls commeﬁtfﬁout superv1sor s approach to tqachers commented that

'ﬂ?e"ide‘g;that he i is a kind of pohcem’an miust be dxsputed and c&‘gful ought

. mxght be: given to the creation of the kind.of relauonshlps that are
* . lead to positive and enthusiastic response on the part.of teachers. '~ %
’ Supe who merely succeed in puttmg up teachers backs' are wéwse

thanuse SS. . . § . : . 4
' 1 ) . o L , N

. KR " -
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o SO X (Accordmg to some of the respondents very httle time was devoted to mstructor’ ‘

a\ \

X \ waluaFons. hence, the mstructors were exposed to ﬁnmmal evaluatron expenences. A

. srmi;l‘gr probl‘sm‘u)a‘sf _bserved as early as 1980, by Nakrtare who reported that the trme"

i
"\

\ spentby subjehg-n\':spectors from the Inspectorate in sumﬁrsrng teachers was usuallf
N NN

\ neglxgrble anh ranged:be‘t\wee%two to five minutes. "Consequently the teachers were‘ |

\4\

for college 1nstructors.. Ihe pohcy should state the purpose of the evaluation, what

craterxa should be used who should do the evaluauon how the evaluatron should be

" done the frequency of the e ’luanon, to whom the evaluanon report should go, the role

" of the mstructbﬁ) in the evaluatron process and the mechamsm of feedback of the
- . N h\r_ S TN\ e Teta N
¢ evaluatron expenences ?the mstructors Teachers

college 1nstructors and administrators -

should be mvoIved in desrgmng such an evaluauon pohcy Included n AppendwF are
proposed evaluatton models for Kenyan \teachers college Jnsguctors Appendix G
s ‘;. mcludes an example of a teacher evaluatron polrcy model prepared by the Alberta

y’l‘eache?s Assocranon Perhaps these mbdels rnay be a gurde in developmg a more
?ap\proprrate evaluauon framework for mstructors in Keny}n teachers colleges .' T

| 4
- \ 2 An evaluauon mstrument consrstmg of the: cntena lrsted in 1 the mstrument used
T

in thrs study and those suggested by respondents should be constructed for use by

teachers' colleges 'l'he use of such an instrument would beneﬁt college 1nstructors in

terms of reducing the current problems associated with instructor evaluation. In general,

’

% B i . : : . : ' 3 .



B reSpondents were of thc oplmon that cntena used in mst;uctor cvaluanon shou!d be made

\

moré'exphcttto;hemstmctoxs S - e
' o 3. The thstry ofEducauon rmght nwd to look into the profeSS1onar70ndt'ict of
mstructor evaluators especxally subject speclahsts from the Inspectorate towards coIlcge

1nstructors A clear, wntten code of etiucal conduct regardmg mstructOt cvaluauon )

practices xmght give gmdance into the comple:uty of the evaluanon process

"-o

4 ‘A concrete plan | should be mmated for retrammg exlstmg personnel mvolved |

¢
in evaldation practices to help them bccome more, effectwe in assisting collcge mstructox‘s

Plans should also be made to ensure that college mstructors are briefed on evaluanon

. procedures. o

5. A more practical approach to summative instructot evaluation Tnvolving

7 classroom v1s1tatlons by college adrmmsu'atlon and T.S!C. personnel as well as by

pcrsonnel from the Inspectorate and the K.LE. should be consxdered Th1s may prov1de ,

v‘ e

more comprehenswe mformauon about instructor effectxveness - N-;é;,.;.» . % i

6 The nature of the conﬁdenual annual rcports that college pz;mcxpals make on

mstructors and submit to the T. S C. should be carefully exammcd u& ft;;nns ‘of thctr

o vahdlty and rehabthty Development of proper guldehnes regardmg the preparatmn.and

the use of such rcports would be advxsable - .

7 “The Inspectorate and th\e teachers colleges adrmmstratlon should work asa

team in the evaluatxon of i mstructors Evaluatton expenences should be shared not only

among the evaluators but also with the mstructors evaluated. 'I'hxs may remove fear that

1s often expencnced among college mstructom because of the wide gap that seems to ‘exist

- béween the evaluators and thc instructors.

8. Semmars or workshops should be orgamzcd frequently for collcge mstructors

. and evaluators on evaluauon practlces. »Thts‘xmght enhghteq mstructo_rs and evaluators

9
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e procedures and expectatmns of an evaluauon program A smularmcommendanon

was made about twcnr(y years ago when Lubulpllah (1967) stated tha;: - o ‘

We would suggest that the Ministry should or:gamze m-servrce courses for
mspectors, in which the importance of cooperation, between teachers and -
- IRSpectors is hrghhghted (p. 51) _ ‘ _ .

- Mwanza ( 1985) also recommended that "trammg of Supervisors is essennal as.a ‘

. —

mean_s of prov1d1ng~.them with neces_sary ski 'gue to supervrsron" (p. xi).

9. The Ministry of Education shoyi. de adequate funds to s instructor

W

evalua&’n programs to make them mog 3 ind comprehensive, as well as for

research in instructoragation.
X NG, .

[y

» ~

1. Studies should be undertaken to determine whether or not there are s1gmﬁcant‘ L

,drfferences in the extent of mvolvement of e\aaluatxon personnel or the degree of

: 1mportance grven to evaluauon cntena and practlces when a distinction i is made between

r summatrve and formattve evaluanons ' ﬂ

S 2, Research should be carried out to determine the validity and rehablhty of the ,

use of the hrghly ranked, preferred evaluatlon criteria and practlces, and the effectiveness

“L" .

+ ofthe. mvolvement of the highly preferred nersonnel, in instructof evaluation.

)
3. The study relied wholly on a questionnaire to colle data on prmcxpals and

mstructors perceptxons and preferences regardmg instructor evaluatlon there wa

R

- attempt to conduct interviews to /obtam more comprehensrve mformat10n on the subject.

'&n v:eyv of thrs shortcormng, it is highly ricommended that more empirical research |

should be d?%e usmg dlfferent data collection methods.
4. The study respondents mdrcated a strong preference for student evaluatron of

their instructors. Some mvestlgatron should be done to find ont to what extent student

~

) evaluauons of mstructors may be used to supplement mformatwn obtained from other

A



¢ ".i sources»fStudles should also b‘: nducted t0 dcterrnine college'students' pex'cep‘tions"of
‘mstructor effectweness‘ Thrs : provrde addmonal mformauon on some of the areas '
' that requxre attention 1n desxgnmg an instructor evaluauon 1nstrurnent. —
5 Studtes should be undertaken to determme }he ’epuons pf college
: pnncnpals 1nstructors, and subject Wctors from the Inspectorate regarding: thepurposcv L
of mstructor evaluatlon in Kenyan teachers colleges Tlus may pro?tde additional

mformanon that could@)e mcorporated into an evaluauon pohcy and consequently, rmght

help to reduce the uncertalnty among- college personnel concemmg the purpose of .
N P :

mstructor%valuatmn. - o ""V‘ T

6 Studtes should be done to determine whether or not there are in the form of_ .I
} tradmonal practlces or asa body of documented knowledge some commonaltres in the

adnumsu-atl}re-pracu of Kenyan teachers college pnncxpals The fi ngs of such

- studtes may be 1mportan ‘in estabhshmg a common base’ from whigh to approach

mstructorevaluatlon T IR

. B . i .
4 . A [}

7 Some research should be donc to detenmne the appropnateness of thc current
N ~instructor. selegtion and recnutr_ncnt practices of the Teachess' Service Commlsslon.__ Such -
a study nmay- -proyide some iriformation regarding the pro‘fessional expcriential‘ and
_ general background of college mstructors whrch nught be of sxgmﬁcance in desrgmng an

evaluauon program

8. Kenyan umvgsmes and coll 263, especiall'y those that are involyed in teacher *

9. The thstry of Educauon should mmate a pllOt program mvolvmg ?few :

| « colleges in which the recommendauons of thls study are tmpleme.nted as step toward'
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developing ‘a model ‘for -ipstpactor uanon Results of the, expenences in the

' e ‘ e L

| ckperithc‘ntai settings shduld be commuki

) '
Evatuation of collegp instofctors is mgmﬁe/ nt in terms of Qmproving the L
¢

A

——

Kenyan >educat10nal system thelg selectxon rccrultment and evaluatlon sho,uld be of + ».
{
greatest concern to the Mmlstry of Edunatlon the. Tcachers gerv1ce Commission, the
} I s =
M Kenya Instltute of Educanon and the public in general Therefore, eValuation* of

mstructors shoxﬂd be well planned and dode ca.refully Outcom studies such as the
‘orfe ‘which is the SUbjCOt of thls report havg‘potenttal for contrxbutmg to 1mproved

prac_:nce. | - ool o N
e ‘ R o ‘
. ' \
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REG!STRATION OFTEACHERS

. 6. A,PersonMnstbeReglstmdby theCommmiontoBecﬁhen '
’ Teacher-hr Kenya
Any person who wishes to be employed as a teache? in any school -
in Kenya, registered by the Minister as a-school in accordance with
'Education. Act must first make » ‘plication, in the manner ‘
described in Schedule I- to -be registered by the Commission in
_ accordance thh section 7 of the\l‘eachem Service Commxssxon Act.

7. Conditions for Registnﬁon

Apersonshallbcenudedtobcmgwaedasatmhan )

- () Heis the holder of any certificate, licence or authority to '
PO teach, issued to him under the Education Act, as in force . -
e immediately before thc commencement of the Tmhes
- Service CommmonAot

(’) He is deemed tobeaqnalxﬁed tnachcrmaecordancpw:m
"~ the Tmhem Service (i‘)mrmmon Act, Legal Notice No.
90/1967.

3) Heuape&whom tthommmonwhaﬁoemploy. but
o whoxsnotenndedtobcregmcmdunderenherofthctwo
- foregoing sdctions, his education, fitness to teach asd

axpenmcemsuchas.mthcoplmo:rottheCommmy

S

-

warrant his registration

W A,personwhoumuedthhahcencetowachmanunmded
sthool,maecordancemnhsecﬁon?(d)o!theAct LN
11711967

' The following particalars shall be supplied to the Commission in
the manner required under TSC/REG/1, Scheditle I or as the Com- -
mission may. ﬁmewnmep!uaibe bymypammhng

a

appﬁanonwbemiimed—

Source: Teachers Service Commission. (Rcvxsed 1986) Code of negulauons for o '
' teachers Nairobi, Kcnya Govcmmcnt Printer. .

» . ) i : - A
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' COLLEGE INSTRUCTOR EVALUATION PRACTICES
. -AND PREFERENCES QUESTIONNAIRE - °

1y

-

Thls questxonnmre is desxgned to obtain the v1ews of mstructors and pnncxpals in
.Kenyan Teachers' Colleges about ex1stmg and prefcmed mstructor evaluanon pracuces
. ). .

The vagious sections of thc questionnaire focus on p'erSonnel'invdved in e'valu'ation,
cvaluanon criteria, and evaluanon procedures. A number of gene;al qumnons are
also mclqded.

.

) Informanon about pcrsonal and profe#s*haractenshcs of rcspondents will be used
only in data analysw There- are no tdenufylng marks on the quesnonnan'c Respondents '
.. are assured of complcte anonynuty o ' ‘

Please complete the quesnonnau'e w1th1n the next ﬁve days, place in the envclopc

prov1ded and return the sealed envelope to your pnnmpaL S S
. ‘ e
My ) w
A 3. - ‘y _. . ) . ‘ '_
oo ’ , l’ ‘ "
4 * N
Y B K
\ g . \ ‘ P ‘-
KA

200

g :

A
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Ty S . S : B thlSSP:Ice
'SECTION I: PE’RSONAL'zx PROFESSIONAL DATA e o
- Please. check the approptiate res efor each of the quesuons . T

whxchfollow e R R  1 -4'_-1 -
,: ' . o SRR AR :
L What posmon do you now holdmyour college" ‘Check only one.:
- BRI .- S
' L ' _*He_ad_ofDepa_rtmer_xt E = D3 s
RS ) . Instructor | : 4 ’
- o S ‘ - '-O’ther' (SPCCIfy) T 5

5 What 15 ‘your pf‘c‘scnt-ag‘C? v , -
B o © Under30 years
v 0-d0yes

o

- T soyears
| - OversOyears <

PN N L

B Includmg the current year, how many full years of teachmg expenence ' '
. dQ you have at all leveIs of the educational system? "

'Lessthantwoyears -
- 2 -4 years -

R

,5 9years
‘_ 10 14 years
15 - 19 years
- More than 19 years :

Y

———
———
—

B NV, TR S VU N G

4, Includmg the currclyear for how many full years have you served
' mateacher tra1mng college" Check only one. . - ) ; B
' - Less than two years
2-4years
5-9years
| B .10-14 years
N o 15-19yean

IS

2 . Plcasenunto_the’-mxi-vpage o



Donmzoz ,
D " write in
*Morethan9years 6 -

s. Whatlsyour hlghcstprofessmnallacadcnnc quahficatxon" Check S
o only one. e :
e . : D_iploma/Sl»“ .
L : DI o ’ v ; ' o
' . Bachelor's degree *
Master's degree
) :Oﬂierls_pecify)

—
——
—— R4
e —

.,p‘u N:r-a

—~ ) o -

6. How many times havc you becn cvaluatcd formally smcc you stancd tcachmg
at tcachers collegc" Chcck only one. -
‘Never : ‘
Once or twice
3-5times
6- 10 times
More than 10 times.

10

B SR  Plesscmumtothe nextpsge -



SECTION II: PERSONNEL INVOLVED IN EVALUATION

' Eleven types of personnel who may be involved in evaluating college |
instructors are identified in this section. Plcasc indicate the cxtcnt to

o Wthh each type ‘of personncl is agmanx(EXISTING) involved in instructor

‘ cvaluanon and the cxtcnt to which each type of pcrsonncl ihQJ.le_b.Q -
(PREFERRED) mvolvod in instructor evaluation. by cxrchng

. responses accordmg to the followmg key:

5§ Always involved " 4 ‘Frcquc"n'tly involv:d 3 Océaéion;y involw
0 No ,infonna'tion y

2 Scldom involved

¢

1 Never involv¢d

Please cn'clc a responsc for E:usnng md, for Prcfcrred for each typc ot' pcrsonncl

1. Senior Inspector of schools and colleges
2. Subject specialists from the Inspectorate

3. Curriculum §1anners from the Kenya
Institute of Education (K.LE. )v

4. Administrators from the Teachers Scrvxcc
‘Comrmssmn (T.85.C) :

5. Umvcrslty pcxsonncl
6. Pﬂvmc:al Educauon Officcr (P.E.O.)-
7. College Principal
& Departmental Head |
>9. Colleagues (iiglsu'u‘ctors ‘in the coll;ge) B
10. Instructors being cva;luatéd -’

" §1. Students .

e
-

Exlstmg
543210
543210

543210
543210
543210

543210
543210

543210
543210
543210
543210

«

Preferred

543210

543210
543210

543210

543210

543210

543210

- 543210
543210
'543210E

\543210

Do not 203
wme lll |
this space -_

11, 12

13,14
15,16 -

1718
19, 20
21,22
23, 24
25, 26

27,28~

- 729,30

31, 32

Pluse turn to the next page



. . this space
R
SECTION III: EVALUATION CRITERIA ‘ 2
e - o 1-4
In thlS section, criteria which codld be used in evaluatmg college mstructors arc ‘
hsted Please indicate your view of the u‘nportance that eacli criterion is * 4 c {

" 11. Stydent participation in lessons

- write in_

prcscntly (EXISTING) given in instructor evaluation and the i xmportancc that
each criterion should (PREFERRED) be glvcn in instructor evaluagion

according to the followmg key
5 4 3
Very great Great Modcratie i

Very 1imited No.

1 0-

-

unponancc unportance unportance mxpm-tancc importance ix’nponaxi_ce

1.

Lcsson prcparatlon

Knowledgc of cumculum

. Preparation of schemes of work _

L

2
3
4. Maintenance of weck.ly record 'of work
5. Methods of lesson presentation |
6.
7
8
9

Usc of tw:hmg alds

. Enthusxasm dlsplayed in ncachmg

vadc_ncc of sclf-cvaluatxon acuvmg

Instructor-student relationships

10. Concern with student &'_evelopmct_\f o

Exnsgmg

543210
'543210

543310
%5%32?0‘-

Pleasc c1rcle a response for Ex1stmg and for Preferred for each type of cnﬂcnou. S

543210
543210

543210
 5432ro

,34;210'
543210
" 543210

.\."

5432107 %

V o

543210 | }1u g
543210 = 2626

Pluseuumomcnextme

A
vad

‘ Preferred’

543210 5.6
543240 gz@_
543210 9,10
543210 1,12
543210 13, 14
543210 15,16
:5432101 '1m;aw_
543210 - ~13,‘z£§'f?“"



12 Studcnts workmg thhout supcrv1sxon

'13 Class control 4

14, mclopmcnt of the process of individual

inquiry in students -

)

lq Concemn with the character devclopmcnt
of studénts

16. Chcckmg of written work

17. Dcvcldpmcnt in students of a sense * .
of responsibility -

18. Training of students in self-expression

19. Provision made for individual differences

20. Examination and/or test results  °

21. AcM; qualifications of the instructor N

22. Pcr'sonamy attributes of the instructor

23, Qualities of leadcrshlp dxsplayed by thc
~ instructor v

24. Dress and appcarancc ot_' the instructor

25. chrec of cbopcration by the instructor-
with other staff o

26. Instructor's conformity to collcgé
- norms and authority L

' 27 Instructor's parncxpauon in
" extra-curricular act1v1t1cs

28. Instructor's standing in the
community -

29. Instrqctor s paruc1panon in college
and commumty actwmcs :

A

: Plcasc add any othcr criteria which are used or which should be used in cvaluatmg
collcgc instructors and cmclc the responses.

.6

'543210
543210

543210

Exisltingw
543210
"543210

543210

543210 °

543210
543210
543210

-543210

»

543210

543210

543210 -

543210

543210
.

543210

543210

»

543210
543210

543210 -

Pre.ferred

543210

543210

543r10
543210\
543210

543210

‘543210
543210

543210
1543210

543210

543210

543210 .

543210

543210

Do not 205 -

- write in .
" thisspace . -

27,28

29,20

31,32

» 33;34

35,36

. ‘ )

37,38
39,40
41,42
43, 44
45, 46
RYAY,
49, 50
51,52
53,54
55,56
57, 58
59,60

61, 62

Piuse wm to the next page



30. ,
ElE
- 32, 'L‘,z' : o

543210

543210

543210
'543210'

SECTION IV: EVALUATION PRACTICES

543210 ~
543210

543210

543210

)

- A range of practices may be used i in mstructor evaluation. Please cn'clc ‘.
‘one of the numbers from 5 to 1 o mdlcatc your vxcw of the unportancc

_prqscnﬂy (EXIS'I'ING) given- to each pracuéc and the unporm‘b:c

" that should (PREFERRED) be gwen to cach practice according to the

‘Donot 206 -

write in "
this space

65, 66
668

69,70

followmg key MY
Sy - : ‘wma’ : '
[ 0 4 3 - 2 | S 0
Very grea_t | Great. Moderate ~ Some - Verylimited  No .
‘importance i e importancc unponanc: unportance importancé -
’ Plcase circlea ré'sponsc for Emtmgand for Prchn'ed for cach type of pracncc.' ,‘ 3.
i 1:4 -
S : | i Exlsting - Preferre_d o
1. Conducting classroom visitations in &
" which the instructor is observed. W 543210 543210 © - 56
2. Obtaining information from Stlidcnts . A o R
~ by means of a questionnaire. g 543210 543210 73
. T S
3. Obtaining information from students _ . : o
about an instructors' work thmugh . o : o :
- face-to-face interviews. 543210 543210 .10
4. Holdmg interviews with instructors o .
- to obtain information about classroom _ o .
jpracnccs. ' . ' 543210 543210 11, 12
5. Requmng admlmstrators to complete e i
: specially designed lists of traits, skills ,
‘or characteristics to develop apmﬁle e o o
‘ ofthcmstructors/ » . -543210 °5§43210 " 13,14
Reqmnng instructors to write - N o N |
- standardized tests to gather information ' C SR
about specxﬁc tcachmg ablhtxes 543210 5 43210 15,16 °

" Pleasetimwthenextpage



7

10
1L

12,

ch\urmg instructors to submit

course outlines, lesson samples, samplcs -

of projects and other materials.

‘ chumng instructors to subxmt a report
on classroom &ctivities and o

accomplishments -- mcludmg
self-cva.luanon.

4~

Conducting post evaluation conference *
with the instructors evaluated.

Providing the instructors evaluated with -

written copies of evaluation comments.

Notifying the instructors when they are -

likely to be evaluated.

Allowing msu'uctors to maké written
statemertts relating to any aspect
of their evaluation.

543210

543210

Existing

543210

543210

543210

543210

543210

543210,

referred

43210

543210

543210

543210

\l‘)o‘m;t 207
write. m
“this space

S

19,20

21,22
>23,24

25,26

27,28

Please turn to the next page



 Donot208

Vo , j © 0 write in-
’ ' -~ this space
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SECTION V: GENERAL QUESTIONS' o S
- 'Plcasc rcspgndtocach of the followmg quesnons If you rcquxrc more space, | K

please use arﬂddmonal sheet of paper. ' :

B ‘1; What do you consxdcr to be thc three (3) major strengths of e)ustmg mstructor
- evaluation pracucw? . _ . _ -

- 2. What do you consxdcr to be the three ?3) major shortcommgs of the cmstmg
instructor eValuanon practices? - ‘

9 o _ Please tum to the nextpage



o

o

: >

o . .;,- write mo.,u

¢ -

3. What changes do you believe should be, made in the cxlstmg mstructor Wl T
cva]uauon pracum to makc them more effective? Cee

PR tl’usspace

R4 N RN v ",‘ ’
\
4, In general, how satisﬁ’ed are you with the éugrent instructor evaluation .. .-
practices? Please circle one of the numbers from 5 to 1 to indicate the -
.degree of your satisfaction with the evaluation practices.
5 4 3 2 1 .
Highly Somewhat Undecided = Somewh®t  Highly ' 29
satisfied - satisfied dlssansﬁed mssausﬁed
- 5. Please make any other comments regarding the evaluation df college o v ‘
instructors, the personnel employed for evaluation, the criteria used, ]
or about this study, in the space below. ’
Lo
\\ .
6. Plcase mdxcatc the approxunate number of i instructors in your collcgc
mstructors ‘ 30

\
10

- .. THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION

Please trn to.the next page
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1
L ®

" ‘Please enclose the questionnaire in the envelope provided-and retum

!‘  to your prigcipal.

. .
. el
#
. :
‘) . %
o8
.1
' [
A\ -
[ ?
.

e > Pluse‘gxm;othe::\c‘xtpqe‘ ‘
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CRITERIA USED IN THE INSTRUMENT GROUPED
'ACCORDING TO MITZEL'S CATEGORIES
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_ % S B
~ - T ES .
S

s

(

1 Lesson. prcparanon E |

Prcparaﬂc’m of schemcs of work

. Mdintenance of weekly rocord of work ‘
. _»Mcthods of lcsson p_rcscntanon R o , S
. ‘Uscoftcachmgards i " : .‘ ' |

Evidence of self-evaluation activites !

2

3

4

5

6. Enthusiasm displayed in teaching o L
.

8 Instructor - student miﬁﬁonﬂlrips

9

. Student participation in lesfons - | '~ B,

10 Class'control L o .

‘ 11. Chcckmg pf w;nttcn work

Ve N R W

) D .‘. ' : -

1. Knowledge of curriculum i
Academic qﬁaﬁﬁcaﬁoﬁs of the in$truc_tor - |
Pcrsonality attributes fo the instructor’ 7 :
' Qualmes of lcadcrshxp dxsplayed by thc the instructor
‘Dmsandappeoranccrfthcmstmctor o ’ . hi o
| Degree of coopcratlxbon by the instructor with othcr staff |
Instructor's confonmty to collcgc norms and authonty )
| Instructors parhcrpauon in extra-curncular acnvmcs
* Instructor’s standing in the commumty

10. Instrucnor's‘ _par_ucxpanon in college and comnmnity activities

o _ _ . L _ 212
_ ’C-riter@‘:}sed in the Instrument Grouped ,Acoo'r'ding to Mitzel"sCatégbrieS',.

Y .
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. .

1L quicem with student develgpsient PR

2. Student's working wighout sd;;fvision L |
S 3. Development of the process of'iridivigiual inquiry in students o A
” 4\ .~ Concem u;im the ch_tiractcr devélopmcnt of students |

5: Devclopmcnts in studcnts of a scnsc of mponmbxhty

6. 'I’rammg of tudents msclf-cxpressxon P _’" .o
‘ 7 ) . \ .

8. _ o

T . |

1 | :



{

| A
* ‘ APPENDIX D o
MAP SHOWING TEACHERS' TRAINING COLLEGES IN KENYA .
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Unnvmnty of Alberta - vDepat'tme_;lt' of Educational Administration »
Edmonton o - 3 Faculty of Education ' :
: ~

Canada T6G 2GS ‘ . 7-104 Education Building North, Telephone (403) 432-5241

4

The Permanent Secretary , March 31, 1987
Attn: Mrs. C. A. Mwango ‘ - '
Office of the President o ' L

Research Division =~ _ ‘ : L.

“P. O. Box 30510 T : e

Nairobi, Kenya -

[

Dear Sir: s |
Re: Réquc’st for P;nniésion’ to |

) ’ v
# . g

I would be most gratcful if you could grant me pcnmssxon to collect data for a research -

" project in Kenya during the period May - August , 1987. The data will serve as the basis

for a thesis which is part of the requirements of thc Mastcr of Education program m which

1 am cnrollcd at the Umvcmty of Albcrta.

My research is in/the area of collcge instructor evaluation. A copy of the problem

- statemnent from my thesis proposal is enclosed for your inforrfiation. ‘I am also cnclosmg a

list of the colleges fxom which I wmh to oollect quesuonnmrc and mtcrvxcw data.

1 propose to make two visits to each of the selected colleges. In the initial visit I shall hold
‘a meeting with the collcge pnncxpals and instructors to cxplam the purpose and design of
the study. At this meeting questionnaires will be distributed to the instructors. A brief

interview with thé principal will also be conducted during the visit. In my second visit to
the collcgcs, I shall collect the compicted quanonnaxm from the mpondcnts

As pﬂn of the mcarchpropct, Talso propose to hold brief i mtervxcws thh the Duector of

217

the Kenya Institute of Education and the Senior Inspector of Schools regardmg prcsent ,
~instructor evaluanoﬁ pracuccs ‘ o o

* Prior to undcrtakmg stud.“ atthe Umvcmty of Albcrta, I'was an instructor of biology and

Head of the Biology Department at Moi xea..hcrs College, Eldorct. I wnll be attached to
the same collcgc when I return to Kcnya. i 4

'mankv you for attendmg to thxs request. *

 Yours faithfully,

| : Zachariah Wanzare



Umiremty of Alberta o Department of Educational Administrahon o
gs Edmonhon L o . FamltyofEducahen '

,‘b".}

‘ Can;daT(iG_ 2GS - 7-104 Education Buildi

rgro}«u. rele“ph_om (m) Gisa 220

. April 24, 1987
Dear  College lnStructor. S ‘ ‘ .;:j 3
1 'arn erting to reqUeSt your. co‘operatlon in - a&lstlng me with a -
~ thesis research project whic i am conducting as ‘part - of the
‘requirement of my Master in Educatlon program at ghe University of ™
Alberta. The enclosed questlonnare ls .designed to obtain mformatlon _
- about lnstructor evaluation practlces an teachers colleges

Plegse complete the questlonnalre enclose ln the envelope provrded

and return to your prmclpal W|th|n the .next flve days-. SET ‘

. /n . S

- Prior -to my. jolnlng ‘the program at the Unlverslty of -Alberta, Imas an.’

ftructor of Biology and the’ Head of Biology Department t';_.Mol
o o R

achers' College in Eldoret

. ;“3,.

A report of the study wull be manled to your college when the study ;s '

,completed — : , .

Your cooperatlon will be hlghly.appreciated.'

Yours faithfully,

Zachariah ,Wagzare



,\ o
A

UnivmtyofAlberu o Depa:hnentofﬁducatmnalAdmnmtrahon ' 221 .,
Edmonton ' ‘Factﬂtyofﬁducahon : : .
CanndnTéG 2GS : . - 7-104 Eduation Bmld.ing North, 'l'elephone (403) 432-5241
April 24, 1987
i . J
-To Co
-The Principal _ _
3 ,
Dear Sir, " Ref: qul.ega_lns.tmmr_Exal.uatinn_mw

| am conducting a study on oollege mstructor evaluatlon ln Kenya.
This is part of -of the requirement towards the oompletlon of my M.Ed.

program at the Unlversrty of Alberta

~ completion. ot my study

R J

) Prior to my jolning the program at the University of Alberta l was an

lnstructor of Bilogy and the Head of Biology Department at Mois -
Teachers' College in Eldoret. | shall retum ‘to. the same college after

| am writing to req/uest your cooperatlon and assistance in completlng
this study. Enclosed please find 31 copies of envelopes containing the
questionnaires for the study. Please complete one- questionnarre and
klndly assist me by doing the following: .

distribute an elope- to each one.

-1, Flandomly selict thirty members.  of your teachlng staff  and

2.\'Flemind the staft nlembers ta return the completed questionnarres
- to you wlthln the next ﬂve days

3. Post all the envelopes to Mrs Hellen Wanzare, P.O. BOX 22 Homa

Bay, who will. then. post  them to. me along wrth envelopes from:
other oolleges Your postage stamps are lncluded in the envelope



224
gL. ' - . ’ Depmment of Educanonnl Admxmstrauon, )
v . : _ University of Alberta,
‘ S S - Edmonton, Alberta; /\
. - e ' . Canada, T6G 205
LT v [ T A o 24/4/84. )

 -~~The Principal

DearSir,' RefCQlIeg:.InammBnlnam.mmm

o : and preferences questionnaire

- 'Iameonducungastudyoncollegemsuuetorevaluanonml(enya.'l‘lnsupanofofthe'
reqmrementmwmdsﬁ\eeompknonofmyM.Edpmgmmatﬂ\eUmvemtyofAlbem. '

‘PmrmmyjommgtbeUmmtyofAlbem,IwasanmstmcwrofBilogyandtheHeadof :
Biology Department at Moi Teachers' College mBldoxet. Ishall return to the same college
aﬁercomplenonofmysmdy - v

-Iamwnnngno:eqnectyoureomanonandmsmeememnplenngthnmdy '
- Enclosed please find a copy of the questionnaire for the study. Please complete the
' questionnaire and kindly post it to Mrs Hellen Wanzare, P.O. BOX 22, Homa Bay, who will
. thenpostxtmmealongthhquesdonnm fromotbercollegee Yourp‘ostage stampsare :
mcludedmtheenvelope. ‘ 2

‘.

Abnefreportoftbesmdywﬂbemmledmyouwhenthesmdylscomplewd.

’Ihankyouverymuchforyoureoopeuum _ .
-’ . Yours faithfully, :
Sk . |
" Zachariah Wanzare < L
A \J."«,‘
L g
( 7;!3‘ 'l
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* - | 'DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION,
'UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA, ~ 226 ~
-~ [EDMONTON, ALBERTA, =~

CANADA, T6G 2E5
PRI 8/9/81.

T0 T '

~ THE PERMANENT SECRETARY(ADMINISTRATION (ATT. MISS J.M. HANJOHI).

 OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
P.0. BOX 30510,
NAIROBI, KENYA.

Dear S1r,_; Ref._RtQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO CONDUCT RESEARCH IN KENYA

1
/

Thank you very much for your letter ref. OP 13/090 Vol II/70 dated o
23/4/87. This letter reached me on 28/8/87, about-four months after you had '
written it. The Tettr was diverted to surface mail because of 1nsuff1cfent
stamps for aimail. .o - . s : ‘ .95

Enclosed please find : - i

(1) Five copies of Fofm Al APPLICATION FOR AUTHORITY T0 CQNDUCT

" RESEARCH IN KENYA, duely completed; B 4
(2) five ‘copies of curriculum vitae; . f;;;i, ,
(3) five copies of my project proposal; S gt
(4) five copies of a Yetter from my_Supervisor; ’ f%FA'f

(5) three current pass-port size photographs of me, duely endorsed '
. by .the University of Alberta; A"«_s : S~ o
(6) Can. $6.00, of which $3.00 should be used for mailing your reply
o by air, and $3.00 is an application fee for the above request‘ and '
(7) five cop1es of my research_instl“” ’

~ "’n‘ 'l:v
Thank you very much for your cooperation.
Yours faithfully.

: ZaChaiiah_Hahzere!a
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: plmryﬂmnmlandlormtmalmppontowardsmepm)ec:.

(J)'Iﬁteecxnmtpasspon-sm ﬂ:otogmphsottheapphcamdnlyendoﬁed.by the '

“sponsor or referee af the back. "

3 Thcfollowmgfeuarepayablcbyapphmmsmmshorcrosedp&do:deror S

andKSh.l.OOOnomum. ,
4 Anapphmmwohasbeenpmmmdtocondxmmwchmxmyamnumdumkc
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- outside Kenya, the raw, unﬁmshedumem.lmustbeendorsedbyﬂuaﬂhlingmmmtwn

andmmtcovmmzommuommwmmyummmmm o

ﬂmlmmhmpommmbembmﬂedmﬂmaymﬁomﬂwdammdicneduhmpl& )

uondateonmuapplndanonfomunleuanextmonhasbemapgrovedmwndngbythc .

C S Forpmjectswh:chtakelongathanayur.twocopwsotyenrlypmgxmrepon duly 5
"mdorsed by the amlmtmg institution, must be submitted to. the Mimstty \)

6Any ordamagetou;amhordocnmentsmdeavmhbbwameudumw

' "be made good by him/her.
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’»Repnbhcofl(enya. -

J
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'-'.‘mcendedorﬂnahud.must*beshownonthuapphaaonfomcmmn.No 4. 1t is the
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\mmmmmmuwmuMuWAma

.”’a

institutions' approved ‘for "affiliation” purposes is appended an: a'.,see ﬂn wuver for R
- Kenyans in. - item 4 “Part T of -this. am:mm\ _ o

Lo .
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237 o
and objecuves and whrch would be credlble w1thm and beyohd the colleges Such an

. evaluauon program would a.lso address the claxm thzﬁ teaclung isa very comple&acmary_A,__

B conducted m,aJughly personahzed fashlon by professronals who v1cw therr ac ;nes_._as .

: _'umque L e e s |
A very 1mportant component of the mstr‘gctor erluatron frameﬁrork ibk lf-f . &
o A ' - o

' evaluauon. 'IJ'I? self-evaluauon tesufies to the autonomy and professrwal rcsponsrbthty \ '

‘ vof : the msmctir)he mstructor is the most appropnate person to descnbe the pers“gn&l -

and professron ntext of his mstrucuonal role A conccptual model for self-evaluauon S ’

-

s presented in thure F 2 As.a result of the mstructors mteracnons w1th peers,

B
P "

~ students, admrmstrators, or subJect expcrts, and by carefully studymg and analyzmg_ S
y feducauonal Ob_]eCtIVCS, the mstructor should’ get an msrght for self-evaluauon Through
| . 'tlns self-evaluauon the i mstructor s teachmg behavror may be mod1ﬁed (changed) 'I’hrs- 7
xmproved teachmg may lead to mcreased student learmng Through mstrucuonal- TN
t evaluauon (a) the instructor gets feedbaclr regardmg his teachmg effecuveness, and (b) '
) ‘vanous adrmnrstrattve decrsrons may be made which could also act as feedback to the B
msu'uctor, or lead to the review of egucauonal obJecuves S
. | " The Teachers Service Commrssron recrmts and selects college mstructors The R
‘ 'selecuon may mvolve an@mtervrew orgamzed by the T S C. for posmons avatlable at the |
teachers colleges The Teachers for pnmary schoolL/ trmned in pnmary teachcrs
colleges while those teachers for secondary schools are tramed in d1plom5 teacher I
tramrng colleges and the umversmes 'I‘here 1s, therefore, an urgent need to: develop
evaluauon procedures that wﬂl use the talents of the mstructors max:mally '
Underlymg Assumpttons =

The evaluauon framework for mstructor evaluauon is based on the followmg |

underlymg assumpttons (1) There 1s a common mterest 1n hxgh quahty educauon 'lZlus a |

"\
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assumpnon 1s based on the behef that personnel at all levels of college organn&ron want o

to »have htgh quahty progran;s for the students

Eay
'(2) College 1nstruc___r§_a£c_c_omnutted to 1mprovmg thetr performance that 1t to say, they.

n.-'

desire to be competent professwqals Evaluatlon program is based on the assump&on that
b}

mstructcﬁ&want to improve, _]Ob satlsfactxon R /.
L o . .

. (3) The role of th;;)nstructor is complex and multi-dimensional. In addition to the
mstructronal expectatlons ‘there are other 1mportant responsxbtlmes ass1gned to the o

_ mstructor All of the mstructor rcspons1bi11txes are consrdered in the evaluanon program

(4) The mstrucnonal I‘CSpOﬂSlblhtleS of the mstructors are the most 1mportant focus of -

their work. What takes place in the classroom is gwen the h1ghest pnonty by both the -
. instructors and evaluators gherefore, evaluatlon program should focus on the.
mstructors mstructmnal funcuons
«(5) Teachmg and learmng do not take place by the context in whlch they are SCt Eac'h B
college, and the departments w1th1n it have thetr own specxal charactet‘l!'ttcs, personahty,’ |
whnch are bound to exen parncular mﬂuences, pressures and constramts on' 1ts members :
Thenefore, the evaluatlon program. has to start w1th the spec1a.l character and constraints of
. an mdmdual department set within the personahty of its college v.
(6) College mstructors are 1nd1v1duals with dlfferent personalmes and ways of copmg -
. wrth departmenta‘ “)nth they !md themselves in. Therefore, an evaluauon program
¥ should be mv. 'nfacewd In"the mterest of falrness and completeness, college mstructors
should be -valuated ona broad range of activities, whrch are werghted regardmg thelr
1mporrace oy X | |
(7) Students are not‘only individuals who rpact’ in different ways-to'the same teaching '
situaton, they are also undergoing a process of change in them_se_lyes as they g0 through
* therr mﬂurses. The criteria they use to eviiuate wh‘atteaching me_an to them at any point

vary depending on the stage they ar< at ‘ln__“»the_irown intellectual deyelopment., The

e




| (8) Overall mstructor ev‘duauon tsﬁnevrtable Lo

The above basrc assumpu

evaluatton must becdmbmed. S P e o
the part:cular purposes, needs and stage of development of the' college

(6) Inst:ructor evaluatton system must surt the educattonal g :

i .orgamzatlonal decxsrons

_.evaluanon progﬁ‘? has &0 recogmze that the vanety among the kmds of teachers 1s

’ paralleled not o*gy the dlfferences&between students but is. comphcated by the fact that

-

the students are changmg it}ﬂterr needs as they go through thexr courses. :

N

t : o o Do 'f: 6) .

‘ -(9) Every evaluation system ca_n be 1mproved Thc evaluauon program therefore must

'deL

be flexible to accommodate ,ﬁ( changes that arise. .-

‘based on. the followmg prmcxples for developmg

mstructorevaluan@ ' f, R _' ,’

( 1) Mult1ple appmaches to evaluation should be usecl 'I’hts is because of the fact that the

total array of an mstructors profess1onal acuvmes are too dlverse and complex to be falrly

‘evaluated by one source of mformauon

~ B ) . v

B }(‘2) There must be effectlve management and utxllzatlon of evaluatxon data in every

3

mstructor evaluanon o
e

e ‘(3) Because of the range of appropnate mstructors acts and styles, dtfferent methods of

DA

(4) Evaluanon of mstructors should be msumtronal context related It should be related o,

4

(5) Instructor evaluatton system must centre w)und#hroad educat:lonal goals

_'; gﬁtanagementsryleﬂ, _

conceptlon of teachmg and commumty values of the college.

: (7) Instguctor evaluatfon systern must be- ccrrtred on wﬁohstrc qualmes of thc mstructmi ‘”

“;‘\

i _‘(8) Evaluatton _yrocedure must produce datag,of sufﬁctent quahty and rebe\fance that

g admmrst:rators, mstructors, and others use the mformauon m maktrlg personnel and

‘ (9) Instructor evaluatlon proced';, must be contxnuous and constructtve, and must takc




S -

B components

(l)P.uLn.Qs.e

- the evaluauon" (p. 14)

-mclude mstructlonal actxvmes stud -

The evaluatron criteria should be those necessary or desrrable for effective college %zv -

R | . . B -

: (16) The evaluatxon procedure must be desrgned to encourage d'ralogue between staff |

supervxsors and pohey makers and to promote professronal growth and development.

L o o e _.J.___
. ';Basw Components of Instructor Evaluatlon Framework : ‘

College mstructor evaluation framework should have : the followmg %asrc

[ . - ’

N IR "

'l‘here must be a clear deﬁmtlon of the purpose(s) and desrred outcomes of

instructor evaluatron The purposes must be dlscussed openly and thoroughly The

) 'purposes should be clearly stated m wrrtmg and should be well lcnown to both the
: evaluators and those who are to be evaluated well before thc evaluanon procedures. begm
_‘FI' hrs view was also expressed by Duke (1986) who commented that 'no teacher'

‘ evaluatron experlence can be successfut w'thout a clea.r ense. of the goal or purpose for .

(2) Teaching Tasks A , , .
Teaching | tasks mclude those aspects of i mstructor actwmes that are to be exammed
to deterrmne mstructor effectlveness A clear d tlo?of the, teachmg tasks must
: B

provxded wrth a mechamsm for Judélng mstructp}r competence 'Feachlng tasks may
. ,v‘z,.'(mm | . o

‘ ~ C g : _:, o f . ‘ SRR
,(3)C.uts:ua S B A IR SRR S
'."! - T .

Evaluatron cntena 1dent1fy the specrfic behavrors charactenstrcs, or mstructldnal

"

aspects that need to be exammed in the progmm The criteria must be clearly specrﬁed._qu

o

R

M



R L K . “, S 4

a4 teachmg They should deﬁne what must or should occur in ai'college level cour§e if

v | ) evaluated

A shared understandmg of the cntena on whrch Judgements of teachmg are, made

= »drscuss the teachmg assumptrons underlymg evaluatron cntena and to rev1ew actlIal

S The cntena should be evaluated on the ba51s of evrdence gathered from multtple data "

: Ieammg is gomg to happen in. a systematrc orgamzed, loglcal and complete .manner. -

e '_,"’sources peei% students departatental heads admmrstrators, and the person berng" )

" must be developed and mamtamed by. provrdmg contmumg opportumtres for evaluators to :

' cvaluatrons w1th each other In the selecuon of evaluatron cntcna three consrderatrons .

© must be made. Cntena must be: (a), relevant msofar as they relate to the ObjCCt!VC of the |

'_ -teachmg Job (b) free from contammauon where the same cntena apply to more than one

.

R T teachmg Jjob the condmons and facllmes a\'arlable to each 1nstructor shOuld not vary _v f

vquahtatrvely to any srgmficant extent; and ©) rehable msofar asa pameular cntenon must ,

e »be stable and cons1stent for repeatcd use ‘over t1me ' '
' ga, v

The evaluatron cntena should reﬂect (1) nature of the mstltutron, (u) the needs and -

e _ tirrectron of the department, and (m) the interests- and ab1hues of the mstructor

& ﬂ-"'
.»83 . S .
-(4)Instrnsm.r_Exalnamrs

The evaluatron program must. specrfy who mstructor evaluators arc

‘ (S)Bms:.edums

7 clear deﬁmtlon of data collection procedures must be provxded Evaluatxon procedures o

v

are deslgned to estabhsh what is good teachmg, and rests on the assumpt10n that teachmg

Y

can be measured.

Smce mstructor evaIuatron depends on measurement in gathermg mformatron a.

ot.



e :_'(6) Rmumns_mn.mntmk

There must be provrsrons for feedback 1n mstr:uctor evaluauon program Every o
." mstructor should know the outcome of the evaluatron He/she should be told of ét;the |

-.strengths and weaknesses Plans to correct deficrencres as well as to build on strengths B

| ;_should be 1dent1ﬁed and supported chh and McGough (1982) advocated that cnhque" : ,: , |
sessmns should be scheduled w1th teachers as soon as possrble after they have been_ '
ol observedf They commented that "teachers need to be provrded w1th 1mmed1ate feedback o

v vra personal conversatlon SO that drfferences of oplmon may be. brought out and plans‘ B

’mmated for 1mprovement .on any noted‘ deﬁcrenmes" (p 293)

While this evaluanon h'amework 1s not, a taxpnomlc effort ora predlctwe model, 1t; : L
o should provrde a common body of k.nowledge about 1nstructor evaluatxon that could scrve”

’academlc admrmstrators, college\ facuIty, pohcy makers, the Teachers Servrce ‘

| . Commlssmn, the Insbec’ibrate, the Kenya Instltute of educauon, and the M1mstry -of

T ; i'~'Educat10n It should be of pameular value t&mdwlduals who are lookmg for new areas j

o '_ 'for faculty evaluauon research or for new ways to conceptuahze the vanables that affect |

. _the acceptance of collcge evaluanon systcm, | PRI




3

.

 ALBERTA TEACHERS' ASSOCIATION:

. TEACHER EVALUATION

®

APPENDIX G

POLICY




)

’“? : :)-fJ‘i_ R e s

A TEACHER Em.uanox poucv nonEL .
3 ';4-(prepa?ed by The Alberta Teachers Association 1985 12)

"r‘ '

{\the attached suggestién ior teacher evaluation policy is derived from .
tresolutionaﬁ’asﬁbd at. ;ﬁe Arinual Representative Assembly of The Alberta. ,
.Jeachers’ BRsbciakion since 1968. It was pPRpared as a guide* for Tocal

Ji ssociations to use in discussions with sc';;L/boards about policy and =~

vprocedurés “for-"the effective evaluation of: ‘a1l teachers in school juris-

diktiops” {rrehe province. ‘As such, this document represents the collec-

- tjug*inowledge wisdom and beliefs of the 27,000 active members of The
ﬁﬂberta Teachers Association about good evaluation methods.

K =
'The Association recognizes that this model is not the only one available
and recognizes that adaptations will be required to meet locaJ ' e
circumstances. . : L :
. .. . . 5 ./-'\ . - l
. : | Y;
s ‘.;5
T
. .
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TEACHER EVALUAT!ON HODEL POLIC{, 1985 12
‘Xprepared by The Alberta Teachers Association)

Background

| 'School boards are responsible for enSuring that the highest possible

"";quality of educafon is provided for the students in their Jurisdiction. .

~In order to maintain and improve the quality ‘of education across the

province, the. Department of Education requires each board tdbdevelop and

" implement policies guidelines and procedures concerning the evaluatygg
of teachers. ' ,

. The. Board of Trustees has a responsibility to develop and foster sound
educational policies. A teacher evaluation policy devoted to the

- maintenance and improvement of instruction is an. important element of the '

Board's educational policy. . Therefore, the Board shall require regular

" evaluation of teachers to. improve the quatity of instruction offered to

- students. - The evaluation process shall be continuous and designed to
‘promote professional growth and development Where necessary, the:

“gvaluation process: 'shall also lead to a jﬁdgment relative to employment
.. or certification. S _ .

Guidelines .

1.0

L 2.0

' the maintenance and improvement of professional practice
... teachers shall have the primary responsibility for the improvement
- af instruction. : - _

views with each teacher both in,thgn:Lassroom arnd in situations

'Evaluation of" teachers shall be guided by two different forms of !

The evaluation of teachers shall be a continuous process d voted to

{l.

Evaluations shall be based primarily upon’ observations ‘and inter-<;

appropriate to each teacher 's assi nt.

evaluation namely o - | o B ;.r

3.1 formative evaluaiion, designed to perform a developmental
- function, the results of which are used to help rgve.

~ performance or increase potential for performan through

identifying areas of strength or areas requirin mprovement

JYand growth; conducted on a continuisg basis by the principal;

peers, or other certificated individuals who-are adequately

trained in evaluation procedures and good. ‘evaluation practice

- and can assist the teacher in improving the quality of
professional practice, and -

-

»
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4.0

SVOO'

°6.0

' )
Formative evaluation shall consist of an. ongoing reviawrof*all

S

3 2 swnnative evaluation designed to perform a Judgmental

. function, the results of which are used for making decisions
- for ‘purposes of employment (hiring, continuing contract,

"/ promation, transfer, termination) or certification (permanent.
certification, suspension-of certification, decertification),».
-conducted only when . necessary by a certificated individual who
‘{s adequately trained in evaluation procedures and g

+ “evaluation practice, is independent of the staff of the “school

in-which the teacher works (unless the teacher requests
- otherwise) in order to maintain objectivity, credibility and
» collegiality, and has not been involvéd in formative
1 evaluations of the‘teacher., S o e .
Each teacher shall be informed of the teacher evalu;;ﬁ?-”*:‘uﬁcy,and .
receive a copy of mutually developed evaluation crits g .

f"

'_.-4

aspects of a teacher's practice and. ‘shall result in a ‘report shared.
by the evaluator and the teacher which outlines strengths and areas -

- for professional growth. The teacher shall be responsible for

setting goals and developing plans which improve the teacher s

o professional practice. -

Summative evaluation shall consist of a review, only when. necessary .
andefor a communicated purpose related to -employment or certifica-

,’tion./of all aspects of a teacher's practice and shall .result .in a
- written report which. outlinés recommendations about employment or

certification. e R R - LN

‘,. 6 l The teacher and: the evalhator shall convene conferences ‘before

6.2 The evaluator shall provide the teacher with an o p

and after observation of classroom instruction and other
activities appropriate to the assignment. ' . 4,

orLy
review the written report, includ ng the. ﬂvaluato §or
dations about employment or certification and_shajl.
_teacher to append additional comments which shall’ be.p

‘f' _with the written. report in the teacher's personnel file.zvSOth

-~ the teacher and the evaluator shall retain a copy" of the report —

6.3 Hhere remediation is necessary to raise the quality of the

. teacher's practice to an acceptable level, the evaluator shall .
- make clear the expectations and. opportunitiés for iproved °
practice and set a reasonable timeline for this -improvement.
“The Board shall underwrite the costs of the prescribed
remediation. The subsequent summative evaluation shajl review
. the degree to which the teacher has attained an acceptable
Tevel of teaching practice. : LT .

(a. 4. S |

Y . . 4 . t
Co : : - ) vt B
. . o . .
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A teacher who wishes to appeal an evaluation may do sb by requesting . ..’-i

the superintendent .to arrange’ for a new evaluation. §uch an =

_evaluation shall be conducted by a mutually acceptable third party s

" and the new evaluator shall not be given the.partdculars of previous

evaluations. All.aspects of the appeal process shal be subJect to .

" the rules of natural justice)

8.0

'The Board shall allocate the: necessary resources to teacher S
-evaluation, including (but not limited to) inservice educition in
‘clinical supervision and evaluation for teachers and evaluators,’
release time for teachers and evaluators engaged in the evaluation

?'process and’ costs of remediation activities.

v ' T ' Lo \ |
'Procedures-, o ST LT A S

-,

3

S .

Formative Eval uation of Jeachers

1. 0

.' . 2.

3.0

4 0.

5.0

5.0

i verbal\feedback at the end of each session. :

-~ an

Fonnative evaluation shall be conducted on-iﬁcontinuing basis for -
achers employed by the Board. Teachers should view. formative
uation as developmental and be willing to- receivé collegial
advice and’assistance to improve the quality of instruction.

'A formative evaluation may be initjated on the request of the

-teacher. "the principal or the superintendent. .

The principal shall be . responsible for formative evaluation and’

~.shal ap;ure that an appropriate evaluator cOnducts each evaluation{

in the principal s school

3.1 An appropriate evaluator may be .the principal. a vice-; .
principal, a. colleague, or any: other certificated individual
who, by mutual agreement, may be able té assist the teacher in .
‘ maintaining and improving the quality of instruction. s

' 3.2 An evaluator shall be adequately trained n evaluation.

_ vprocedures. have an acceptable record of ‘teacHing experience,
"and have an ability to relate to the teacher. :

‘The evaluator shall meet with the teacher to mutually develop
evaluation criteria. . : ‘ o , |

The teacher shall compiete a self-evaluation prior to the
commencemenb of the formative evaluation cycle. s - o ","
The evaluator shall observe the teacher S classroom instruction and’ |
other activities appropriate to the assignment’ and‘shall provide

’
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a

&

shall write a report which sets out the teacher's strengths and
outlines areas in which there may be improvement and ‘growth. This
report shall be retained by the teacher .and the eyaluator and no
copy shall be made for the teacher's personnel file. :

At no time shall a formative evaluation be used for the purposes of )
_-_summative evaluation, =~ - . L TR

%

Summative Evaluation of Teachers

3.0 The superintenqent shall be responsible for summative evaluation and-
shall ensure that an appropriate evaluator conducts each evaluation i
fro thé school system. _ ‘ L

P

L
N

L}

3

made for the purposes of employment (hiring, tenure, promotion,
transfer, termination) or certification (permanent certification,,
suspension of certification decertification)

72 0 A summative evaluation may be initiated by the superintendent or the

teacher. -

2.1

2.2

3. 1

3.2

23,3

-requests otheruise) in order to
“cred] ility and collegiality.

Hhere a summative evaluation is- initiated by the superintend-'

7.0 At the conclusion of the formative evaluatiqn cycle, the evaluator

ent, the teacher shall be advised, in writing,’ of the reason(s)

for the eval uation.

Hhere a sumative evaluation is initiated aﬁ result of a

question of a teacher's. competence, at least two teachers .
currently teaching the same grade and Subject area should -

- evaluate the teacher. A

9

An appropriate ev luator shall be independent of the staff of -

the school in whidh the teacher works (unless’ the teacher .
xaintain obJectivity,

An evaluator shall be adequately rained in evaluation Y
procedures, have an.acceptable record of teaching experience, L

and have an ability to relate to the teacher.
l

teacher.

L

shall *not be chosen.tg\do a summative evaluation of the

o 4 0 The evaluator shall meet with the teacher to mutually develop ooN
evaluation criteria. _ .

i
|
4
b | W‘
’ ' |

’ . - . : . .
) ' ’ . . o . » i . I
. . x
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1. 0 A summative evaluation shall be conducted when a judgment must be ffjj-iv

o

)] t

!

An individual involved in formative evaluation ‘of the teacherv'



e

e ?

,"i.
3k

X5 3
’ ¢

¥

~

’2 .,sup‘k Ihe teacher and the evaluator shall meet to discuss the
luatjon. The teacher shall be: given an opportunity to
R ;; appegd any written comments to the. repart, and the evaluation,
ﬂ”‘ i i -t together with:the teacher® s’ comments, shall be placed in the
S ¥ teacher s personnel file. . _ ; . ,
W Wik : . ; : :
.mu :
8-2 The teacher afd the evaluator shall each retain 2 copy of the
. evaluation. ,I-' B .
. ‘_ ‘ ‘ & 3 2 i m:~ ‘ ."~"- : ’ - .
.‘}-.f,.'6;3j Where- remediation fs necessary, the eyaluator shall make clear

o,

'S;b'-The evaluator shall observe the teacher s classroom instruction and _"

o 2503 ‘p”

-§ .

-« . other activities appropriate +t0 the assignment.. Prior to -such
observation, the evaluator and the teacher shall meet to discuss
such matters as lesson: objectives, unit plans class history, etc.”
Following. the observation,-the evaluator ‘and " the teacher shall meet

. 4;;;4 fes soon as “ossible to review the lesson._,i*

’ ’Iﬁ;bf‘uhen the eval-ator has completed a reasonable number of observations
: ”"\*and a.general .review of. the teacher' s.practice a report shall be
written and,shall’ include the- .avaluator's rec0mmendations pertaining

to Ehe teacher S employment or certificationﬂ

SRR X |

‘the expectations and: opportunities*for professional growth and

- mutually dev@fop a timeline for professional improvement. A
- fature eval tionrshall determine the,success of the
; remediation.ﬂ v »-,., ..Qﬂ,

LR

Hhere the reaommende% judgment concerning employment or o

- certification does not favour the teacher. the. evaluator shall

e clearly outlane theareasbns for the recommendation. ‘3_,,

J.2

~;‘3,1-7 I Such an appe

' '.7‘A7;0i_The teacher ‘may ag:eal ad evaauation for procedure and/or content. ;

include the reasons*for the request.. S

'The superint&hdent shallgassign a mutually accepta e third
‘party to conduct the re-evaluation.ind: new:eva uator shall

v not be. given Lthe particulars of previous valuations.l

7.3

P

>

justice.,_;:: L 8 TR ;c
; R 3, . ' ,'.__ o ~ : . T,
8 o A evaluation procedures shall,operate nithinathe requirements of BERREA
.. the Code of’ Professional ‘Canduct’. © - < . o L o
O . R «‘.“'”ﬂ“~w5ﬁ . { S '
¢ - IR f.'w
S 1 P
s . i e K
R ®

- The procedures for éhe e!-evaluation shall conforn with the:

procedures for summative evaluation ‘and al} ‘aspects of the

- reé-evaluation shall hp SubJect to the rules of. natural

shall be made to ‘the superintendent and shall o
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[1980]

Te:chas have the rupom:bnhty (0 review penodmlly theu' own
" Any teacher evaluation program, therefore, should be cooperds ==
© tively phnned.pmed out and itself evaluated. The criteria
should be agreed upon by the representatives of those inVolved. . .-°
Teadaetshavemenghnoknowunmdmdsandcnmmbywhnch C

- effectiveness and to seek improvements as part of a continuing
: of - their essional development. As professionals,
teachers believe cooperative assessment and self-evaluation

- are the most effective methods of evaluating the teaching process
'nndd'nfmlmuandcondmom within wh:chdmprmukn
placs. .

o Coopendwumthmpmcmwhembyamof
teachers critically examines the program, organization and pro-

" cesses of the school in terms of accepted and predetermined

criteria.’ Self-evaluation- is the .process whereby a teacher re- .

examines his or her performance in terms of effective behaviours, -

" amitudes and feelings. Major focus should be placed on providing -

_ . teachers with adequate opportunity, time and resources to engage
in cooperative assessment and self-evaluation of their
' ownchoosing. Such programs should be desi
. evaluate themselves in positive snd constructive ways to improve
their professional . However, within the q)_ncxtof
their professional practice, wncheu recognize Ihu rsonnel
" evaluation programs in addiuonwcoopenuve SR
, lf-evaluanonmmry o '

' PURPOSES OFEVALUATION

An unpommmu‘&valmon forwhu"‘meputposaof
any teacher evaluation should be clearly stated in writing
and should be weil known to both the evaluators and those who

are to be evalusted well before the evaiuation procedures begin.
.- The purpose for which an evaluation is undertaken has direct im-.

plications for the procedures to be used toachieve it. -
/Tmherpafotmncenppmulisofmqpa.a) formative
. evaluation, designed to perform a devel function, the re-
“sults of which are used to help improve p
potential for pafomm through identifying areas of strength or
areas requiring improvement and growth; and b) summative
evaluation, designed to perform a judgmental function, the results
ofwhthmundfannkiugdecismforpmmofcmploy-
ment (hiring, continuing ‘contract, promotion, transfer, termina-
" tionfor certification (permanent certification, suspenslouofcer-
- dfmxioumdde-ceniﬁaﬁon)

“!VALUATION CRITERIA : )
Ano(heri quesdonu'Ho\yshouldevnluadoualmbe

developed?” Cﬂuﬁtuudinmhercvduuimﬂmldnﬂea,
)’kmledpoldnumsivom:hnhndwwalmﬁw Those'

to be evaluated should be involved in establishing the methodsand _
_ criteria by which they are evaluated. Aknowled'candmder
" standing of the criteria can be helpful to teachers in making their
. own self-cvw and i in planmng activities for i lmpmvement

whelpmcheu_

‘ormance or increase -

Such criteria should be reviewed and updated on a regular basis.

they areevaluated. .

PUy Am;orcomuﬂnvdmgmdumb_uyofcvdumon In “_

the context of teacher evaluation, validity refers to the degree to
which factors evaluated are important to the learninlg of children
and t0 the successful functioning of the school. A second condi- -
tion of validity is dmanadeqmamplmgofbehawourbeob-
served. A dmdcondinonofvahdntyumudwcnwmgg related

to the needs and conditions of the local setting. Reliability, on'the -
other hand, refers to me-degrec to which different evaluators

. agree, using
teacher’s onnanceom\edepeewwmchdnzvalworagrea

with’ himself on evaluanou of the same teacher on dxffmm B
occasions. =~ - K :
* Validity and mlubthty in both formauve and summanvc evalu-.

. ation require evaluating in context. The analysis should not be
mﬁmdmnnpufonnanceof::zndmmmwhmgorad- .

ministrative role. It should also consideration the condi-
tions under which professional sérvice is rendered. For example.

the use of student achievement'data to evaluate teachers or the ad-
ministration of a school inay bé unreliable and distort the teaching
mm&‘gmm.mm beavoided. i

e

PROCEDURES

ledummwpmmwwmmmmem-
qummofﬂuCodeomefmomlConductomeberu

Teachers" Associstion. Clause 13 of the Code imposes three con-

ditions if a teacher in any capacity finds it necessary to make an
unfavourablé criticism of the work of a colleague: a) the criticism
must be made to proper officials, b) the criticism must be made -

mconﬁdummdc)dnmmbemfonmddhnuﬂm‘?' :

ofdncndcumbefmhispuuedon&omybody “Clause: 14

. specifies, "The teacher, whe#i making a report on the professi

perfounmofmherm:ﬁef doa;omgoodfnmandg:z‘r- :
to itting the report, provides the teacher with a copy of the
* Since formative evaluations woulddesult in a report given
muwmm.mm.mcmdmmcm
ﬂ:mmnlymmmdmmmmmmveevdm " ,
memmumlmmuhipgmmgpemnndmeduca-
homlsymuuslmldbebuedonaeollemdnndel Maintenance -
"ol this collegial relationship has important implications for any
teacher evaluation program. Teachers the responsibility to
mmcolleaguamdnmpmfammlmwm but such assistance

slmldbemudemdmdnfmdwmoamdslmldunlmna- o

the sarbe criteria, ‘in their evaluations made of 2. .~
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' riety ofevalu:mve techmques Repomn;on (hecompewlceof i~ s
, Mdlmbleeffoqunemedia\ y

 dividual teachers in the school is not a reutine fuaction of a princi-

is reporting on'the competeuce of a prmc:pd a routine

m“ a classroom teacher. Wiiile: neither is a routine func-
. tion, there may be/cn;cs in which the colleague is experiencing
considerable diffi ichity and has not responded to formative efforts,

_ In suchgases, it would be the responsibility of the formative - o
a summative evaluation. However, Alberta L

. evaluator to req?qst
teachers oppose patterns of school organization that would have
ptmcxpals pa‘fonnthemluofdlmlme managersoftheu'

‘ ,colleaghes :

'8 SUMMATIVE EVALUATION
cither by the’ superintendent or by the teacher to:-be evaluated.
schoot-in whidh the teacher works, unless the teacher’

- otherwise, in order to maintain objectivity, credibility and colle-
- ‘gistity. Such evaluators. must be teachers and should Be chosen. -

of the basis of their teaching experience, their skill in evaluation
- "and their ability to relate to the teacher. Persons involved in for-.

. mative evaliation programs with the teacher should not be chosen -~
"'to.do summative evaluations of that teacher. There are only two
checkpoints wheunsnmmwve evﬂuauonuumvenallymeﬂedﬁ :
afmamherenmm the evaluatioas prerequisite to con-
; centification. Summative evalua- -
. mﬂmﬂdalsobemadcmfmhmdemmmhungwm'

" tinuing contract and |

- tions, transfers and terminations.

Reponsofmmmanvecvalm should be made onlymer’i
the teacher has been informed of the congents of the reportand has ™ .

. been. provided with the opportunity to- make written comments
about its content. The teacher must have the

' pmcedute for appeal of such a report should be established.

, Allsummauveevaluﬁoﬂnpomofmmperfomu*mdu' o
mtheneachmgord\eadmmmuvcmlemubeumedbybom '
, along with any written -

- the teacher and the evaluator
comments the teacher wishes to make, md\emspemnnd

file. ﬂlecomemofd\epasonuelﬁiao(mmconﬁden-'_
o tial. Acccssmuubehmuedwd\cteacheranddupmfmnnal
_‘-supemsorysmffofUnschoolsym’ R o

ﬁ documemedmdthemheraﬂ'"
. !nddueproms . A )

. Summative evaluators should be independent of the staff of the -

ity to discuss
the evaluation with the evaluator(s). If an unfavourable report is -
made after all remediation avenues have been exhausted. afair

2%

N
R T
{ vy ‘3& G'f'):'
R !.I N
lnqsawhaeatuchet sbasﬁcom y maybe inquestion. .’

e been unsuccessful, |
 should- be' well

termination may be contemplated.” iy
s to natural justice

the teacher being evalunedorby mugual arg
league. For example; it is a function of the p
the formative eulumonofclumn b

) teaching

- lfsummnveevdmmmmqufmd d\eyshouldbemmued . experience, d;ewsknllmevdumonmddmnb' ty to relate to

-, the teacher. Written and/or oral reports which result from forma- -

tive evaluation should be pmvnded only to the. lucher bemg
evaluated. "
In fmmvecvalumou uumhusmmmbenmvgd
by giving the evaluator an accurate’ of strengths and
weaknesses; in mmmnWmn the teacher being evaluated-
has a vested interest in selling strengths while not revealing wezk-

 nesses (if any). Therefore, the administration and the processes

ofﬂnmfamofevﬂmonslmldbemﬁddunm
~Teachers should be assured that a request for help in improving
their performance will not be interpreted as admission of weak-

,mwumwmlmmvmdmdmﬂm forma-

nveevdummﬂhbeduspnngboudforunmuuy sum- -

-mative evaluations, Formiative evaluations should be diagnostic
-mmmmmmummommmmm

mwmaﬁm&lf-ﬂdmmwmlmml
component of any formative evalustion program. Of the resources

‘-dlmedwudapermndevaluﬁonpmmm the largest por- -
tion should be directed toward formative evaluation which has as.

mplim'mlmmmofd\cqwuyonmmonapd
sdministration. .
Tad\almnndneedfedh‘ckonhowwlld\cymdmng

A important objective of any formativé evaluation program is

therefore enhancement of the self-image and self-respect of the

__la:lmmvolwd.ﬂnmnofduevdmmouldbemh
'that ummpmcmnmymdcxpenmnunon in per-

Ymmn.meuhingmndmmmuvemle



- ATA._Pc,VliCY' Sfdtem‘en_l‘s _Q_ri Té-dvvc_'h'er_Evldlllut_x"r‘i_o no

© LONG-RANGE POLICY
“15.A.1 Teachen have personal rc:pons:blhty for their

competence.
- [1980)

15.A.2 Any nxherevduhoupmgmnslmldbedes:gnedto
B mppoﬂandmmnwnthecollegulmodd
" [1980)

. 15.A3 mevaluanonolccacherpetfonmmeupnmmlyk
. sponsnbnhty of the leachmgprol‘mm '
(1983 ° -

15.A.4 Coopennve assessment and self-evaluation the most
effective methods of evaluating the teaching process ahd the facil-
ithes and conditions within which this ptocus uk:s place
(1980/88) -

~1S.AS Tmamwbemolveammmuhmgmmm
-undcnteﬁabywhschdnymevﬂuwd. : '
- [1980/85)

. 15.A.6: chomn.onlhccompemohhepnncxpalumu
mudmf\mcﬁonomnclnmn:exher
Csso)

. 15.A.7 ﬂnpurpomofanyleacberenlumonpmmshould
" be clearly mﬂ writing and should be well-known to both
evaluators and who are to be evaluated before the evaluation
{1980/85] . v .
15.A.8 Tmpafmmeappmsduofmtypa.a)fm
tive evaluadion - = designed to perform a developmental function,
_ the results of which are used to help improve performance or in-.
- crease potential for performance through identifying areas of.
strength or areas requiring improvement and growth; b) summa- -
© . tive evaluation - dwmedwperfoma)udpmulmm the
’ ~mluofwhichmuedformkxngdecumfcrpurpmuofem—
. ployment (hiring, continuing contract, promotion, transfer, ter-
_ mination) oc certification (permanent certification, mspens:onof
'eutiﬁuﬂonmddecunﬁanou) '
(19%0]

15.A.9 ﬂnhnatmmo(dumformherevalm
shouldbcdhecwdmmll‘ormwveevllmon
(l980/85|'

15.A.10 The Alberta Teachers’ Association encourages forma-
’ dvcevalumoanmedumenmpmvcmtofmuoum
administration. -

{1980v35)

lSAllF«ﬂnﬁvecvalmonolmdmuamleol’scMol

baed&lmmum
(1983] -

“18.A.12 llisamnctionofunpnnmpalbptmcwmd\efw
mnwmdclumn&xlm
{1980/83}) :

lS A.13 Fonnanve evaluanon should bea connnumg process.
[1980] v

- 15.A.14 Formative evalumon should be mmatzd by the teachcr

" being evaluated or by mutual amngemcm with acolleague
- [1980],

15.A.15 Teacher evaluanon programs should include- pn:-
. post-visitation conferences wnth the ev:luuor

sy

18, A 16 Supetvuory petsonncl mvolvcd in a formativé cvalua-

| tion program with an indiyjdual leachershouldno(be required to -
perform a summative eval onofthaxnucher .
oo - (- :

15.A.17 Reports of formative cvalumons must be given °EIL‘P_,—~
thetmchetbemgevaluate«t.

[(1980]

J15.A. 18 Access to a teacher's persannel file should be limited to
he teacher and the teacher”s professional supervisors in the school

3 5.A.19 Prior.to the dismissal of a u:acbetforalleged mcolnpe-
fenc thefollomngcondmauslmldbemca)dumherhu
. umlveeounallmgond

She nature of the alleged i has been discussed with
idihache: alemslxmdupriotwd\cnotteofdumuul €)

" the tHiche habeenoﬂaedaphnnedmmolpmfmxomlu-

simneundmmmdisphymadsfmpedm 4
ﬂ'mdnrhnhadumfnlpmfmmulexpamemm

" than one reasonable professional situation, ¢) at feast thieé certifi-

‘cated
[1980183]

mptepuedmgmewdeuceoﬁmnpem

15.A.20 Summative evnluanonof tlnprofauoml peffomance
damhuposmngapmmnemcemﬂcmslnnldnotbel

twdnem.
[1983] -

lowing supennsory visits, |

15.A.21 Sunumnve evaluation of a w.cher's perfbnnm'

_shouldonlybemmueda)byd\cmab)bydn

(1985]

IS.A.22 Exceptathemqugxohmher mmanveevalua--_

tion, for other than centification or continuing contract purposes,

shmldbeptwededbyamoffmneulmom
(198sy -

ISAZJSmnnnnvcevaluamslmldbemdepeademoflln

mffofdleschoolwwhnchthetnchaworb unleulheleacher, »

otherwise.

- requests o
(1980] ] ]

-



15.A.24 School boards should emurevpeetm\rolvememwhen"

‘conducting a summative evaluation of a teacher whose compe-

v -teueehabeeucnlledmoqm mchcvaluauonmncludeme '

. following characteristics— .
1. Pu-mdpo&-evaluanoncoufm

2. Inclusion on the évaluation team of at least two mchas cur-

. rendytea:hmyud:emgndelevelandsubmm

3. That, prior to the conduct of such a summative evaluation, the
S te.cherbemadeawmofd:eobpcuvuof:heevdunonandme‘

-, criteriatobeinvolved. . .-
4, mdnreponomnmmmanveéaluanonmﬂmldrcﬂect
d:ecommofu\cfndmpofmetwn L
- (1985} -

z

15.A.25 Only persons employed in posmons for which a u:ach-

*ingcertificate i xs a ptetequum may evaluate luchen
- [l980| '

'»lSA26Any ev@monmusprowdefarafmaml’_

~ f9s0)

8. A27 Tmh«smmw%copmohllfemondnupm— o

performance.
- (1968747715116 TITV80/85)

15.A.28 Repauofmmveevalumombyaduumsmve,

' , wuwmmlmuwmmm

'.Rmmlmdmdnoolleaguecamwdanddncollequesm

.. tion must be included with the report.
-[l970f75/80] o .

lSAﬁﬂmMﬂManml:@f&M&y:fm

.- ‘meeting a teacher's written request for an evaluation and further,
: vubalupmuslmldbengen'mthmouemkandwnmnpom

" within 30days.
:[1978771781‘79/80183]

'9.A.28 Repomngond\ecanpemoﬁndmdudmsmme

schoolunot,:rounneﬁmcuonohmwpal
[1970/80]

cunasmomecnrss
15.B.1 BEITRESOLVED, meheAlbemTucheu Associa-

tion oppose the use of resuits of achievemefit and/or diploma
‘ enmmmomformepurpouonuche:wﬂmmn s .

{198s] »
15.B.2 BElTRESOLVED u\a‘nieAlbemTuchén Assocn-

’uonadvocaudmeachubermmmmllywofemploy

mbeusessedbyadlmp«sonpeerpunelwhlchwouldfor-
nulate a reepynmndum on the - mnnng of penmnem

- certification.

(198s)

-15.B.3 BEITRESOLVED muﬂleAlbemTeachen ‘Associa-
_tion develop and publish procedures repndmg the usessmem of

teachers for pemanemcemﬁcwon
I|985] :

el
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|  TableH1 . |
Percemage Dlstnbunon of Ingjructor and Departmental Head Responses on Exxstmg Extent of

Involvement in Evaluation by Different Categones of Personnel '

* Personnel L - j' . Percemage Response

G @ ) SR ) RS ¢ N )
Always  Frequently Occassxonally Seldom - Never = No ‘No
+ involved  involved .. involvced - involved . involved fformation answer

" 1. Senior inspector
_ of schools and » T S ) L : _ I
. colleges. :,12.6 - 7.0 302 158 10.7. » '18.6 5.1
2. Subject specialists o ‘ . : SR
" from the Inspectorate - 20.0- 9.3 - 214 . 214 9.8 13'51 4.
3. Cuméulﬁm planners v
~ . from the Kenya - v
Institute of T I ' :
Education (KI.E) ~ - 10.7 13.0 191 - ° 200 13.5
4, Administrators from . ' R - .
the Teachérs' Service v B ' '
Commission (TTS'C) 7.9 6.5 ° ’ 10:2. 158 =+ 30.7 ..
& Universitypersonnel 4.2 © -S.1 130, 1355 344
6. Provihcial Education” - . . T ) Lo
Officer PEO) 65 74 . 172 177 219 28 65
7. College Principals . 38.1°  19.1 153 98 19 60 AT
8. Depamenalheads #3712 . 172 148 79 121 79 28
9. Colleagues (mstructors : S o . : ' ,
~ in the'college) 209 - 116 12.6 13.0 - 25.6 121 42
10. Instructors being ' o o o ' L
© evaluated 214 84 - 116 10.7 223 20.0 5.6
11. Stdents . - 25.1 84 - 60 112 302 158 33
"-‘_.:g} .
I

S
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Pexsonnel e e Fte'q'ue!"\ci&‘ " :

& e e e O :
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R .involved ' inyolved mvolvced mvolved mvolved mformanon answer
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: from the Ingpectorate 4 "6 S S B T 2
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- framtheKenya = .0 . e e 0T v o
" Institute- of Chue g S o A L
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4 "Adrmmstmtorsfrom ' - L R S BT
~ . 'the Teachers' Service . R T, S

Cnm:mssxon (TSC) 11 e
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_Never. -

- No

-mvolveﬁ inwolved gpo;gced involved _involved information answer
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1. ‘Senior in§pector . - .

ofschoolsand = -

colleges S 2

2. Subject speciahsts

from the Inspectorate 7

3. Cumcd’lum planne.rs‘.
. from the Kénya
Institute of ,
Education (KLE) " 5

4. Administrators from
" the Teachers' Servnce '

: Comrmssnon (TSC) 3

- S: _.._Unlverslty-personnel
“ 6. Provincial Ediication - -
.Ofﬁcbr (PEO) - ,3
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- Pacentage stmbunon of Instructor and Depanmemal Hea&Responss on
‘ ' Ex;smglmponmce ovaaluanon Cmena T
o Crteria . Y e pueeﬁmgemsponse - T
PUIRRE ® @@ . o,
SRR Ve:y . Great ‘Moderate - - Some . Very l 'VNo-'
. P grca! unponance unportance xmponance lmutzd unponance answer

s J

N

B 3 I.cssonpmparauon 419 o187 o ITT o 93 ¢ 1020 74 28

2. Knowledgeof o oo T
cmouum 405 188 . 23 51 60 47 28 -

30 Preparanonofschemes R A Ll e
Cofwork . s2d 180 140 S6 . 47 33 23

4. Mamtenanceofweekly U e T
- recodofwork . 27.0° . 144 256 1357 19 93 23

se Methodsoftesson®
-r:._presemauon AU 2600 019,

| 6. Uséofneachmg o T

7 ,Enthuslasm dxsplayed : o S
o e “in- :eaclung — 24% L. 18.6 : »3_,3
L. 8. Evidencsofself . .

/ ‘ ’l_-.-evaluauon acuvmes [17.:.7’,‘-":;: 14, 28
9. ?Insu'ucwr-smdem IR ‘ i
e ¥ ,-'relauanshxps S L3020
[ . . o

-.'iwlijOI.:_’-Conceﬁlwxmstud~ . R T T e
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e @
Vcry , - Great’

N

. importarice

Petcentage response

®. e o~
“No~
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vlmpomnce

unponance unponance unponance limited u-nponance answer .

~' . . ‘\

'15 Concemwnh the
- character development

ofsdens 209 205

16. Checkmg wnuen

" work 251 242

17 Developmem in-
~ . students of a sense of

e

o™ a0g)

responsnbxlny 219

18 Trammg of students -
Cin self-expmsxon 1
.

]9 Prowsnon made for -

* individual differences M0 130 -
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o test results - 4

oL Acadenuc quahﬁcanons
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377 2700 &
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Percemage Dnstnbuuon of Instmcwr and Depanmental Head Responses on _
S Prefemed Imponance of Evaluatlon Cmena S

o Criteria L " : | Pacemagexesponse

o W, e o o
Very Great ' Moderae  Some .very No - No .

great, . unpqnance impon;uncc “importance limited - importance answer - -

- 5.",;;;‘! T T . ‘ [ o R oo o ":', “@
1. Lessonpreparaton 619 126 121 . 56 42 09 28
2. Kndwle(}geof. o - . N | R ’ R

tusiclum - 6517 143 - 121 0 23 09 14 37 .

3 Preparanonofsche' - o T B ' . o
~ of work ©7 651 .0 163 . - 88 33 2.8 e 370

4. Mamtenanceofweekly CoT e e - R S
| rcodofwerk 488 242 1260 47 56 19 23

S ’Mcthodsoflesson T PR R T
P presentauon - ~ 50.7 191 e 167 42...0 47 19 28

"‘_6.‘>.Useofteachmg ) P R s
el 52200 163 47 42> 09 3%

~ in teachmg 488 ] 233 0135 00 560033, 28 .28
8 Bvidemgeofself- . . oo LT
"+ evaluation ictivities 456 2090 186 740 230 14737

9. Tnswictor-student d L e T e
- .relanonshnps' o :56.1 y 223 o84 756 .23 - 47
“10 oncemwnhstlfd- ?' . - PR

ntdevelopment . 89’ 195 . .93 28 1230 709 42

’e'»‘. Lo

RN Studempammptuon SR ‘ ' RN T e
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* . 1Y . “" . .

; -'processofmdmdua! U S R TR e w 3
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{Oreat ‘ Modamc Some
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- 15. Concem thh the )

character develqpmem g

of studems _
. -‘16 Checkmg wnttcn
'17' Developmentm :

* students of a sense of
responsﬁnlxty
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o mexua—cmncular
acnvhm

st
256
', 279

L2019
260

302

Caos

23

S [k A

L6 60

R V3 NN X AR |
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rR

. J..

28 Instructo:’s standmg
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' Exxsnng lmportance of Evaluauon Cmena '

4 . . Cntena ) ., e . erquencm 3 s -

B e e e e oo
Very - Great. Moderate _ ‘Some ' Very No ~ No

. great unponance unpor(ance importance - limitdd unportance answer’

unportance oo .. - .imporance . .

1. Lesson'prEpaiadon  ‘6' : -3 .- S 1 3 D _‘-"'- :“f” v

2. Knowledvgeﬂof SR . v R :
~ cumiculum £ e 3 ST T :

3. 'Prepamuonofschemes R _ S o S '
oofwork 45 T2 1. 2. - -
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[ d
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® @ e @M O

Very - ... Great - Moderaxe - Some’ . Very_. ., ‘No. .. No
: great i'mponange 1mportance 1mponance limited - un’pamnce answer ‘
- importance - .7 .0 o gmportance L "

nd

15. Concern with the
character development - < B . I
" of students 5.0 3 3 1. - - 1 -
16. Checking written - o | R
cwork 3 2 : 3. 2. 2 1 1
17. Development in 4 |
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-responsibility. - 2 5 2 1 © - 2 2

* 18 T}ainingof students : A o A o o
R ,mself-expresswn 6 e e T B S

'1:9:,Prowsxon made for - . ‘ o
mdmdualdﬁerence,s 1- .4 é 4 . 1 ) T |

20 Examinition and/or . S L
. testresults T6 5 2 T - 1 -
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e - @ MmO
Very. ~ ' Great -~ . Moderate ~ Some Very - 0. No
- unportance unportance unportance limited unportance answer
- importance ' “"1’0“*““‘e '

v

o pmentauon '

6

10
mlessons , 7 3. - 2 - - -2

12
13.

14

 Lesson preparation 7 SR S 1

"Mam:enance of*weekly ‘

. ‘vadenceofself- , : ‘ o . ‘ S
‘eva{uauonacovme's 4 . 6 S S 1 -7 . 2

v

-Knowlecvlgevof ' o . ) '
Cu'rriculum 9 .- 3 S s - - 2.

Preparauon of schemes

: ofwonh LT 2 -, 1 ST S e , R - 2

xecordofwork 9 . .. 1. S O - 2
Methods of lesson o T D s
e e 75‘%«:-» ‘»ai??:i“z’-'v*”- e e Lo 20

Use of waching e e e
aids 5 300 2 2 e ey 2

_Enthusxasmdxspl.aycd L R T S
‘;mteachmg . :5" T T - Gale e e 2

’Instructor-étudent -,. . SRR
"vrelationshipS'_ . 5 . s, - 2 L _: o o _,{2

Concem with stud- S : o v
emdevelopmem 9 3 - - - -2

Student pamcnpauon
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“ without supervision™ 3 . 4 . - 3 1. e STy

Classconmol 6 4 1 R . s "f\\ -3

,Developmem of the .‘
_process of indjvidual .-~ . : : S S e
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16.
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)
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Table H 9
Pen:entage sttribuu of Instructor and Depanmemal Head Resporses on

o ‘ Eysung Imponance aj Evaluauon Pmcuces -

Evaluanop Pracuces

(5)- oW
b\ ey

g 1mpomnce

e Percentage Re‘onse ST

MR

GmModeme

great  importance unportance unponance Limited 'mﬂnance answer

Son’le

(I)
. Very

s,
e

Lo

‘No

k.

N9

2.

| dfaquesuonnaue 88 93

.3'

L mstmcnorlsobserved 17.2° 15.8

Conducnng classroom
 visitations in which. the

Obtmnmggnfonnauon
from students by means

Obtammg mfonnauon C
- from students about

an instribtor's work ‘ ,
Lirough face- to-face . T
mtexwews S0 .42 0 1.0
vHoldmg interviews
with instructors o

~ obtain mformauon :

aboulclassroom .

. pmcuca — 135 . 1210

.‘,Requmngadmmm- S

trators to complete
specially dwgned
lists of traits, skills &
* or characteristics to :
sdevelop a profile o -
of the m§truto:s : 88 . 158

7

. -_Requmngmstructors L

'to write standardized
- tests’ gathcr '

info ion about ~ T

specific teaching - - .
abilities” - £ ‘88 - :84

. Requmng mstructors

to submit course out-

“lines, lésson samples, Vo a

samples of projects -

. andothermatergls.  19.1 - 228

S ‘/ . - o . c

140

17.7
9.3

247’
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13.0
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Evaluanon Pracnca Pucenm‘ge Response

R A A ST Sy W

L VeyjW Great i Moderme  Some  Very '
R e unpomnceunpomnce‘ unponance lmuneq unpormnceanswer :

(0)
No

‘No

‘8. . Requiring instructors T T T
tosubnutareporton L oo P N
‘classroomSctividies N L )

. andacco;nphshmgnts F L o
- —including self- . e SRR e
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9. 'Conductmgpoxt- L~ | IR C}

- evalugtionconferende =~ - - . - . T

-

-JWith;he_instmctors' R
evaluaed ‘8.4_ -102: 163 153 0 233 -

C 10, Provxdmg the i mst:ructogs ,
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- of evaluation '

I3

comments - 11.6 .. (112 '_15§3 135 256

11, Notifying instructogs.’ ~ S ’ o

- whentheyarelikely ' R S a N
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12:-Allowing instructors  {
to make written -
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- toany aspectof '

(theirevaluation” 88 84 121 158 219
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ST - Very G:eat v_m « ~-Some - Very- ' -~ No No" |~
P . great-  importance importance’ importance- limited importance answer .
- % “importance - i ~ 1m¥tance :

1. Conducting classroom . - AR ) o o !
visjtations in which the o : L E o
instructor is observed 36.3 247y 1 116 60 28 33

2. Obtammg mformauon - - N T :

/fromstudents by means, . Crpe T * ' . ' :

/. of aquestionnaire . 2‘79 1265 v 214 112 7.9 42 - 09

o . ¢ o .
3. Obtamﬂ mformanon -~
" from students about "

: an instructor's work © o, R '

"+ through face-to-face L o S R
interviews 167> * 177, 163 13.5 237 98 23

4. Holding interviews . N : ’
with-instructors to - ", SO \ Y '
obtain informadon = A . b S N
‘about classroom : Ty o o g .
.pmﬁca‘/ © 349 §§6 40 1127 .37 14 . 23

5. Reqqmng adminis- Tt%

- tatorstocomplete, | . %
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