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ABSTRACT

This study was designed to examine (1) the
methods used to evaluate instructors, (2) the purposes
of evaluating instructors, and (3) the criteria of
instructor evaluation employed when evaluating
instructors for (a) competence, and (b) promotion to
an administrative position, in community colleges in
Western Canada.

Two instruments were sen: to thirty community
colleges in Western Canada. The first one was sent
to the chief executive officer of each college to
determine the number of people involved in evaluating
instructors as well as the methods and purposes of
evaluation (87% return). The second instrument was
sent to the evaluators of instructors in each college
(80% return). It consisted of nine personal and
professional data items and two thirty-item question-
naires--one for each of the two evaluative situations--
made up of ten each of Mitzel's categories of process,
product, and presage criteria. Respondents scored
each criteria on a four point scale. Space was
provided on the instrument for evaluators to list
additional criteria which they would employ in each

of the two evaluative situations, and also to make
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any comments on the study.

Statistical procedures used to analyze the
data included a frequency count of the use made of
different methods of evaluating instructors; a cate-
gorization of the purposes of evaluating instructors
and a ranking of the categories; a frequency count to
place criteria in rank order for both evaluative
situations to determine if a common body of criteria
was used in either or both of the situations; a
factor analysis to see if criteria tended to cluster
in Mitzel's categories of process, product, and
presage criteria; chi square tests to isolate signif-
icant differences between categories of six personal
and professional variables and evaluators' uses Of
specific criteria; a classification of the additional
criteria used by evaluators according to a scheme
devised by Barr; and a classification of respondents’
comments on the study.

Analysis of the data revealed that the most
commonly used methods of evaluating instructors were
student evaluation, classroom observation, and tcam i

evaluation. The major purpose of evaluating instructors

was to improve instruction. It was also found that a
common body of evaluative criteria was employed in

both situations. Process criteria were stressed when
evaluating instructor competence and presage criteria

were stressed when rating instructors for administrative



promotion. Thirty significant relationships were found
to exist between the personal and professional variables
and the use of certain criteria., Over five hundred
additional criteria used in the two evaluative situations
were listed by the evaluators. Analysis of these re-
vealed that a common body of criteria was used in each

Of the evaluative situations.

This study would seem to show the lack of
emphasis on product criteria, the possibility of
constructing evaluation instruments based on the
commonly used criteria which were identified, the
timeliness of pursuing new approaches to evaluating
instructors, and the need for increased useage of direct

information in evaluating instructors.
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Chapter 1
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM AND ITS SIGNIFICANCE
INTRODUCTION

Of the many problems facing the community
college, perhaps none is more crucial than that of
providing meaningful instruction. Since individual
instructors remain the key to implementing ar effective
instructional program, the need for 'assessing their
competencies is obvious. It has been claimed that a
community college is a unique institution of higher
education. One facet of its uniqueness is the emphasis
placed on teaching rather than research. If community
colleges hope to fulfill this promise of providing
good instruction, evaluation of their instructors is of
prime importance. Evaluation of instructors, both those
on probation and those with tenure, is a prerequisite
for establishing and maintaining the reputation of a
"teaching" college (NFA, 1970).

Presently, little is done by Canadian teacher-
training institutions to prepare instructors expressly
for teaching in community colleges. Instructors differ
widely in academic qualifications and teaching experience,
The varied ages, skills, and interests of community
college students necessitate adjustments in the teaching

1



techniques vhich will effectively translate curriculum
content into terms meaningful to students. In view of
these factors, assessment of the competencies of its
instructional staff becomes a crucial and sometimes
difficult task for the community college.

Methods, criteria, and instruments for evaluation
are legion, but comparative reliability has not been
determined as yet, Whether evaluation is conducted
formally or informally, jointly or individually, the
problem of criteria to be used alvays exists,

Previous studies by Moore (1966), Thomas (1969),
and Rogers (1970), using Mitzel's criteria of process,
product, and presage, have found that many problems
concerning criteria exist when principals and inspectors
evaluate teachers. No studies similar to these have

been conducted in community colleges in Western Canada.
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Numerous rating forms and check lists are provided
in community colleges in Western Canada for the purpose of
evaluating instructors., No research has been carried out
to determine the degree of consistency among criteria
upon which evaluations are based. This study has attempted
to assess whether there is a common body of criteria used.

Methods used to evaluate instructors and
approaches to evaluating the instructional process vary

among the community colleges in Western Canada. The



emphases placed on different methods and purposes of
instructor evaluation are changing. This study has
attempted to determine the major purposes of instructor
evaluation as well as the principal methods currently

being used.

Major Problems

1. Is there a common body of criteria used in
evaluating instructors?

2. What methods are used to evaluate instructors?

3, What are the purposes of evaluating

instructors?

Sub-Problems

1. Is there a common body of criteria used in
evaluating instructor competence?

2. Is there a common body of criteria used in
evaluating instructors as being worthy of promotion to
an administrative position?

3., Is the emphasis placed in certain classes of
criteria different in the different situations of (1) and
(2) above?

4, 1Is a particular emphasis placed upon certain
of the categories of process, product, or presage in
either or both of the situations in (1) and (2) above?

5. What particular criteria are used both most
often and least often in the two evaluative situations?

6. Is there any relationship (and if so, what?)



petween the evaluative criteria used by evaluators and
variables such as administrative position, length of
experience in the position, age, time spent in teaching,
teaching experience, and professional training?

7. What criteria, other than those included in

the instrument, are employed by evaluators?
IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY

The potential merits of the study are as follows:

1. It should provide a re-examination of the
complexity of the task of instructor evaluation, perhaps
enabling evaluators to see their own practices in the
light of what their colleagues are doing.

2. Tt should isolate criteria commonly used by
ovaluators of instructors in community colleges in
Western Canada; this information should be of some value
to instructors, administrators, and governing boards.

3, Tt should help to focus attention on the
variability and subjectivity of evaluation processes,
perhaps resulting in an effort to increase the objectivity
of instructor evaluation through the use of researched
criteria which are both relevant and reliable.

4, The study closely approximates that of Rogers
(1970) carried out in Alberta. Rogers' study was based
to some extent on theses by Thomas (1969) and Moore
(1966). Findings of the present study should therefore

either support or negate their findings.



BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY

It has been suggested that compared with other
institutions of higher education community colleges
stand in a much better position to make advances in the
evaluation of teaching (Lee, 1967). New teachers and
teachers from high schools, universities, and industry
represent a group who either have established no tra-
ditional patterns of instruction or who may be willing
to change their traditional patterns. The opportunity
exists for improving classroom teaching and instructional
methods through constructive evaluation. An awareness
of what criteria are being used to evaluate instructors
as well as an awareness of the current methods and purposes
of instructor evaluation should provide a basis for

further advancement in evaluation.

DEFINITION OF SIGNIFICANT TERMS

Evaluation

Evaluation is an assessment by measurement,
rating, or ranking of teacher effectiveness and competence
involving value judgments based on observations.
Evaluation may be formative (for the purpose of promoting
the professional growth and development of the teacher)
or summative (for the purpose of official reporting of
the effectiveness of the teacher which may lead to a
decision regarding the acceptability of teacher

performance. )



Teacher Effectiveness

This term refers to the effect of a teacher in

a given classroom Or clinical situation.

Teacher Competence

This term refers to the possession of one or more

abilities to produce agreed upon educational effects.

Criteria

The categories of criteria used in the study are
Mitzel's categories of process, product, and presage
criteria (Mitzel, 1960: 1481-86).

1. Process criteria consist of aspects of teacher
behavior and student behavior. They involve methods,
techniques, rapport, climates, and situations involving
the social interactions of students and teacher.

5. Product criteria depend upon a set of goals
toward which teaching is directed, and involve some
appraisal of changes in student behavior. They relate
to student gains or growth, both academic and otherwise,
resulting from the teacher's performance.

3, Presage criteria involve personal character-
istics of the teacher, such as his personality attributes,
his knowledge and achievements, intelligence, status,
appearance, academic qualifications, and sO on. They are
often referred to as pseudo criteria, for their relevance
depends upon an assumed or conjectured relationship to

either process or product criteria.

-



Instructor and Teacher

These terms are used interchangeably.



CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
PURPOSES OF EVALUATION

Lehmann (1961) states that the ultimate purpose
of evaluating instruction is to improve the quality of
the learning experiences for students. He cites three
ways in which improvement may result from evaluation:
(1) Poor teachers are released and better ones are
hired. (2) Individual teachers are given opportunity and
help to improve in their teaching. (3) Students obtain
more insight into their own role in learning anrd accept
more responsibility for it.

Egnatoff (1971) cites a recent study of staff
evaluation procedures in 211 local school systems in the
United States which identified ten ways in which teacher
evaluation might be used. Six of the most frequently
checked purposes were: (1) to stimulate improvement of
performance, (2) to establish evidence where dismissal
from service is an issue, (3) to recommend probationary
teachers for permanent status, (4) to decide on re-
appointment of probationary teachers, (5) to select
teachers for promotion, and (6) to decide on reappoint-

ment of permanent teachers, Egnatoff contends that the



primary purpose for establishing a system of staff
evaluation procedures is twofold: (1) to improve learning
conditions, and (2) to facilitate administrative decisions.

Recent studies (Ladd, 1970) stress evaluation of
instruction as a basis for rewarding excellence in
teaching, During the 1960's several colleges and
universities in the United States became aware of the
need for change in fundamental policies. Among the
institutions’that undertook self-examination studies
were eleven colleges and universities, including the
University of Toronto. There was ready agreement, that
among the frequent problems encountered was that of
improving the quality of teaching. Most of the studies
focused on the nced to make the quality of the professor's
teaching more readily observable to those who make crucial
decisions about his status and emoluments.

The reports were concerned with ways to evaluate
teaching since, as Ladd suggests, there is general
recognition that rewards for teacher performance must
be based on prior evaluation. The most comprehensive
proposal for evaluation is contained in the Berkeley
report, which called for a formal dossier on the teaching
performance of the candidate for tenure. This dossier
would include (Berkeley, 1966:44):

« + + all significant tangible evidence, such as
course materials and plans, syllabi, study guldes
examinations, and textbooks written by the candldate.
It should also include written reports by colleagues,

evaluating the candidate's classroom performance on
the basis of classroom visitations, and a statement
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by the candidate describing the rationale of his
teaching efforts.

The Toronto report included a generalized
discussion of teaching and learning and recommended that
undergraduate teaching be more suitably and obviously
revarded, This was backed up by proposals for the use
of student evaluations of teachers and courses and for
the inspection, by senior faculty members, of the classes
of junior teachers. Both of these would be used in
departmental decisions about faculty promotion and tenure.

If the purpose of evaluation is not to prove but
to improve, the approach taken in evaluation procedures
will be radically different from the traditional
approach. Bruner (1967) states that the most important
aspect of evaluation is to provide information for
improvement and the least important is its possible
detection of ineffectiveness. By stressing positive
purposes such as recognition of and reward for good
instruction, improvement of instruction and research,
faculty fears of evaluation as a threat to career advance-
ment can be largely alleviated.

In addition to deciding which teachers to retain
and/or reward, many institutions of education are under
pressure to improve instruction and better reward good
teachers. The public employs professionally trained
individuals to operate its schools, colleges, and
universities, and is entitled to demand an accounting

of their efforts. It is impossible to render a true




11
and complete account without evaluating the teaching

and its effects.
CRITERIA

Introduction

Acceptable evaluations must conform to certain
criteria to warrant being called "acceptable." According
to Stufflebeam (1971), selection of criteria always
implies some value system. He lists three types of
criteria and their characteristics as follows: (1)
Scientific criteria possessing internal validity, external
validity, reliability, and objectivity. (2) Practical
criteria which are essential if the evaluative information
is to be informative to the receiver. These include,
relevance, importance, scope, credibility, timeliness,
and pervasiveness. (3) A prudential criterion of effi-
ciency, involving requirements such as time, cost, and
personnel.

Mitzel (1960) states that criteria should possess
four basic attributes: (a) relevance, (b) reliability,
(c) freedom from bias, and (d) practicality. Of these
four, he denotes relevance, vhether direct or indirect,
as the paramount attribute.

Lehmann (1961) lists six functions as descriptive
of the obligations of college and university teaching. He
suggests that if one accepts these functions, the

evaluation of college instruction can proceed by an
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examination of the extent to which the functions are
fulfilled. It may also proceed by looking for significant
behavioral changes in the students. One approach involves
an examination of the process; the other, an examination
of the results of instruction.

Dressel (1967) emphasizes evaluation of class-
room behavior rather than personality traits. His
approach to evaluation of college teaching is in line
with similar proposals made by Tyler, McKeachie,

Mayhew, Umstattd, and others (Rowland, 1970). They
disagree over the relative weights to be placed on teacher
behaviors (means) and student behaviors (ends).

Teacher effectiveness criteria are frequently
classified, on the basis of methodology used in obtaining
the criterion measurements (Morsh and Wilder, 1954;

Barr, 1948), as either ultimate or proximate (Remmers,
1952) or as first-order and second-order (Kelly and
Fiske, 1951). Mitzel (1960) proposed that teaching
effectiveness criteria be classified aécording to goal-
proximity as{ (a) product criteria, (b) process
criteria, or (3) presage criteria. The present study
is most closely related to the work of Mitzel in
analyzing the use of process, product, and presage
criteria for evaluation of instructor competence.

In 1950, a special committee on the Criteria
of Teacher Effectiveness, appointed by the American

Educational Research Association pointed out in their
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first report that there is only one ultimate criterion
against which to view a teacher's work and this is the
effect on the pupils. This suggests that evaluation in
terms of product alone is supported by the committee.
Lehmann stated (1961: 354) that, "ultimately, the
quality of instruction must be found, not in what the
instructor does, but in what it inspires the students
to do." Rose (1962) suggests that two other factors
must be taken into account: (1) the teacher as a person
with all his particular characteristics, and (2) the
teaching process itself, the way in which the teacher
performs to achieve his effects. A combination of these
tvo views leads to the kind of general classification
of criteria adopted by Mitzel.

Research Linking Process,
Product, and Presage

Flanders (1969) summarizes a set of widely
separated research studies which provide statistically
significant support for a particular type of relation-
ship between process and product (1969: 1426):

. . . it can now be stated with fairly high
confidence that the percentage of teacher statements
that make use of ideas and opinions previously
expressed by pupils is directly related to average
class scores on attitude scales of teacher
attractiveness, liking the class, etc., as well
as to average achievement scores adjusted for
initial ability.

He states that the most theoretically complete research
involving differential effects of process and product

variables has been the work of Taba (1964). In his
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opinion, the study stands as an excellent model for the
development of teaching patterns which simultaneously
are concerned with the cognitive and socioemotional
consequences of teaching acts when they occur in
different sequences. He concludes that the preponderance
of evidence gathered so far would indicate that most
currently practicing teachers could adopt patterns
which are more responsive to the ideas and opinions
expressed by students and realize a gain in both positive
student attitudes and student achievement.

In a study by Soar (1966), a set of criterion
measures of teacher effectiveness was developed by
factor-analyzing orocess and product measures together.
These were related to pfesage measures from the
Minnesota Multiphase Personality Inventory (MMPI) and
the National Teacher Examinations (NTE), years of
teaching experience, and semester hours in education.

The number of significant correlations was approximately
that expected by chance. When these presage measures
were related to the product measures of classroom

mean residual true gain, the MMPI produced more
significant relations with product measures than the
three criteria commonly used for evaluating teachers--
years of experience, amount of preparation, and scores
on the NIE.

Fielstra (1963) discovered that measures which
best discrimated the excellent student teachers from the

poor (using a composite rating scale on teacher
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performance) were, adaptability to a variety of teaching
situations, skill in planning, success in carrying out
plans, resourcefulness in teaching, and effective teacher-
pupil relationships. Smalzried and Remmers (1944)
isolated two factors of teacher effectiveness: empathy,
which included such traits as a liberal and progressive
attitude, fairness in grading, attractive personal
appearance, and a tolerant sympathetic attitude toward
students, and professional maturity, which included self-
reliance, effectiveness in presentation of subject matter,
and confidence. Olander and Klagle (1959) listed emotional
maturity first among the four best predictive measures of
success in teaching.

Lehmann (1961) states that research on instructional
methods, class size, and use of various media shows no
distinct advantage for any particular approach in regard to
learning outcomes. Dressel (1959) lists the following
factors as being involved.in successful teaching: (1) the
objectives of the course, (2) metheds and materials of
instruction and evaluation, (3) content or subject matter,
(4) personality and background of the teacher, (5) per-
sonality and background of the student, (6) physical
characteristics of the classroom, and (7) educational
setting and institutional characteristics. Since teaching
results depend upon the proper balancing of these factors,
individual rather than general solutions must be found.

Hence the need for developing means to evaluate
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instructional practices on an individual basis.

Dubin and Taveggia (1968) found that no particular
method of college instruction was measurébly to be preferred
over another, when evaluated by student examination
performances. However, the case for incorporating a
variety of stimuli in the instructional process is
research based. The United States Navy audio-visual
studies (1967) found that visual displays are twenty-two
times more powerful than auditory signals in trans-
mitting impulses to the brain, Evidence indicates that
disadvantaged students learn best by a multitude of
sensory experiences.

One answer to Taveggia's conclusion is given by
McKeachie (1970). He arques that their study deals only
with the effects of teaching on course examinations--
that if we ask whether knowledge is remembered after the
final examination, whether it can be applied to new
problems, or whether it is related to attitudes and
motives, we find that class size and teaching method
do make a difference. MacMillan (1971) states that
alternative instructional approaches have different
consequences in student persistence, in attitude, and
retention of learning after the final examination.

Medley and Mitzel (1962) conducted research to
find out what patterns of classroom behavior were
characteristic of those graduates of a teacher education

program who were effective teachers. Their conclusion
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was (1962: 320):

. » o« that some behavior patterns effective in
securing high ratings from supervisors, high pupil-
teacher rapport, and a wholesome classroom atmosphere
nave been identified, but that no progress has yet
peen made in finding behaviors effective in

stimulating pupil growth.

Fattu (1963) and Ornstein (1970) review more

recent research up to 1970. Ornstein discusses the
‘categories of teacher behavior research as follows:
organizing by model systems, by instructional process,
and by teacher pehavior characteristics. He concludes
that most critics seem to agree that the lack of agree-
rent in which behaviors constitute good teaching, plus
the multiplicity of pehaviors, has confused the findings.
Fattu (1963) points out the problems of using student
behavior as a criterion{ (1) achievement is difficult
to measﬁfe reliably and comprehensively, and (2) it can
seldom be stated with certainly that the change can be
attributed to a particular teacher or to a specified
aspect of his behavior.,

Morsh and Wilder (1954) concluded that evidence
of student change appears to be the most direct and
reliable criterion but the problem of relating specific
teacher influences, be they behavior or traits, to student
achievement is largely unresolved. Ryans (1960) and
Byrne (1965) agree. According to Mueller (1971), most
researchers feel that student achievement is, on the whole,
the most reliable measure available at present.

Tn summarizing presage-process research, Flanders
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(1969) laments the continuing difficulty of relating
teacher traits to performance variables. Extensive
research has been undertaken in an effort to equate
teacher qualities and characteristics with teacher
effectiveness. These studies have attempted to relate
effectiveness with (1) intelligence, (2) experience,
(3) knowledge of subject matter, (4) socio-economic
status, (5) cultural background, and (6) other aspects
such as attitude, aptitude, job interest, voice,
discipline, and cooperation. Phillips (1968) observes
that although all of these factors may be important in
the teaching-learning process, research has failed to
show a significant correlation between these qualities
and characteristics, and teacher competence and effective-
ness.

Broudy (1969) suggests an alternative to the
so-far unproductive effort to determine what constitutes
good teaching: didactic teaching can be defined but what
he terms "encounter teaching," that which leads to
critical creative learning cannot. Mueller (1971: 231)
states:

Students of the evaluation process approach
consensus in the belief that a universal definition
of good teaching pertinent to all situations and to
every teacher is unrealistic. Therefore it follows
that developing the perfect instrument with which to
evaluate is impossible, Student and teacher behaviors
and characteristics and the demands of the specific
teaching situation introduce innumerable variables.
Logic, then, suggests that teachers be evaluated on
the basis of student progress toward strictly limited,

defined objectives., Yet this solution may be
simplistic.
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She offers a possible solution to the problem (1971: 232):

Since a universally valid instrument to measure
teaching competence is not available . . . an alter-
native could be the local development of a useful
instrument. Bradley (1967) and Kinney describe
steps in the process that allow enough flexibility
for adaptation to local goals and philosophy. « + o
Development of reliable instruments valid for
specific local situations should open the way for
coordination of efforts, finding grounds of
commonality in teaching behaviors to be evaluated.

Among others, the California Teachers Association
(1964) and Woodruff and Taylor (1968) have defined
areas of teaching competency and behaviors that
provide common criteria for evaluating teaching.
And instruments designed to meet local needs are in
existence, e.q., those developed by the Hartford
Public Schools and the University of Hawail and
California Schools. These are important steps on
the way to determination of what good teaching is,
if we remember always that no teacher is uniformly
effective for all classroom situations, learning
outcomes, and student characteristics.

METHODS OF EVALUATING INSTRUCTORS

Introduction

Many authors offer classifications of evaluation
based on the purpose for which it is used but evaluation
in general may be classified as forﬁal and informal.

The latter is highly subjective. It may include classroom
observation, verbal feedback from the students, colleagues,
and administrators, personal interaction with the
evaluatee, and value judgements of the evaluatee's

general competencies. Formal evaluation is based upon
predetermined policies and involves written evaluations
which may or may not be valid, depending upon the
instruments used and the evaluator, but in every case,

the information is used as a basis for legitimate



decision making. The line between informal and formal
evaluation is not distinct; nor are there research
findings to assess and/or substantiate the degree of
influence which informal evaluation may have upon the
formal.

There are three common methods of evaluating

instructors in community colleges: student evaluation,
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instructor self-evaluation, and team evaluation involving

the instructor, administrator(s), and/or colleagues
(peers)., In Boyer's opinion, (1970) the third method,
basing evaluation on student attainment of learning
objectives is most directly related to the purpose of
evaluation which is to improve instruction. A fourth
method is a negative one. That is, the policy of the
institution may simply be that for each instructor, a
written evaluation must be submitted annually. The
assumption is made that the instructor is competent
unless specific complaints are made by students, staff

members, or administrators.

Student Evaluation

Student evaluation is receiving increased
attention despite the fact that instructors sometimes
deny the reliability and value of student ratings.
Bannister (1961) claims that student evaluations, when
carefully and properly handled, provide the best
criterion of quality of instruction. Lehmann (1961)

notes that a commonly voiced faculty concern is that
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student ratings may be influenced by such traits as
appearance, the severity of grading, the grade received,
or the amount of homework assigned. Research conducted
by Clark and Keller (1954) and Rayder (1968) demonstrates
that student ratings of instructors are not substantially
related to the student's sex, grade point average, Or
grade(s) previously received from the instructor being
rated. Rayder (1968) states that students, unlike
administrators or even teaching colleagues, have the
opportunity to view the instructor in his day-to-day
teaching activities and therefore should not be ignored
as evaluators.

Most of the self-studies in selected colleges
and universities (Ladd, 1970) called for the use of
student appraisals of individual teaching performance.
The Swarthmore study alsoc asked for evaluation by
graduates and by outside examiners. However, only New
Hampshire and Duke specifically called for the use of
these in tenure and promotion decisions. In most cases,
they suggest that appraisals go to the individual
instructor, who, if he wishes, may pass them on to his
academic superior. Neagley (1970) also advocates student
evaluation since it can be revealing and at the same time
stimulate instructors to improve their programs.
Phillips (1968) claims that instructors are missing a
valuable opportunity to gain significant insights into

the effectiveness of their work. According to Phillips
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(1968: 22):

The concepts that the purposes of American
education are to help meet the needs of each
individual and to help him to develop to his
maximum potential are widely held. If these
principles of learning and purposes of education
are accepted, then it is logical to assume that one
Of the most valid sources of data in evaluating the
teaching-learning situation and determining teacher
effectiveness can be gained from the students.

This concept involves the assumption that unless

the student perceives teaching as effective teaching,
it is not effective regardless of the standards or
criteria which are met.

The most common method employed in student
ratings is the opinionnaire. Most require the student
simply to rate his instructor on various attributes
relevant to teaching ability; several, however, include
Open-ended questions or invite suggestions and comments.
Whitlock (1966) criticizes rating scales which only
measure the response of the rater to the set of his
observations which provided the stimuli for such a
response. Based on previous research at the University
Of Tennessee, he and others devised a rating instrument
using "performance specimens" collected from the Students
themselves. They found that the scores had high
reliability, were less subject to bias, were highly
relevant, and produced good spread among ratings,

The possible value of student evaluations is
demonstrated in a study conducted at St. Johns River
College (Overturf, 1966)., A comparison of scores achieved

by the full-time faculty on student rating scales over

two years ylelded the following results: (1) Of the
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full-time instructors rated the first year, 14 did not
return in the fall. Ten of these were in the lower half
of the rating, thus reducing the spread of returning
faculty by nearly one-third. (2) Fifteen instructors

vho rated in the lower half did return; all but one of
these instructors improved on the next rating. It was
further reported that faculty members who made significant
improvement had taken the students' ratings seriously,
particularly their written comments.

If student evaluation is used, a number of
questions remain concerning the best time to administer
the instruments, who should conduct the procedure, and
how much value to attach to the results. There is no
agreement upon the best time. Those who would administer
student ratings before a course is completed cite the
immediate feedback as a source Of improvement from which
the same students could benefit., Those who favor
administering the questionnaires after course completion
contend that it is only with a certain amount of per-
spective that a student can render a reliable evaluation.
There is general agreement that the best person to
administer the ratings is the instructor himself. The

use made of the results in decision making is still a

controversial issue.

Self-Evaluation

Instructor self-evaluation through student

achievement and feedback is not uncommon Or newve. What
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has changed is the increased use of rating scales and
audio-tapes or audio-visual tapes of classroom operation
in an attempt to achieve more objective self-appraisal.
Anderson (1964) lists the advantages of using tapes as
follows:

(1) Evidencing interest in the teaching process
itself by the administration.

(2) Indicating confidence by the administration
in the faculty's ability to evaluate themselves as
professionals and make self-indicated improvement.

(3) Giving the faculty a workable and frequently
interesting method whereby they may improve themselves.

(4) Preservation of anonymity of faculty, thus
forestalling feelings of "big brother" watching.

(5) Establishing essentially a self-operating
and perpetuating system not calling for a great amount
of time.

(6) Placing of the dean in the position of being
called in for aid by a motivated faculty member, rather
than being looked upon as an instructor with unwanted
advice,

(7) Providing specific and concrete examples of
problems which can be referred to on replay without
having to rely on notes or faulty memory.

According to Simpson (1966), self-evaluation can
help the teacher define his role as well as help combat

teacher dropouts., The former is particularly important for
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as Boy (1963) concluded, unless teachers become involved
in defining and redefining their role, there is a strong
possibility that the small percentage of time currently
available for teaching will be even more greatly
diminished as time passes. Simpson (1966: 11) states:

Teacher self-evaluation is almost unanimously
recommended by teacher organizations and
professional experts on teacher improvement.
Regardless of the extent of disagreement on other
characteristics of good teachers there is almost

universal consensus that self-improvement based on
seif-evaluation is both desirable and crucial.

Team Evaluation

Team evaluation is the most time consuming but
it can also be the most profitable in terms of improving
the instructional process. Here the emphasis is on
evaluation by objectives where the instructor is observed
as one force in the learning environment. One technique
for evaluating instructors by student attainment is
proposed by Israel (1969). It is based on the premise
that the ends of instruction must be agreed on before
evaluation procedures can be established and teacher
effectiveness assessed. The essence of this technique is
the development of a carefully selected set of objectives
for the student to accomplish and an assessment of the
skills, attitudes, and uses of knowledge exhibited by the
instructor. The objectives are developed cooperatively
by the instructor and the administrator. Israel (1969)

provides three alternative methods for implementing this
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technique. One distinct advantage of this technique is
that, in addition to providing a framework for evaluating
instruction, it facilitates instruction.

In 1961, when California's "instant tenure”
ruling went into effect, Golden West College “"seized the
opportunity to abandon the archaic practice of classroom
visitation and to replace it with genuine instructional
coordination (Cohen, 1970)." They introduced a new type
of supervisory scheme. The scheme involves a dean Of
instruction, the division chairman, and the instructor,
where the focal point is the learner. Of prime importance
is the fact that administrators and instructional staff
are meeting on an issue that enhances the basic purpose
of the institution--that of predicting, assessing, and

causing student learning.

Recent Developments

Faculty evaluation and termination procedures
were developed by a special commission of the National
Faculty Association of Community and Junior Colleges in the
United States. They were approved by their board of
directors and adopted by the NFA delegate assembly (1970).
These procedures describe the frequency, nature, process,
and scope of such actions. The criteria and methods of
evaluation are set at an initial conference between the
evaluation team and the faculty member, and the college is
obligated to make a genuine effort to assist each member

in the improvement of his instruction. Fundamental to the
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establishment of these procedures are the following
concepts{

(1) Such procedures should apply to all faculty--
probationary or tenured--from initial date of employment.

(2) Evaluation and the possibility of dismissal
are inseparable.

(3) Evaluation should be made by colleagues
in the same area of specialization.

(4) Evaluation should be based on the particular
instructor's objectives and instructional environment.

(5) Only those procedures that are conducive to
improvement and that cannot be applied in an arbitrary
and threatening way should be used.

Of the fifteen essential research projects listed
by Cohen and Quimby (1970), one is that of assessing
teaching effectiveness. They suggest that a holistic
model should be developed for decision-oriented assessment
of teaching effectiveness and that it be developed on the
following assumptions: (1) That teachers are accountable
to their students for intended or planned as well as for
unintended or unplanned effects of instruction. (2) That
evaluation of teacher effectiveness is concerned with
measuring the efficacy of cognitive and affective trans-
actions between teachers and students.

Sawin (1969) states that sometimes the unplanned
or side effects of an educational program may be as

important educationally as anything else that is happening
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in the school. There are differing points of view on
what should be done about unplanned learning once it has
been discovered, but he is of the opinion that teachers
need to know what the unplanned effects are and assess
them on a continuing basis.

Cohen and Brawer (1969) contend that, although
evaluation is often stated to be for the purpose of
improving instruction, the methods seldom relate to
instructional practices and even less to the results of
instruction. They propose that evaluation would be more
meaningful if it were related to instruction as a discipline
rather than to the person of the instructor., They suggest
that student achievement of learning objectives as a
measure of teacher effectiveness is generally acknowledged
as being more valid than the use of such criteria as, for
example, the teacher's effort expended or the various
perceptions of observers. They also note that faculty
evaluation may eventually prove effective in promoting
the development of instructional specialists. Currently,
a college instructor must be competent in all aspects
of the instructional process; through instructor
specialization, an institution may be staffed by a core
of people who collectively, but not necessarily indi-
vidually, display excellence in all matters relating to

teaching.

Implications

The use of student evaluation of the instructional
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process and of the instructor in the community college,
recognizes the student as a client who can make judge-
ments commensurate with his degree of maturity, as a
person who has the right to influence the instructional
process to which he is exposed, and as a valuable source
of information which can facilitate instructional
improvement and/or decision making. Mayhew (1967) states
that the college must test its performance through the
reactions of those who receive its service, just as any
other profession must ultimately test its performance

by what happens to its clients.

Trimble (1968) states that student ratings have
their dangers. If they are administered by adminis-
trators they become a form of spying. If the results
are published by students they can inflict injustice on
some instructors and make others too concerned about
popularity; He believes that they do serve a purpose
when they are administered by an instructor with his
own students.

prerequisite to instructional improvement is the

desire to improve and the starting point is a self-

assessment of present effectiveness. According to

Lehmann (1961: 358):

The prime characteristic of the good teacher
is that he continually modifies his teachlng in
response to his finds. Thus he engages in
evaluation and, in evaluating the learning of his
students, he flnds an evaluation of his teaching.
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Trimble (1968) expresses mixed feelings about
the results of video-tapes for self-analysis. He says
that on television, we have come to expect a degree
of slickness that is quite inappropriate in the class-
room. In his words

When a teacher sees himself on the tube,

his 1ittle mannerisms and eccentricities shout
at him and he may try to get rid of them. These
very mannerisms may be what give color and
uniqueness to his teaching.
The chief advantage of self-evaluation is that the
instructor has the opportunity for self-improvement
without external threat.

The effectiveness of team evaluation is dependent
upon mutual trust and respect, a strong commitment to
the institutional goals, a recognition of mutual
dependencies, and a continuous effort to improve the
instructional process. It is essentially the same
process as "clinical supervision" as it is defined by
MacKay (1971) and Goldhammer (1969). The improvement
of teaching competence is given higher priority than
either that of protecting education from incompetence
or identifying suitable candidates for positions other
than classroom teaching. In MacKay's opinion (1971),
team evaluation, involving colleagues and/or adminis-
trators is a closer approximation to professionalism
than some of the myore usual interpretations of the

term,

Goldhammer's (1969) approach to team evaluation
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is a blend of traditional administrative skills in human
relations, organization, and interpersomal communication,
and the skills of the psychological counsellor who works
in the clinical setting in a counsellor-client relation-
ship. If his approach is the ideal, then some effort must
be made to reach it. Even the best procedures are doomed
to failure unless those involved in implementing them
possess the necessary skills.

In setting specific objectives of instruction,
there is a possibility of neglecting unspecified learning
outcomes. When pre and post-tests become ends in them-
selves, they often pre-determine learning experiences.
Sergiovanni (1971) suggests the use of additional
evaluative tools. He emphasizes the need to evaluate
antecedent, transactional, and outcome variables--in
other words, the entire process.

The Leggett model for instruction (large lecture,
small discussion groups, and independent study), where
fifty per cent of the scheduled course time is devoted
to independent study, will require new criteria for the
evaluation of instruction. The simplest approach would
be to use student achievement as a basis for evaluation;
but unless the program itself is evaluated, the measure
of student achievement might be misleading. Implementing
many new programs where the use of "instructional
packages," library and A-V resources, programmed modules,

and the like, are the basis for half the learning process,
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means that the success of the program is highly dependent
upon the quality of content and accessibility of rescurces.
How can you evaluate an instructor who for circumstantial
reasons may be forced to rely upon inferior software?

The inexperienced instructor will be at a disadvantage
unless provision is made for assistance from senior
instructors and various consultant personnel.

In all three methods of evaluating instruction,
the use of valid and reliable instruments is essential.
Rosenshine (1970) divides all types of instruments into
two Kinds: category and rating. The former are more
objective because of limited reliance upon inference.
Both types have unique advantages and when used together
provide an optimum measure of teaching effectiveness.

Self-evaluation and team evaluation are congruent
with McGregor's Theory Y concerning the nature of man.
The administrative climate is primarily determined by
the prevailing assumptions about the nature of man
(Schein, 1965), and the evaluation procedures employed
will reflect this climate. In Western Canada, the
instructional staff of community colleges exhibit a
widely divergent range of qualificationms, experlence,
and educational expertise. Obviously the level of
needs will vary accordingly. It is possible that different
evaluative techniques might be required for different
staff members. Those involved in the evaluation process

should be flexible and prepared to accept a variety of
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interpersonal relationships, patterns of authority, and
psychological contracts.

Working in evaluation groups may not be an
effective procedure if the members are unskilled in
interpersonal relationships and group dynamics; Schein
(1965) suggests training through laboratory methods as
one way to become more effective. Since sensitivity to
community needs is basic to the philosophy of community
colleges, adaptability of the organization is of prime
importance. Part of this process involves the addition
or change of programs and/or program content which, as
a part of the instructional process must be continually
evaluated. Schein (1965) states that the more the sub-
system (evaluative groups), which must change, participates
in decisions about how to manage the change, the less
likely it is to resist change and the more stable the
change is likely to be.

Self-evaluation as a vehicle for self actualization
is not likely to become commonplace in educational
institutions where job security is minimal, group conflict
is prevalent, and employment opportunities are limited.
Hence the need for increased communication and conditions
which stimulate collaboration and effect security.

The negative approach to evaluation has ambivalent
implications, On the one hand, it implies a professional
commitment on the part of instructors to their students

and the collage, which negates the need for evaluation. On
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the other hand, it implies that the college is unconcerned
with teacher competencies and hence the services rendered
to the students. Neither does it provide for recognition
of skilled instructors nor interest in and stimulation of
instructional improvement. It might be argued that
professional growth is the responsibility of the instruc-
tors themselves but this is not consistent with organ-
izational effectiveness (Schein, 1965). Schein emphasizes
internal integration of individual needs and organizational
goals as the underlying criterion of organizational
effectiveness. He suggests that organizations must
develop training and management development programs
which stimulate genuine psychological growth, develop
assumptions about people which fit reality, and train
its personnel for effective group membership and
leadership,

Boyer (1970) states that regardless of who
designs the evaluation procedures and regardless of the
techniques employed, certain principles should be
followed, Morin (1968) lists six guiding principles.
Egnatoff (1971) lists thirteen principles and conclusions
based on research. ILehmann (1961) concludes that
because of the elusive nature of the teaching-learning
process, no completely adequate mode of evaluation exists,
but there is evidence that properly constructed rating
scales are valuable aids in evaluating instructional

methods and instructors, especially when the emphasis
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is placed on improvement of the quality of instruction.
In Rowland's words (1970: 157):

Each approach to evaluation of college teaching
has its place as well as its limitations and short-
comings. None will work effectively unless they
function in a friendly atmosphere. That atmosphere
will prevail only when assessment of instruction is
regarded throughout the academic community as a means
of accomplishing over-all improvement rather than as
a threat to specific individuals. . . . Because oOf
the very nature of college teaching, its measurement
can never be entirely accurate and objective. But
with effort and cooperation from all involved, it
certainly can be made less haphazard and subjective
than it is now.

SUMMARY

Purposes of evaluating instructors include the
following: (1) improvement of instruction, (2) to
assist instructors, (3) facilitate administrative
| decisions, (4) reward excellence in teaching, (5) account-
ability to the public, and (6) students benefit from
evaluating instruction,

Rbove all, criteria upon which evaluation is
based must be relevant. Criteria may be classified as
presage (concerned with teacher characteristics), process
(concerned with the teaching process), or product

(concerned with observed changes in students). There is

no consensus of opinion on what weight to attach to each
category, but product criteria are gaining increased
recognition.

Rescarch studies have supported the existence of

relationships between process and product criteria, and
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between presage and product criteria, These studies
represent a minority of the research attempts to link

the categories. More recent studies have supported the
use of audio-visual media and the direct relationships
between instructional approaches and studenthattitude,
persistence, and retention of learning. Because of the
multiplicity of variables involved in the learning

process and the confusion resulting from research findings,
emphasis is now being placed on the following:

1. Developing means to evaluate instructional
practice on an individual basis

2. Concern with "encounter teaching” and student
change in the affective and cognitive domains of learning

3. Evaluation based on student progress toward
limited, defined objectives

4, Local development of useful evaluation
instruments,

There is increasing evidence of the reliability
of student evaluation of instructors and programs. There
are many benefits to be derived by both instructors and
students when open-ended questions or "performance
specimens" constitute a part or all of the rating
instrument and when the instruments are properly
administered and interpreted.

Instructor self-evaluation has great potential,
particularly with the increasing number of technological

devices available as assists. It offers many advantages
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to both administrators and instructors. |

Team evaluation may involve administrators,
colleagues, and/or students. It can be as time consuming
as the team prefers. It may involve one or more of the
following{ joint setting of objectives, classroom
observations, evaluation of tests and examinations,
modification of program content, teaching methods, or
physical factors, subjective assessments, student
assessments; student achievement, and so on.

The National Faculty Association of Community
and Junior Colleges in the United States has developed
and adopted a set of faculty evaluation and termination
procedures,

It has been suggested that a holistic model for
decision-oriented assessment of teaching effectiveness
be developed on the following assumptions{ (1) that
teachers are accountable to their students for unplanned
effects of instruction, and (2) that evaluation of teaching
effectiveness is concerned with measuring the efficacy
of affective as well as cognitive transactions between
teachers and students,

Emphasis is being placed on achievement of learning

objectives as a measure of teacher effectiveness. One

potential factor of faculty evaluation is that it may
promote the development of instructional specialists.
Student evaluation of the instructional process

and the instructor constitutes a valuable source of
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information.,

Self-evaluation of teaching effectiveness is a
prerequisite to the improvement of teaching performance.

Team evaluation requires many skills; without
these skills, the evaluation procedures have little
chance for success.

Not all objectives of instruction can be
specifically stated, much less measured. Many experts
caution against extremely rigid means of evaluating the
teaching-learning process.

The changing modes of instruction as well as the
variety of programs offered in community colleges
necessitate the development of varied criteria and
instruments for instructor evaluation. Category and
rating instruments, when used together, yield an optimum
measure of teacher effectiveness.

There are principles and conclusions based on
research which should serve as guidelines in the develop-
ment and improvement of evaluation procedures. But no
approach to the evaluation of college teaching will work
effectively unless evaluation is regarded basically as
a means to improving instruction.

ALl three methods of evaluation (student, self,
and team),'depend upon the existence of maximum
communication and conditions which stimulate collaboration
and effect security., Commitment to the philosophy of

the community college is essential.
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Total accuracy and objectivity in the measurement
of college teaching is not possible and perhaps not
even desirable, Yet the community college may, with
its emphasis on good teaching and through its efforts
to evaluate instruction, make a major contribution to

the theory of instruction.



Chapter 3
THE DESIGN OF THE STUDY
SYNOPSIS OF THE PROBLEMS

The emphasis'placed on specific purposes of
evaluating instructors has an effect on the receptivity
of an instructor to classroom observation as‘well as on
his communication with administrators and other staff
members. The methods used evoke his confidence or lack
of confidence in the resulting evaluation. This study has
attempted to determine the purpose most emphasized and
the methods most commonly used in evaluating instructors
in community colleges in Western Canada.

An instructor who seeks an administrative
position or an improved position as an instructor, with
the accompanying rewards, is better able to direct his
efforts toward his particular goal if he is aware of the
criteria upon which his evaluators base their judgments
and recommendations. This study has attempted to

determine whether or not evaluators in community colleges

in Western Canada apply a common body of criteria when
evaluating instructors regarding (a) their competence as
teachers, and (b) their suitability to an administrative

position. By applying identical criteria to both

40
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evaluative situations, one could determine whether there
was a change in emphasis from one evaluative situation
to another.

The emphasis placed upon each of Mitzel's three
categories of process, product, and presage criteria
could also be established. This study also attempted tO
identify any relationships which existed between the
evaluative criteria used by evaluators and variables
such as the age of the evaluator, his administrative
position, length of experience in this position, the
amount of time he is engaged in classroom teaching, his
teaching experience; and academic qualifications. Finally,
this study sought to determine whether evaluators used

criteria in addition to those listed in the instrument

and to analyze the nature of these additional criteria.
THE INSTRUMENT

Tyo instruments were used. The first, which is

included in Appendix A, page 148, is a questionnaire

which requested the following information from each of
thirty community colleges in Western Canada: -

1. The name of the college

7. The number of people involved in evaluating
instructors in the college ,

3, The name of a staff member who would accept
the responsibility for distributing the second instrument

to and collecting the completed second instrument from
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the evaluators in the college.

4, The primary reasons, in order of importance,
for evaluating instructors in the college

5. The methods used in evaluating instructors
in the college.

The second instrument, which is included in
Appendix A, page 151, consists- . of two sections: a
Personal. and Professional Data Questionnaire and an
Instructor Evaluation Questionnaire. The former
included nine variables:

1. Number of instrugtors whom the evaluator is
responsible for evaluating

2. The evaluator's administrative position in
the college

3, Length of experience in this administrative
position or a comparable one

4, Age of the evaluator

5, Amount of time the evaluator is engaged in
classroom teaching

6, If not teaching, the year during which the
evaluator last did any classroom teaching

7. Years of teaching experience

8. Degrees and diplomas held and the year each
was oObtained

9, Date of the most recent course taken, name
of the course, and institution where taken

The second section consisted of two parts:




43
1. A questionnaire for the evaluation Of

instructor competence

2. A questionnaire for evaluating for promotion
to an administrative position.

Both of these questionnaires included the same thirty
evaluative criteria, although the priteria were ordered
differently. The criteria were identified as being ten
each of Mitzel's three criteria of process, product, and
presage. Space was provided for free comments and the
listing of criteria used by evaluators but not included
in the list of thirtf criteria.

Response categories for the evalﬁative criteria
sections were scored according to a scale which indicated
whether evaluators used each criterion always (A),
frequently (F), seldom (s), or never (N) when considering
whether teachers were competent classroom teachers or
were worthy of promotion to an administrative position.
The criteria of evaluation used in the Instructor
Evaluation Questionnaire are a modification of the
criteria prepared by Moore (1966) and selected for
inclusion oﬂvthe instrument he used in his study, after
a pilot study had been carried out to isolate ten in each
of the categories suggested by Mitzel: that is, Product,
Process, and Presage. See Appendix B for Moore's

grouping of criteria according to Mitzel's categories.
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COLLECTION OF DATA

The first instrument was sent to the chief
executive officer in each of thirty community colleges
in Western Canada. The names and addresses of these
colleges were extractéd from the publication College
Canada, October, 1970, Twenty-nine colleges responded;
twenﬁy-éix colleges completed the questionnaire and two
of the remaining four sent printed information régérding
their evaluation procedures and criteria used in
evaluating inéﬁructors. Twenty out of twenty-six
colleges specified the exact number of staff members
involved in evaluating_ihstructors. The return on the
second instrument was almost eighty-one per cent
(calculated for the above twenty colleges). This
represented 182 returns, vhile the total number of
returns was 250, Four of these were not useable,

leaving 246 returns to be analyzed,

Personal and Professional Data

Table 1 presents information concerning the
respondents. Nearly seventy per cent (68.7%) of the
evaluators held pcsitions as department heads or program
heads (category 2), or diVisions.directors or division
chairmen (category 3). The categories wére as folloys:

1. Coordinator, supervisor, librarian,
instructor, or chief instructor

2, Department head or program head
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3. Division director or division chairman

4. hssistant dean, associate dean, dean,
registrar, assistant administrative officer, assistant
principal, vice-principal, or principal.
Approximately twenty per cent (20.7%) of the evaluators
were responsible for evaluating more than twenty-£five
instructors. Nearly ninety per cent (89.5%) of the
evaluators had been in their present administrative
positions (or comparable ones) for ten or fewer years.
Approximately seventy per cent (69.5%) of the evaluators
were between the ages of thirty and fifty. About
twenty per cent (19.9%) were not engaged in any class-
room teaching and of these (49), forty-four (17.9%%)
had taught within the last five years. Thirfeen per
cent had under five years of teaching experience.
Approximately thirty per cent (29.3%) of the evaluators
held one or more degrees in Education. The categories
were as follows:

1. B. Ed.

2., M. Ed., Ed. D., PhD. in Education or
comparable degrees in Education

3, B. Bd. plus another degree(s) not in Education

4. One or more degrees but none in Education

5. Diplomas, certificates, and other comparable
credentials.
Nearly two-thirds (65.9%) of the evaluators had taken

a course(s) in the last five years.
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Statistical Procedure

purposes of evaluating instructors were
categorized as follows:

1. Primarily for the improvement of instruction

5. As a basis for administrative decision
making

3. Other purposes
The maximum number of reasons given by a single college
for evaluating instructors was five. A frequency count,
based on the three categories, was made and a weight of
5, 4, 3, 2, or 1 assigned to each, the weight corres-
ponding conversely to the order of importance in which
it was listed. A total weight was calculated for each.
category, enabling the determination of the emphasis
placed on each category. A frequency count was made
of the methods and techniques used in evaluating
instructors.

Data analysis on the second instrument was
performed using the IBM 360/67 computer and programs
documented by the Division of Educational Research at
The University of Alberta.

A frequency count was used to place criteria
in rank order for both evaluative situations according
to the percentage of respondents scoring A ("Always")
or F ("Frequently"). This enabled the determination
of whether or not evaluators applied a common body of

criteria when evaluating instructors for (a) teaching
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competence, and (b) administrative promotion.

The rank ordering of criteria used in evaluation
for the two evaluative situations enabled comparisons to
be made of the emphasis placed upon individual criteria
employed in each of the two situations.

The Spearman rho correlation from ranks was
calculated to determine whether or not any overall
difference existed between the two different evaluative
situations and the ranking of all thirty criteria as
used in the two evaluative situations,

When the thirty criteria, ranked according to
frequency, were classified according to Mitzel's
categories of process, presage, and product, it was
possible to compare the emphasis placed upon these
categories of criteria.

A factor analysis was performed to determine
whether criteria tended to cluster in Mitzel's cate-
gories of criteria; an absolute value of .40 was used
as the lowest level of significance. For this purpose,
the data were assumed to be interval scaling.

Chi square tests were used to ascertain whether
significant differences existed according to specific
categories of six personal and professional data
variables. An alpha level of .05 was used as the
confidence level to reject the null hypothesis that no
significant differences existed.

Additional criteria used by principals were
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ranked according to frequency of mention, An arbitrary

weighted score yas assigned to each criterion on the

basis of an allotment of five points for each A ("Always"),

three points for each F ("Frequently"), and one point
for each S ("seldom"). Further categorization was done
according to a classification scheme devised by Barr
(1948; 207-211),

Comments on the study made by respondents were
classified under five headings:

1. General Reaction to the Instrument

[y

+ Criticism of the Instrument
3. Methods of Evaluation Used
4. Selection of Administrators
5. Criteria

6. General comments

LIMITATIONS AND DELIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

Limitations

This study was essentially a replication of
Rogers' study. It was limited to the basic format of
the instrument used ip that study although a number of
- the criteria were modified for purposes of clarification,
Different personal and professional data variables were
used in this study but no attempt was made to adapt the
criteria used in Rogers' study for use ip community

colleges,

No personal contact was made with the selected
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colleges. Information regarding evaluation procedures

was limited to printed material if it was available

and/or short comments on the questionnaires.

Delimitations

The study was delimited €O community colleges

in Western Canada (British columbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan,

and only those listed in Colieqe Canada,

and Manitoba),

October, 1970.



Chapter 4

PURPOSES OF EVALUATING INSTRUCTORS AND

METHODS EMPLOYED
METHODS

One of the purposes of the study was to
determine the methods and techniques used in evaluating
instructors in community colleaes,

Table 2 lists the methods used and the fre-
quency of use by twenty-eight community colleges in
Western Canada. The most frequently used method was
that of student evaluation (16). In nine of the six-
teen colleges, student evaluation of instructors is
obtained through the use of questionnaires or opinion-
naires. Three of the sixteen colleges indicated that
student evaluation was verbal and informal. The
remaining four colleges did not specify the manner in
which student evaluation of instructors was elicited.,

The second major technique employed was that
of classroom observation (15)., Ten of the fifteen
colleges specified the use of check lists or rating
forms for evaluating instructor performance in a
classroom situation.

The third major method used was team (coop-
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Table 2

Methods and Techniques Used in Evaluating
Instructors in Comuunity Colleges

N=28

53

Methods and Techniques

Frequency of Use

1.
2,

3,

7

8.
9.
10.
11.
12,

13,

14,

15,

Student evaluation
Classroom observation
Team evaluation
Colleagial evaluation
Governmental rating forms
Self—evalﬁation

Informal evaluation of lesson
and course material

General observation
personal discussions

Informal subjective analysis
Course evaluation

Success of students

Contribution to college,
community and conferences

Negative evaluation

Hearings

16
15

14
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erative) evaluation (14). This would include evaluation
-of an instructor by a committee or evaluation by more
than one evaluator., Self evaluation was listed by only
one college; colleagial (peer) evaluation was listed by
six colleges. Four colleges indicated the use of
Provincial, Civil Service, or Public Service rating
forms, although one of these colleges had adapted the
Government rating rate for its own use.

One college listed the use of "negative
evaluation"; that is, no evaluation is made unless a
specific complaint about an instructor is received
from students, administrators, or other staff members.
Five colleges indicated that they were either currently
reviewing or just developing their evaluation procedures.

Thirteen colleges returned printed material
concerning the evaluation of instructors. Three of
these thirteen included formal written guidelines for
instructor evaluation in their colleges. All three
specified that use of evaluation committees with policies
clesely related to those adopted by the National Faculty
Association of Community and Junior Colleges in the
United States (1970). One of the three indicated that
the criteria used for instructor evaluation had been
determined by a committee consisting of administrators,
faculty members, and students,

From the comments and the information returned

with responses to the questionnaires, it was evident
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that a number of colleges had interviews or conferences
with the instructor after he had been evaluated.

Several colleges requested the instructor to complete

part of his own profile form and in one case the instructor
was invited to include additional information concerning
his participation in community activities. The profile
form is filed in an administrative office and is

accessible at all times to the instructor.

The findings of this study might be compared
with a similar study carried out in the United States.
In a survey of current practices in the evaluation of
college teaching (Lee, 1967) in the United States,
classroom teaching was the highest ranked criterion in
all eight types of undergraduate colleges, for promotion,
salary, or tenure. But in commuﬁity and junior colleges,
it was much more heavily weighted than any other factor.
When the sources of evaluative information were requested,
it was found that in community and junior colleges,
classroom visits ranked third. There are many factors
precluding the use of classroom visits as a source of
information to evaluate instructors but on the basis of
both studies it might be questioned why more community
colleges aren't using direct sources of information to
evaluate teaching since their integrity as institutions

of teaching and learning is at stake.
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PURPOSES OF EVALUATING INSTRUCTORS

0f the many reasons why instructors are evaluated,
the emphasis placed on a specific purpose partially
determines the instructor's attitude toward evaluation.
The evaluative climate reflects this emphasis and if
evaluation is viewed by an instructor as a threat to
his security, little benefit will be derived by either
the instructor or the college.

This study attempted to determine the purposes
of evaluating instructors in community colleges as well
as the emphasis placed on a specific purpose, The
purposes were categorized as follows:

1. Primarily for the improvement of instruction

2. As a basis for administrative decision
making

3. Other reasons
Tn the first category were included items such as
assistance to instructors, achievement of objectives,
to increase instructional effectiveness, to share
innovative ideas, and so on. Such items as salary
increments, tenure, promotions, and the like were
included in the second category since they were viewed
primarily as aids to administrators.

The first instrument requested that the purposes
of evaluating instructors be listed in order of
decreasing importance. Weights were then arbitrarily

assigned as follows: the first purpose listed--5, the
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second purpose listed--4, the third--3, the fourth--2
and the fifth--1. Table 3 ranks the three categories
by total weight. The emphasis placed on improvement
of instruction was almost twice that placed on the

evaluation of instructors as a basis for administrative

decision making.

Table 3

Emphasis on Purposes Of Evaluating
Instructors by Category

Category - : . Total Weight Rank

gy

Primarily for improving

instruction 185 1
As a basis for administrative

decision making 94 2
Other purposes 24 3

Table 4 lists all the purposes of evaluating
instructors and their respective weights. They have
been reproduced as originally written and in the same
order as they appeared on the returned questionnaires.
The purposes are listed by college to enable a comparison
of differences in emphasis. While the overall emphasis
of the tventy-six colleges is on improvement Of

instruction, the emphasis varies from one college to

another.,
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Table 4

Purposes of Evaluating Instructors in Each
_ College by Category and Weight

College Purposes of Evaluating
Number Instructors in Decreasing Category Weight
Order of Importance

1. Quality control 2 5
Salary Adjustment 2 4
2, To evaluate ability to impart
knowledge 1 5

To assess if instructors are

working toward terminal

behavior 1 4
To assess ability to plan and

organize lessons and methods and

techniques used 1 3
To assist instructors where

possible in improving their methods

and techniques of presentation 1 2

To assess whether instructors are

meeting predetermined objectives 1 1
3. To identify areas of individual

weakness and strength as a basis

for counselling and remedial action 1 5

To mutually arrive at performance

objectives 1 4

As a basis for salary increments. 2. 3
4, To ensure their teaching competence

is adequate to meet the needs of the

program 1 5

To ensure their technical knowledge
meets the standard for their trade
. or profession : 1 4

5. To ensure that each instructor be
given the maximum opportunity and
assistance to grow (develop) into
an effective teacher 1 5
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Table 4 (continued)

College Purposes of Evaluating .
Number Instructors in Decreasing Category Welght
_ Order of Importance

6. To help instructor pinpoint
weaknesses in methods 1 5
To help instructor increase
effectiveness of total course 1 4
To get student evaluation of
course value in a curriculum 1 3
To evaluate instructor for
promotional purposes 2 2
7. For pay purposes--increases are
based on performances 2 5
For effectiveness of instruction--
constructive criticism 1 4

For efficiency of operation--
overtime, the ineffective or
instructor of limited range of

talent can be eliminated 2 3

To bring home the continuing

concern for performance 1 2
8, Assist instructors 1 5

Permanent appointment and

increments ‘ 2 4
9, To improve the teaching function

of the college 1 5

Basis for permanent status 2 4

10, For renewing annual appointments

during probationary period 2 5

For confirming tenure of staff 2 4

In assessing promoticnal potential 2 3

11, For the improvement of imstruction 1 5
For the evaluation of instructors
to decide whether they should be
promoted to a tenure situation,
whether they should be retained as
instructors, etc. 2 4
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Table 4 (continued)

College Purposes of Evaluating
Number Instructors in Decreasing Category Weight
Order of Importance

12, Improving and developing
instructional competence 1 5
Sharing information--who is

doing what innovations 1 4
As evidence in granting tenure 2 3
Protect students from malpractice 2 2
13, Improve quality of instruction 1 5

To identify and assist instructors

who may be experiencing difficulty

with classes and curriculum 1 4
To provide information for the

completion of an employee

performance rating questionnaire

as required annually by depart-

mental regulations 2 3
To provide information for

recommending to the Department

of Education that Teaching

Certificates be granted 2 2
14, Tenure 2 5
15. To assess the effectiveness of

the August in-service education

program for modification where

necessary 3 5
To assess the individual

instructor's ability to guide the

students' learning toward the

instructional objectives 1 4
To offer help and advice to

instructors on instructional

design and performance 1 3
To assist administration in

tenure decisions 2 2



Table 4 (continued)

P~
College Purposes of Evaluating
Number Instructors in Decreasing Category Weight

Order of Importance

16, To ensure proper standards
of education are provided
to enrolled students 1 5
To assist instructors to meet
standards required and to aid
in any arising difficulty in

classroom instruction 1 4
17, Improvement of instruction 1 5

Renewal of contracts 2 4

Salary increments 2 3
18, Teachiny ability and success 1 5

Community involvement 3 4

Research . 3 3
19, Maintenance of high level

instruction 1 5

Provide to instructors formal

opinion of his worth 3 4

Provide college with evidence

of proficiency of faculty 2 3
20, Excellence of teaching 1 5

Dedication to their own

continued academic growth 3 4

Concern for comprehensiveness
of the educational offerings
provided by a regional college 1 3
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—— — ———

College
Number

Purposes of Evaluating

Instructors in Decreasing Category Weight

Order of Importance

21,

To gauge the effectiveness
of the instructor in the
classroom and to attempt

to measure the quality of
instruction

To seek out and recognize
new and exciting approaches
to teaching and to pass such
ideas on to other instructors
To assist instructor to
recognize any weaknesses in
his methodology etc. so that
these may be rectified (by
himself or with assistance
from others

To assist in determining
continuation of instructor's
appointment

22,

Contract renewal
Complaints
Promotion transfer appointment

DN W o

w O

23,

To improve instruction

To assist instructor to have
a rewarding experience

To establish merit increments
on Master Teacher designation
To make decisions regarding

_ retention of staff

24.

To assess the effectiveness
of the instruction

To share new teaching methods
To assist the instructor in
improving his effectiveness
Tenure

SO
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College  Purposes of Evaluating
Number Instructors in Decreasing Category Weight
Order of Importance
25, Attempt to measure the
quality of instruction 1 5
To identify innovative
methods 1 4
To aid the instructor in
improving instruction 1 3
Administrative decisions 2 2
26, To gauge the effectiveness
of instruction 1 5
To seek effective instruc-
tional methods 1 4
To assist the instructor
in improving his methods 1 3
Tenure 2 2
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SUMMARY

A combination of methods and techniques for
evaluating instructors is used by most community
colleges in Western Canada. Student evaluation,
classroom observation, and team evaluation are the
most frequently used methods.

One college stated that the choice of methods
used in evaluating instructors is left up to each
department., Another college indicated that faculty
cooperation and open communication negated formal
evaluation of instructors by administrators. Several
colleges indicated that they were considering the
implementation of student evaluation of instructor
performance and/or courses and programs. Colleagial
evaluation and self-evaluation were not commonly used
by the colleges.

The purpose of evaluating instructors which was
most emphasized collectively by the colleges was that
of improving instruction. An analysis of Table 4 reveals
that seven of the twenty-six colleges do not consider
the improvement of instruction as the primary purpose
of evaluation. Since the purpose most emphasized will
depend to a large extent on the administrative level
involved, the findings cculd differ if different

sources of information were used.



Chapter 5
EVALUATIVE CRITERIA

One of the purposes of the study was to
determine whether or not evaluators employed a common
body of criteria, chosen from among the thirty listed
for scoring, when (a) evaluating instructors' competence
and when (b) evaluating instructors as being suitable
for an administrative position.

EVALUATIVE CRITERIA COMMONLY EMPLOYED BY EVALUATORS

OF INSTRUCTORS IN COMMUNITY COLLEGES
IN WESTERN CANADA

Evaluation of Instructor Competence

For Instructor Evaluation Questionnaire One,
evaluators scored thirty criteria which they may .or
may not consider when their purpose was to evaluate
instructor competence. Each of the thirty criteria
was scored on a four point scale, according to the
respondent's use of it when evaluating: always,
frequently, seldom, or never.

Table 5 ranks these criteria according to their

use, "always" or "frequently," by evaluators. Nineteen

of the thirty criteria were used "always" or "frequently"

by a majority of the respondents. Four were "always" or
"frequently" employed by more than ninety per cent of

65
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the evaluators. The data support the conclusion that
community college evaluators employed a common body of
criteria when evaluating instructor competence. Rogers
(1970) drew the same conclusion in his study but found
that almost all (28) of the criteria were used "always"
or "frequently" by a majority of the principals in
Alberta secondary schools.

The criterion of The Enthusiasm Displayed by
the Instructor in Teaching ranked first; it was used
"alwvays" or "frequently" by ninety-seven per cent of the
respondents, Ranking second was the criterion of The
Dependability of the Instructor (97.1%) and third was
Instructor-Student Relationships (95.6%). It was
concluded that evaluators conceived of a competent
instructor as being one who was dependable, displayed
enthusiasm in his teaching, and who maintained good
relationships with his students. The fourth ranked
criterion was The Instructor's Knowledge of the
Curriculum (93.4%); the fifth was Qualities of Leader-
ship Displayed by the Instructor (89.3%); the sixth and

seventh were respectively Lesson Preparation and

Planning (89.0%) and The Degree of Cooperation by the
Instructor with Other Staff Members (88.0%).

Some evaluators stated in their comments that
they would have preferred to weight the criteria rather
than indicate usage, as a means of indicating the

importance of each criterion in assessing instructor
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competence. Some evaluators also felt that in different
situations different criteria would be used in differing
degrees.

When only the response category of "always used"
was considered, and then only at the fifty per cent
level of frequency or greater, it was found that five
criteria were isolated:

1. The dependability of the inmstructor (68.7%)

2. The enthusiasm displayed by the instructor
in teaching (67.4%)

3, Lesson preparation and planning (65.4%)

4, The instructor's knowledge of the
curriculum (63.9%)

5. Instructor-student relationships (52.7%)

It was concluded that there was some consistency
by respondents concerning common evaluative criteria
for rating instructor competence.

Evaluation for Promotion to an
Administrative Position

In Instructor Evaluation Questionnaire Two,

evaluators scored the same thirty criteria in the same

way as the criteria in Instructor Evaluation Questionnaire

One, but the criteria were ordered differently in the
second questionnaire. In this case, the evaluative
situation was assessing an instructor's suitability to
an administrative position.

As tefore, the criteria were ranked according to
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the frequency with which evaluators stated they "always"
or "frequently" used each particular criterion. The
results are shown in Table 6. Seven criteria were used
"alyays" or "frequently" by more than ninety per cent

of community college evaluators. Twenty-three of the
criteria were used for administrative promotion by the
majority of the respondents. This suggested that
evaluators employed a common body Of criteria when
evaluating instructors for administrative promotion.

The criterion which ranked first was The Degree
of Cooperation by the Instructor with Other Staff
Members. The Dependability of the Instructor ranked
second; more than ninety-one per cent of the respondents
said they would "always" use this criterion. Ranking
third was the criterion of Qualities of Leadership
Displayed by the Instructor (99,0%) .

The Personality Attributes of the Instructor
ranked fourth (97.0%) and Instructor-Student Relation-
ships fifth (92.1%). The sixth and seventh were
respectively The Enthusiasm Displayed by the Instructor
in Teaching (91.6%) and The Instructor's Knowledge of
the Curriculum (91.2%).

The five criteria which ranked the highest
according to their use "always" or "frequently" by
evaluators were all concerned with the instructor's
personal qualities which might suit him for a leader-

ship position, or with human relations skills.
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CRITERIA USED INFREQUENTLY IN THE
TWO EVALUATIVE SITUATIONS

Evaluators commonly did not use certain criteria
with a high frequency, just as they did employ a common |
body of criteria with consistency. This was true for

both evaluative situations.

Evaluation of Instructor Competence

Table 7 presents the ranking of criteria which
were used "seldom" or "never" when evaluators were
assessing instructor competence.

The least used criterion was that of The
Instructor's Standing in the Community. This criterion
vas used "seldom" or "never" by eighty-seven per cent
of the respondents. The Development in Students of
a Sense of Community Responsibility ranked second in
most infrequent use, and The Attitude of Students to
Authority was the next lowest ranked criterion. The
fourth lowest ranked criterion was Attitude of Students
Toward Self-Conduct; the next lowest ranked criterion
was that of The Students' Clarification and Recog-
nition of Values, which ranked twenty-sixth out of the
thirty criteria.

Except for the least used criterion, some of
the evaluators felt that the other four criteria were
more relevant to the elementary and secondary school
situation.

One of the respondents said that he found it
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difficult to score any of the thirty criteria in the
nseldom" or "never" categories since they would all be
considered but weighted differently. Eleven of the
thirty evaluative criteria were found to be commonly
used "seldom" or "never" by evaluators when evaluating
instructor competence. As oOne respondent commented, it
is very difficult to change a student's attitudes once
he has reached the age required for post secondary
education.

Evaluation for .Promotion to an
Administrative Position

The ranking of the criteria used least frequently
by evaluators when assessing an instructor's suitability
to an administrative position is presented in Table 8.

In this evaluative situation the least used
criterion was that of Examination Results; the second
lowest ranked criterion was The Students Work Well
without Supervision and the third lowest was Checking of
Written Work., Attitude of Students toward Self-Conduct
and the Use of Teaching Aids were also infrequently
used criteria. Rogers (1970) found both Examination
Results and The Use of Teaching Aids among the three
most infrequently used criteria for evaluating teacher
competence. In view of the emphasis placed on the use
of audio-visual media for instructing the disadvantaged
student it may be that the latter criterion warrants

greater use in the future,
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In both evaluative situations, the criterion of
students' examination resultg occupies a low position in
the hierarchy of criteria (twentieth for instructor
competence and thirtieth for administrative promotion),
This may be indicative of the current de-emphasis on
marks or it may reflect a lack of concern regarding the
high drop-out rate in community colleges.

Evaluators employ a common body of criteria,
chosen from among the thirty listed for scoring, when
evaluating instructor competence and when evaluating for
administrative promotion. However, different criteria
were differently stressed in the two situations,

COMPARISONS OF EVALUATORS' EMPHASES PLACED ON

CRITERIA OF EVALUATION EMPLOYED IN EACH

EVALUATIVE SITUATION

If the reward for good teaching is promotien
to an administrative position, the implication is that
good teachers make good administrators, There are many
who would question such a statement.

One purpose of the study was to determine whether
evaluators of community college instructors use the same
criteria of evaluation when evaluating instructors as to
(a) their teaching competence and (b) their suitability
to an administrative position. If evaluators think that
competent instructors can and/or will become competent
administrators, they will place approximately the same
emphasis upon (a) individual criteria, and (b) categories

of criteria,
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Emphasis Placed Upon
Individual Criteria

Table 9 presents the rank order of the evaluative
criteria employed in each of the two evaluative
situations and also the degree of difference of stress
placed on individual criteria. A different emphasis
was placed upon many criteria as the evaluative situation
changed. The highest ranked criterion for instructor
competence--The Enthusiasm Displayed by the Instructor
in Teaching--ranked sixth for administrative promotion.
The Dependability of the Instructor ranked second in
both evaluative situations. The first and third ranked
criteria for administrative promotion, namely The Degree
of Cooperation by the Instructor with Other Staff
Members and The Qualities of Leadership Displayed by the
Instructor, ranked seventh and fifth respectively for
the evaluation of instructor competence.

The greatest difference in emphasis involved
the criteria of The Use of Teaching Aids and Examination
Results (by rank) and The Instructor's Standing in the
Community and The Dress and Appearance of the Instructor
(by percentage).

Of the five highest ranked criteria for evaluating

competence, three were included in the first five listed

for administrative promotion.

Spearman Rho Calculation

The Spearman rho was calculated, and was found to
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be .90, This value suggests that there is a strong
positive correlation between the use of all criteria
independent Of the evaluative situation; that is, the
criteria which evaluators considered to be important

in one situation tend to pe stressed in the other

situation and, conversely, those used less often in one

situation tend to be of less importance in the second

situation.

Emphasis Placed upon Categories
of Criterla

An analysis of the emphasis which evaluators

placed upon each of Mitzel's categories of process,

product, and pfégage criteria when evaluating instructor

competence is presented in Table 10, This table was

derived from Table 5 (p. 66) and is dependent upon

the categorization of criteria presented in Appendix B.
Analysis of Table 10 shows that evaluators

placed the heaviest emphasis on process criteria and

the least emphasis on product criteria when evaluating

instructor competence. This finding coincides with

that of Moore (1966), Thomas (1969), and Rogers (1970)

who found that both inspectors and principals emphasized

process criteria and de-emphasized product criteria in

the same situation.

Table 11 analyzes the emphasis placed upon the
three different categories of criteria when evaluating

for promotion to an sdministrative position. This table




85

PT ‘0o ‘s ‘z ‘L ‘6T ‘v ‘sT ‘P2 ‘e ebesaig

LT ‘2T ‘9T ‘sT ‘sz ‘T ‘ot ‘e ‘TIT ‘9 ssoooad
g8z ‘zz ‘9z ‘Lz ‘ez ‘Tz °‘cT ‘€z ‘oz ‘s aonpoad
G SoTgel I3d St 3uRyld Aaxobasaed

seotTaxobajed S,IT®Z3ITH O3 BuTtpaoooy padnorxd

sousjadwo) Iozonajgsul IoF pafordug uoTlentead FO BTASITID IJO IASPIO HurAd

0T =S1T9ed



87

refers to Table 6 (p. 72) and to the grouping Of criteria

presented in Appendix B.

Evaluators placed the most emphasis on presage

criteria and the least emphasis oOn product criteria

when evaluating for administrative promotion. This

£inding again’ agrees yith the findings of Moore, Thomas,

and Rogers.
It was concluded that process criteria were

stressed for evaluation of instructor competence, but

that presage criteria were considered to be most important

in the evaluation Of instructors for administrative

promotion.

Results of Factor Analysis

A factor analysis of the data was carried out

to determine whether there Wwas any clustering of

criteria into groups. When an absolute value of .40

was used as the lower 1imit of significance, it was

possible to identify at least six out of ten criteria

for instructor competence, in each of three categories

(product, process, and presage). The results are

listed in Appendix C.
Factor analysis of the data resulted in no

distinctive clustering of the criteria for administrative

promotion (see Appendix C). When a four factor analysis

yas made of the sixty criteria, the thirty criteria for

administrative promotion all clustered in one group and

the thirty criteria for instructor competence again
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separated into three distinct categories which could be
identified as Mitzel's categories of product, process,
and presage.

Moore suggested that his thirty criteria were
evenly distributed over Mitzel's categories of process,
product, and presage criteria. Both Thomas (1969) and
Rogers (1970) performed a factor analysis of their data
and found that there was some clustering of the thirty
criteria into three groups.

The results of the factor analysis in this study
strongly suggest that the three clusters of criteria
used, may be validly considered to meet Mitzel's
characteristics of process, product, and presage categories

when used for assessing instructor competence.

L



Chapter 6

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CERTAIN EVALUATIVE CRITERIA

AND CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS

One of the purposes of the study was to determine
whether any significant relationships existed between
specific criteria used by evaluators and six personal
and professional variables. The six variables were as
follows: the evaluator's administrative position in
the college; length of experience in this administrative
position or a comparable one; the amount of time the
evaluator is engaged in classroom teaching; the length
of the evaluator's teaching experience; the age of the
evaluator; and degrees and diplomas held by the evaluator
(see Appendix A).

The original response categories of the six
variables were retained. A chi square test was performed
to determine differences, which were accepted as being
significant at the .05 level or less. Significant |

differences were found in thirty instances.

Administrative Position

Table 12 shows that significant differences
existed between the categories when responding to

three criteria in each of the two evaluative situations.

89
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The administrative categories were as follows:

1. Coordinator, supervisor, librarian,
instructor, or chief instructor

2. Department head or program head

3. Division director or division chairman

4, Assistant dean, associate dean, dean,
registrar, assistant administrative officer, assistant
principal, vice-principal, or principal. -

In evaluating instructor competence, department
heads or program heads indicated the use of The Dress
and Appearance of the Instructor as a criterion "always"
or "frequently," more than any other category; division
directors or chairmen indicated less use of the
criterion of The Training of the Students in Self-
expression than any other category; categories three
and four used the criterion of The Instructor's
Standing with the Students more than the other categories.

When evaluating instructors for promotion to an
administrative position, categories two and three used
the criterion of The Instructor's Knowledge of the
Curriculum more than the other categories; all categories |

indicated extensive use of the criterion of The Degree

of Cooperation by the Instructor with other Staff
Members but categories three and four tended to use
this criterion "always," more than the other categories;
division directors or chairmen tended to use the

criterion of The Professional Activities of the
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Instructor more than any other category.

Length of Experience in this Administrative
Position (Table 13)

It was inferred from the data that for evaluating

instructor competence, category one (less than five years

of experience) used the criterion of The Dress and

Appearance Of the Instructor least; evaluators with eleven

to fifteen years oOf experience in the same administrative
position tended to use the criterion of The Attitude

of Students toward self-Conduct and the criterion of

The Students’ Clarification and Recognition of Values

far more than the other categories.

For administrative promotion, evaluators in
categories three and four tended to use the criterion
of Examination Results and the criterion of Lesson
Freparation and planning more than evaluators with ten
or fewer years Of experience, who felt that these
criteria were considerably less important; evaluators
vith less than five years of experience in the same
administrative position used the criterion of The Use

of Teaching Aids less than any other category.

Age of the Evaluator (Table_14)

When evaluating instructor competence, evaluators
over fifty years of age indicated the use of the
criterion of The Dress and Appearance Of the Instructor

more than younger gvaluators.

For administrative promotion, evaluators under
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thirty years of age used the criterion of The Dress
and Appearance of the Instructor and the criterion of
Use of Teaching Aids considerably less than older
evaluators; the criterion of Academic Qualifications
was used least by evaluators between the ages of

fifty-one and sixty.

Time Spent in Classroom

Teaching (Table 15)

No significant differences vere found between

the amount of time spent in teaching and the use of
the thirty criteria when evaluating instructor com-
petence.

When evaluating instructors for promotion to an
administrative position, evaluators who are not engaged
in classroom teaching used the criterion of The Inmstruc-
tor's Knowledge of the Curriculum less than any other
category; the criterion of Provision made for Individual
Differences was used least by evaluators who spend less
than twenty-five per cent of their time in classroom
teaching; the criterion of The Instructor's Standing in
the Community was used most by evaluators who are not
engaged in classroom teaching.

Lenath of Teaching
Experience (Table 16)

No significant differences were found between
the categories and their use of criteria for evaluating

instructor competence.
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For administrative promotion, the criterion of
Class Management was used extensively by all categories
but less by evaluators with less than five years of
teaching experience; all categories used the criterion
of The Degree of Cooperation by the Instructor with
other Staff Members either "always" or "frequently"
but evaluators with five to ten years of teaching
experience tended to use this criterion "always" more
than evaluators with fewer or greater years of teaching

experience.

Degrees and Diplomas held
by Evaluators (Table 17)

This variable accounted for more significant
differences (nine) than any other variable. Seven of
these differences were inferred from the use of criteria
for evaluating instructor competence. The categories
were as follows:

1, B. Ed. co

2. M Ed., Ed. D., PhD. in Bducation or comparable
degrees in education

3. B. Ed. plus another degree(s) not in
Education

4, One or more degrees but none in Education

5. Diplomas, certificates, and other comparable
credentials.

When evaluating instructor competence, the

criteria of The Dress and Appearance of the Instructor,
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The Checking of Written Work, and The Attitude of Students
to Authority were used much more by evaluators in the
fifth category than in the other categories; the
evaluators in category two used the criteria of Class
Management, Concern with Character Development of the
Students, and Qualities of Leadership Displayed by the
Instructor much less than evaluators in the other
categories; the criterion of The Use of Teaching Aids
was used more by evaluators in category one and category
five than by evaluators in the other categories.

For Administrative promotion, the criteria of
Examination Results and The Use of~Teaching Aids were
used more by evaluators in category five than by evaluators

in the other categories.

Summary

Two-thirds of the significant relationships
found, existed between the use of certain criteria
and the following variables: administrative position
of the evaluator, years of experience in this position
or a comparable one, and degrees and diplomas held by
the evaluator. While this last variable accounted
for nine of the significant differences found, a
further analysis would be needed to determine whether
the differences are attributable to the degrees and
diplomas held by the evaluator or to the adminis-
trative position of the evaluator in the college.

In previous studies carried out by Thomas (1966)
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and Rogers (1970) fewer significant differences were
found between the use of certain criteria and the
personal and school data variables. In their studies
the only administrative position involved was that of
a principal of a secondary school In this study, where
evaluators held positions at varying administrative
levels, the use of certain criteria would be determined
to some extent by the proximity of the position to the
level of instructor and by the use or non-use of
classroom observation of teaching performance as a

method of evaluation.



Chapter 7

ANALYSIS OF ADDITIONAL CRITERIA USED BY
RESPONDENTS WHEN EVALUATING IN

BOTH EVALUATIVE SITUATIONS

Introduction

Space was provided on the instrument (see
Appendix A) for respondents to list criteria which they
would use when evéluating instructors, but which were
not included in the list of thirty criteria to be scored.
Respondents were asked to indicate whether they would
use each of these additional criteria "always" (a),
"frequently" (F), or "seldom" (S).

Forty-four per cent of the respondents listed
additional criteria for the evaluation of instructor
competence. Thirty-eight per cent listed additional
criteria vhich they would use when evaluating instructors
for administrative promotion. It was concluded that
evaluators in community colleges use many criteria in
addition to those included in the instrument for both

evaluative situations.

Techniques Used in the Analysis

Two techniques were used in both evaluative

situations to analyze the additional criteria. The

103
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criteria were arbitrarily weighted according to use as
follows:

1. "always" -- 5 points

2, "frequently" -- 3 points

3. "seldom" -- 1 point.
They were then categorized on the basis of a classi-
fication scheme devised by Barr (1948) in his analysis
of studies related to the measurement and prediction
of teaching efficiency. Barr's (1948) classification
scheme involves breaking down characteristics of
teaching efficiency and its prerequisites into five
different categories: personal qualities, expected
competencies of the teacher, desired student outcomes
(or effects of teacher leadership), behavior controls
such as knowledges, skills, interests, attitudes, and

ideals, and a collection of background personal data.

Additional Criteria Used in Evaluating
Instructor Competence

A listing of additional criteria used by

respondents for evaluating instructor competence may
be found in Appendix D. They are listed in the same
order as they appear in Table 18 to facilitate con-
venient reference to categories of criteria.

Table 18 lists the criteria by number and
weight (in parentheses) according to Barr's categories.
Weighted scores for each criterion and for each category

of criteria are included. It was found that the category
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Table 18
Categories of Additional Criteria Used by

Evaluators in Community Colleges When
Evaluating Instructor Competence

Gross
Category* Weighted
Score
1. PERSONAL QUALITIES
1. Drive 9(3), 23(5), 36(5), 38(5), 41(5),
42(5), 45(5), 47(5), 50(3), 67(5), 7L(5),
99(5), 149(5), 205(5), 226(5), 249(5) 76
2.Resourcefulness 3(3), 4(3), 5(3), 21(5),
24(5), 35(5), 44(5),48(5) 61(5), 62(5),
93(3), 144(5§, 202(5), 211(5), 240(5) |
245(3), 2463 73
3. Cooperativeness 19(3), 26(3), 31(5),
90(3), 103(5), 115(5), 136(3), 147(3),
157(5§, 158(5), 182(1), 188(5), 216(5),
255(5), 263(3) 61

4. Reliability 63(5), 70(5), 97(5), 101(5),
107(5), 131(5), 203(5), 239(5), 260(5) 45

5. Buoyancy 52(3), 152(5), 155(5), 207(5),

218(5) . 23

6. Personality (general) 40(3), 134(3),
153(5), 229(3) 14
7. Dominance 6(5), 68(3), 106(5) 13
8. Considerateness 30(5), 171(5) 10
9. Intelligence 168(5) 5
10, Emotional Stability 18(5) 5
11. Attractiveness 172(5) 5
12. Refinement 175(5) 5

*According to Barr (1948). (The numbers repre-
sent the criteria listed in Appendix D, with the
weighted score shown in brackets. )



Table 18 (continued)
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Category

Gross
Welghted
Score

13, Objectivity 125(3)

II. COMPETENCIES (abilities to do)

1. As a dlrector of learning 1(3), 7(5 )
8(5), 10(5), 13(5), 14(5), 15(5), 1 (3),
17 55 33(55 51(3), 53(3) 66(5), 72(3),
76(3), 77(5), 80(5), 85(5), 86(5), 87(5),
91(5), 94(3) 9(5), 104(5}, 105(5),
108(55 109(5), 110{5), 111(5), 112(5),
120(5), 122(5), 137(5), 141(3), 154(3),
159(5), 165(5), 166(5), 179(3), 180(5),
181(5), 183(5), 184(5), 189(5), 192(5),
198(5), 204(5), 206(5), 208(5), 209(5)
212(3), 214(3), 220(5), 221(5), 223(3)
225(5), 231(3), 232(5), 242(3), 244(3)
257(3), 259(5)

2. As a member of a profession 25(5), 78(5),
81(?), 121(5), 151(5), 210(5), 237(5),
245(5)

III, EFFECTS OF INSTRUCTOR LEADERSHIP (results)
11(3), 32(5), 46(5), 114(5), 118(5),
119(5), 140(5), 161(5), 163(5), 190(3),
194(5), 199(5), 261(3)

IV. BEHAVIOR CONTROLS

1, Skill in communication (verbal and
written) 34(5), 49(3), 59(5), 60(5)
64(5), 69(5), 102(5), 113(5), 123(5)
164(5), 174(5), 177(5), 178(5), 219
228(5), 258(5)

2. Professional attitudes 74(3), 79(1),
92(5), 95(3), 98(5), 139(3), 160(5),

5),
5),

’
’
5),

169(5), 195(5), 201(5), 224(5), 230(3),
251(5), 253(5), 256(5)

338

276

B
o

316

|

[S S,
O} WO

78

63
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Gross
Category Weighted
Scores
3. Efforts toward self-improvement 28(5),
58(5), 65(5), 75(3), 83(3), 88(5),
162(3), 185(3), 213(5), 222(3), 234(5),
235(5), 238(5), 252(3) 58
4, Knowledge 20(5), 55(5), 127(5), 130(5)
142(5), 167(5), 197(5}, 233(5), 243(3) 43
5. Skill in human relationships 2(3), 56(5),
82(3), 89(5), 133(3), 135(3), 200(5),
241(3 30
6. Enthusiasm for instruction 170(5), 186(5),
215(5) 15
7. Work habits 143(5), 193(5), 236(5) 15
8, General skills 29(5), 39(3), 132(3), 146(5) 16
9, Interest in preparation of course outlines
12(5), 196(5) 10
10. Interest in students 150(5), 217(5) 10
11, Interests (general) 138(5), 187(5) 10
12, Extra-curricular activities 54(3), 84(3),
191(3) 9
13. Empathy with young people 124(5), 250(3) 8
14. Attitude toward change 37(5) 5
15, Performance under stress 57(5) 5
16, Health 126(3) 3
17. Citizenship 176(3) 3
18. Instructor requests 227(3) 3
19, Internal economics 264(1) 1
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Table 18 (continued)

Gross

Category Weighted

Scores
20, Administrative pressures 265(1) 1
386

V. STATUS FACTS
27(3), 43(5), 73(5), 117(5), 128(3), 145(5),
148(5), 156(5) 173(5), 247(5), 248(5), 262(5) 56

56

——t——n ot
pe—————
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of Behavior Controls weighted the highest. The category
of Personal Qualities weighted the second highest and
Competencies of the Instructor third highest. Much

less used categories were those of Effects of Instructor
Leadership and Status Facts.

In the category of Behavior Controls, the
criteria ranking highest were Skill in Communication,
Professional Attitudes, Efforts toward Self-Improvement,
Knowledge, and Skill in Human Relationships. In the
category of Personal Qualities, Drive, Resourcefulness,
Cooperativeness, and Reliability were considered the
most important qualities.

In the category of Competencies of the Instructor
were included the following items:

A. Competencies as a director of learning

1. Skill in identifying student needs
2. Skill in setting and defining goals
3, Skill in providing for individual
differences, in making activities meaningful, and in
organizing experiences into meaningful wholes
4, Skill in instructor-student relationships
5. Skill in appraising student growth and
achievement
6. Skill in instruction (general)
B. Competencies as a member of a profession.,
Included in the category of Effects of Instructor

Leadership were student assessment, effectiveness of



110

teaching, specific accomplishments during the year, and
records of student achievement. Included in the
category of Status Facts were training, experience, and
specific original accomplishments.,

In their additional criteria for evaluating
instructor competence, evaluators in community colleges
placed great emphasis on personal qualities of the
instructor, competencies of the instructor, and
behavior controls. Little emphasis was placed on the

results that he obtains and status facts about him.

=

Additional Criteria Used i
Evaluating for Promotion t
An Administrative Position

A list of the additional criteria used by

o

evaluators when evaluating instructors for promotion
to an administrative position may be found in Appendix
D. Several respondents indicated in their comments
that either there were no procedures for instructional
staff obtaining administrative positions in the college
or they were not involved in evaluating instructors for
administrative positions; however, they still answered
the questionnaire on administrative promotion on the
basis of criteria they would use if they were in such
an evaluative position.

Two hundred and twenty-four additional criteria
were listed by respondents. Once again many of the
criteria were repeated. The same techniques were used

to analyze these additional criteria but Competencies
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as Administrators was substituted for Competencies as
Instructors in Barr's (1948) classification scheme.

Table 19 lists the additional criteria by
number (see Appendix D) and weight (in parentheses)
according to Barr's classification. The main emphasis
was placed on Personal Qualities and Behavior Controls.
Competencies as Administrators ranked third in importance
with Effects of Instructor Leadership and Status Facts
receiving little emphasis.

Of the personal qualities, Reliability, Drive,
Resourcefulness, Intelligence, and Cooperativeness were
considered most important. In the category of Behavior
Controls, Professional Attitudes were accorded the
highest weight. Other criteria in this category con-
sidered to be of importance were Skill in Human
Relationships, Communication Skills, Efforts toward
Self-Improvement, Work Habits, and Performance under
Stress.

Competencies as Administrators included skill
in the following areas:

1. Organization

2. Planning

3. Supervision

4., Management

5. Delegating authority '

6. Decision making
7. Administration

In their additional criteria for evaluating
instructors for administrative promotion, evaluators

in community colleges placed great emphasis on personal
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Table 19

Categorles of Additional Criteria Used by Evaluators
in Community Colleges When Evaluatlng for
Administrative Promotion

Gross
Category* Welghted
Score
1. PERSONAL QUALITIES
1. Reliability 10(5) 46(5), 53(5), 65(5),
68(5), 72(5), ( ), 84(5) 121(5)
127(5), 149(3), 163(5), 172(5), 178(5),
197(3) 73
2. Drive 54(5), 59(5), 81(5), 89(5), 165(5),
106(5), 128(5), 159(5), 161(5), 168(5),
180(5), 193(5), 210(5), 220(5) 70
3. Resourcefulness 11(5), 12(3), 37(5), 39(5),
44(5), 67(5), 70(5), "122(5), 141(3), 1 146(5),
162(5), 164(5) 177(5) 214( ) 64
4. Intelligence 5(5), 20(5), 64(5), 73(3),
118(5), 144(5), 151(5), ’190(5 ), 194(3),
203(5) 46
5. Cooperativeness 14(3) 17(5), 18(5), 31(3),
62(5), 80(5), 92(5), 137( ), 191(5), 201 (3) 44

6. Personality (general) 63(5), 86(5), 157(5),
179(5), 182(5) 25

7. Considerateness 19(5), 49(5), 147(5), 195(3) 18

8. Buoyancy 152(5), 176(5), 181(5), 196(3) 18
9, Emotional stability 13(5), 115(5), 135(5) 15
10. Dominance 15(5), 16(5), 133(3) 13
11. Objectivity 116(3), 130(5) 8
12. Refinement 150(5) 5
13. Attractiveness 148(5) 5

404

*According to Barr (1948). (The numbers represent
the criteria listed in Appendix D, with the weighted
score shown in brackets.)
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Table 19 (continued)

Gross
Category ngghted
core

——— et e g FE e

11, COMPETENCIES
25(5), 27(5
41(3), 56(
85 (5)

gablllthS to do) 21(5), 22(5),
)
0 (
101 (5 ) 103(
5
5
5

22
, 28(5) , 35(5), 36 (5 )
: 61(5), 66(5) 71(3) 76(5),
5),, 91 (5), 96(3) 100(5 ),
3) 107(5), 111(5), 112( )
117(5), "123( ),
167(5) 184( ;

5
142( 5), 143(5), 158(5; 165(3)
202(5) 206 (

185(5), 187(5), 189(5 200(5),
209(5), 216(5), 217(5), 219(5) 198

198

vv

ITI. EFFECTS OF INSTRUCTOR LEADERSHIP 3(5) 4(5)
9(5), 29(3), 58(5), 94(5), 166(5), 199(5) 38

38

|

IV. BEHAVIOR CONTROLS

1. Professional attitudes 1(3) 48(5), 60(3),
74(5) 75(5) 77(5) 83(5) 98(3), 102(5)
108(5 ) 109(3) 129( ), 132( ), 140(5)

156(5 ), 69(5) 174(5) 183(5 5), 186(5),

205(3), 223(5) 95

2. Skill in human relationships 7(5), 8(3),

42(5), 93(5), 126(5), 139(5), 154(5),

l73§ ; 175(5 ) 188(5) 211(5), 215(5),

221

63

3. Skill in communlcatlon (verbal and written)
33(5), 47(5), 50(5), 52(3), 79(5), 110(3),
145(35, 170(5), 192(5), 198(5) 44

4. Efforts toward self- improvement and develop—
ment of staff members 24(5), 26(5), 99(3 ),
208(3), 212(5 ), 213(5), 224(3) 29

5. Work habits 2(3), 43(5), 82(5), 114(5),
120(5), 138(5) 28

6. Performance under stress 38(5), 45(5),
51(5), 88(5), 104(3), 113(5) 28

7. Knowledge 40(3), 87(5), 124(5), 171(5) 18

8. Positive attitude 160(5), 204(5) 10
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Gross
Category Weighted

Score

9. Health 6(5) 5
10. Enjoys administrative work 155(5) 5
11. Political awareness 95(5) 5
12. Off-campus activities 57(1) 1
331

V. STATUS FACTS
23(5), 30(3), 97(3), 119(5), 125(5), 131(5),

136(5), 207(5), 222(1) 37
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qualities and pehavior controls, some emphasis on

competencies as administrators, but very little

importance was attached to the effects of instructor

leadership or status facts.

Summar

Additional criteria used in both evaluative

situations placed very 1ittle emphasis on the effects

of instructor leadership or status facts. These

findings add weight to earlier conclusions that product
criteria are generally of low prioity.
The category of Competencies ranked third in

importance in the additional criteria used for both

evaluative situations. In evaluating instructor
competence, Behavior controls received the greatest
weighting while in evaluating instructors for adminis-

trative promotion, Personal Qualities ranked first.

COmpetencies as an Instructor was given considerably

more emphasis than Competencies as an Administrator.

In both evaluative situations, respondents
stressed the importance of the following additional
criteria; drive, resourcefulness, reliability,
cooperativeness, professional attitudes, skill in
communication, skill in human relationships, and
efforts toward self-improvement. These £indings
corroborate earlier conclusions that evaluators in
do use a common body Of criteria

community colleges

when evaluating instructors. The similarily between
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criteria used in both evaluative situations is evident
from the analysis of the additional criteria as well
as from the analysis of the thirty criteria included
in the instrument. The main difference in the use of
additional criteria for the two situations was in the
category of competencies.

Many of the criteria included in the instrument
were reiterated in the additional criteria. All of the
additional criteria included in the category of Personal
qualities were analogous to the criterion of The
Personality Attributes of the Instructor. Many of the
additional criteria classified as Competencies (as a
director of learning) were identical to the criteria
of Provision Made for Individual Differences, The
Methods of Lesson Presentation Used, Lesson Preparation
and Planning, Instructor-Student relationships, and The
Enthusiasm displayed by the Instructor in Teaching. The
additional criteria classified as Professional Attitudes
and Efforts Toward Self-Improvement were similar to the
criterion of The Professional Activities of the Instructor.
It was concluded that the use of additional criteria by
respondents which were identical or similar to criteria
included in the instrument was indicative of the
importance they attached to these criteria when evaluating

instructors.



Chapter 8
EVALUATORS' COMMENTS ON THE STUDY

All respondents were invited to comment on
any aspect of personnel evaluation and/or the study.
Nearly thirty-eight per cent of the evaluators made
such comments. They varied in length from one sentence
to more than a page. Because of the large number of
comments (93), only a few have been included below;
they have been reproduced as originally written, although
in many cases only excerpts have been taken from
lengthy comments.

The comments were categorized under six basic
headings (see p.50 and the following detailed listings).
The number of comments in each category are listed in
Table 20, Although many comments could be classified
in more than one heading, the categorization was based
on the predominant theme of the comment, with the
following exception. If the comment included any
criticism of the instrument or study, it was classified
under the heading, Criticism of the Instrument. Forty-
six out of ninety-three comments included some critical
statement, but in most cases these comments included
additional valuable information. The large number of
comments is indicative of the extent to which instructor

117



Table 20

Comments by Category and Frequency

118

Category Frequency
1. General reaction to the instrument 8
2. Criticism of the.instrument 46
3, Methods of evaluation used 9
4, Selection of administrators 4
5. Criteria 6
6. General comments 20
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evaluation is perceived to be of vital concern to

community colleges.

General Reaction to the
Instrument

A comparison of the two 1ists of "30" seems to
indicate that the architect of the questionnaires
feels that the qualities that make a good instructor
also make a good administrator.

The assumption seems to be that evaluation is an
individual thing done by a supervisor. I feel that
student and graduate evaluation of instructors
should play a large part.

Evaluation of academic staff holding library positions
involves evaluation of situations ranging from the
formal classroom situation (e.g. orientation lectures)
to the more frequent informal interaction with
students at the individual instructional level as
well as interaction with other faculty and staff.
Therefore, the factors checked in the questionnaire
have been interpreted as they relate to the library
situation, and imply a broader definition of the
competence of the individual as an educator than

the classroom situation may embody.

Most of the factors listed are valid. Thus they
should always: be considered. In evaluation of
the instructional performance, a supervisor must
consider the whole person and the overall
contribution. Many of the factors listed will be
comsidered directly--others only indirectly. A
much more difficult question is the weighting to
be given to various valid factors.

perhaps it would be advisable to differentiate
petween levels of administration in the second
questionnaire.

Those points concerned with student self-discipline
and character, etc., are important but not as
relevant to the college situation as to high school.
Many of these points are difficult to measure; in
fact, the degree of measureability differs and the

points listed are by no means of equal weight.

Tt has been quite enlightening to compare the
responses in the two situations.
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Criticism of the Instrument

Study 2 should have had some different questions.

A good instructor is not necessarily a good adminis-
trator and vice versa., To administer a college
requires more acumen when dealing with people than
an instructor has to possess. A good administrator
cannot simply be a good example because his instruc-
tors do not perform the same tasks. His qualities
are thorough understanding of human relations,
enthusiasm about his work, a good sense for

business transactions, the willingness to ask for
advice, weigh it, and finally make a decision which
is his own and which he defends without vacillating.

Based on questionnaires in section two, this is
academically oriented and does not take into
consideration one of the largest group areas in
a community college.

Many of the factors listed involve actual classroom
visitation. Since this is not the case at our
college, much of this form is inappropriate. In
addition, many of the questions refer to the same
things and are repetitious. Thus you may find a
general factor listed as "always," while some of
the factors which make it up may be marked "seldom"
or "never,"

The different connotations possible in most questions,
the variety of programs being considered, and the
generality of most questions make it possible for

the researcher to arrive at any conclusions he

may desire.

Some of the questions are vague. For example, I'm
not as concerned about actual examination results
as what the instructor does about them.

Naturally I favor an oObjectives approach and some
desire to work toward individualized instruction.

A pedagogical background plus supervisory experience
are main concerns for ‘administrative positions. We
have found a good administrator does not require
specific or detailed knowledge of curriculum unless
in foreman or first line supervision. I would have
used a much different questionnaire.

The attitude of students to authority is unclear.
It does seem to relate to the other questions. The
students have many instructors--one cannot ke held
responsible for their entire attitudes.
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There are many factors not included in the question-
naire which differentiate between administrative
competence and instructional competence.

You have allowed no space for business skills which
are usually most desirable in addition to a
thorough understanding of instructional principles.

The questionnaire seems to have been made up for
a pure academic without consideration for the
possibility that the instructor may have a wealth
of practical and business experience in his field.

Many questions seemed to apply to efforts of the
students which are not always within a teacher's
control in a college situation and/or which would
be difficult for an evaluator to gauge.

Seems to be directed more at secondary school than
post secondary.

This questionnaire does not even list the key
criteria used by me in selecting, evaluating, or
recommending my staff.

Methods of Evaluation

To evaluate staff validly, criteria must be laid
down and agreed to by supervisor and staff member.

Our faculty are evaluated on the basis of (1) student
evaluation--we consider the student opinion is

valid and reasonably honest, (2) peer group eval-
uation, and (3) attitude and participation.

Work loads do not permit enough time to be devoted
to analyzing the success of programs and instructor
competence., Possibly a team teaching approach
could be considered periodically with each team
member evaluating his counterpart in a series of
similar classroom and field situations. In field
oriented engineering subjects, evaluation of the
instructor's competence presents some problems.
This evaluation at the technical level is far more
important than analysis of classroom activities
and requires far more time.

The civil service is not evaluated in an unen-
cumbered manner as this survey would tend to
assume. We have to do our evaluation within a
rather strict set of rules which are not always
appropriate.
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Evaluation of instructors should involve students
(through written evaluations and earefully con-
structed interviews), peer evaluation, and adminis-
trative evaluation (which is the least important).

Personnel should be evaluated in a positive manner
at least once a year. Evaluation should be
discussed freely before being formally submitted.

Formalized recorded evaluations are unnecessary--
largely a waste of time and are too detached from
the individual concerned. Evaluation is on-going
and can be tapped when required by the more personal
method of interview.

The evaluation of staff is completed in any one
day which may be an "off" day for the instructor
or the evaluator. This leads to biased reports.

At the moment we do not engage in classroom
visitations or in tight supervision or direct
assessment of faculty. The questionnaire assumes
that some form of direct supervision and assess-
ment takes place and is reminiscent of a high
school situation. Our instructors are given much
more freedom to innovate, develop courses, and
curricula., Assessment is dependent in part on
negative feedback’ from any quarter.

In our program, the clinical instructors are
situated in places remote from the institute.

They are, in most cases, the only members of the
Department of Education in the area and must work
independently. They are visited on a rather regular
basis for approximately a week at a time (about

3 to 4 times a year--oftener if necessary--problems
or new instructors).

Selection of Administrators

The selection of both teaching and administrative
personnel should be done by committees of adminis-
trators, faculty, and students (above second year
institutions).

A "good" teacher usually leads to a "good" adminis-
trative man.

This college has no procedure for a faculty member
to become an administrator.

The qualities which make a good administrator are
not necessarily the same as those which make a good
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instructor. The result of this kind of evaluation
is to place your master teachers in administrative
positions and leave the lesser teachers in the
classrooms to do all the actual teaching.

Criteria

All evaluation should be based only on the stated
objectives and responsibilities which the employee
is expected to meet and the method vhich is to be
used in their achievement.

Too many people are rated according to how they
conform to an established system rather than on
the strength of their abilities and potential.

Evaluation of instructors depends on many things
and vhat may be right for one department may be
entirely wrong for another.

All that matters is the overall impact of all these
factors on the student; that is, are the students
enthusiastic about the class and are they learning
something.,

The only difference in evaluation I would use between
instructor and administrative competence would be

in regard to organization, inter-personal relation-
ships, and innovative leadership.

The elements of evaluation must coincide with the
specific course objectives and the characteristics
of the student population.

General Comments

Department heads have neither the proper amount
of time available or the training required for
proper evaluation and assistance. They do have i
knowledge and control of subject content and changes
and these tasks take up most of the non-instructional
time, This leaves little time for professional
development.

My responses in questionnaire two are based not
on experience but rather on a consideration of
those factors that I think I would stress if I
were placed in an administrative position,

Are you not interested in how I gain insight into
an instructor's teaching techniques, student
relationships, etc.?
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I do not evaluate instructors for administrative
promotion so I didn't complete the second
questionnaire.

Our students seem very concerned with the credibility
of what the instructor is teaching. If the instruc-
tor is able to relate the theory to actual practice
which he has experienced, his theory is much more
acceptable to the student.

Summary

The comments were an important contribution
to the study. They were not restricted solely to
criticisms or general reactions to the instrument.
They revealed the many different instructional
situations in community colleges, methods of evalu-
ating instructors, the need for criteria relevant to
individual evaluative situations, and a diversity of
opinion regarding the whole area .of instructor
evaluation.

While there is no consensus of opinion on any
aspect of instructor evaluation, it is apparent from
the comments that community colleges in Western Canada
consider the assessment of their faculty members to be
a vital function. Regardless of the methods used, the
purposes of evaluation, and the criteria on which
evaluations of instructors are based, if a major
concern of the community college is to create an
evaluative climate conducive to faculty security and
improvement in teaching performance, the potential
for progress in evaluation will be greatly increased.

An analysis of the comments and the written
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information received revealed this concern in many

community colleges in Western Canada.



Chapter 9
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS; AND IMPLICATIONS
SUMMARY

The basic purposes of the study were to
examine (1) the purposes of evaluating instructors
in community colleges in Western Canada, (2) the
methods used to evaluate these instructors, and
(3) the criteria of evaluation employed when evaluating
instructor competence and when evaluating instructors
for promotion to an administrative position.

Ansvers to the following questions concerning
the evaluation of instructors were sought: Is a
common body of criteria employed? Are the same criteria
used when evaluating for both instructor competence
and administrative promotion? Which of Mitzel's
categories of process, product and presage criteria
are stressed in each situation? Are there any relation-
ships between certain personal and professional variables
and the criteria employed? What methods and techniques
are used to evaluate instructors? What are the major
purposes of evaluating instructors?

Two instruments were used in the study. The

first one consisted of five items which requested

126




127
information regarding the methods used in evaluating
instructors, purposes of evaluating instructors, and
three items required for administering the second
instrument. The sample for the first instrument
consisted of twenty-six community colleges in Western
Canada.

The second instrument consisted of nine personal
and professional data variables and two thirty-item
questionnaires--one for evaluating in each of the two
evaluative situations--which were made up of thirty
criteria of instructor evaluation, ten in each of
Mitzel's categories of process, product, and presage.
The sample for this instrument consisted of two hundred
and forty-six evaluators of instructors in Western
Canada.

Statistical procedures included a frequency
count of the use made of different methods of evaluating
instructors: a categorization of the purposes of
evaluating instructors and a ranking of the categories;
a frequency count to place criteria in rank order for
both evaluative situations to determine if a common
body of criteria was used in either or both of the
situations; a factor analysis to see if criteria tended
to cluster in Mitzel's categories of process, product,
and presage criteria; chi square tests to isolate
significant differences between categories of six

personal and professional variables and evaluators'



128

uses of specific criteria; a classification of the
additional criteria used by evaluators according to a
scheme devised by Barr; and a classification of
respondents’ comments on the study.

The different analyses of the data revealed the
following:

1. Community colleges use a variety of methods
and techniques for evaluating instructors, the most
commonly used being student evaluation, classroom

observation, and team evaluation

2. The major purpose of evaluating instructors
in community colleges was to improve instruction; this
included assistance to instructors in increasing their
effectiveness.

3. Evaluators employed a common body of evalua-
tive criteria for rating instructor competence and when
evaluating for administrative promotion

4, There were several criteria which evaluators
commonly did not use with high frequency in both

evaluative situations

5, Changes in emphasis on certain criteria

occurred as the evaluative situation changed; process

criteria were stressed when evaluating instructor
competence, and presage criteria were stressed when
rating for administrative promotion

6. Several significant relationships existed

between the personal and professional variables and
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the use of certain criteria. The majority of these
were connected with differing administrative posituions,
years of experience in the position, and the pro-
fessional training of the evaluator.

7, Evaluators listed additional criteria for
evaluating instructors, many of which were analogous
or identical to the criteria included in the instrument.
Once again it was found that a common body of criteria

was used in each of the evaluative situations.
CONCLUSIONS

The following conclusions were based on the
findings of the study{

1., While the overall emphasis on purposes oOf
instructor evaluation is placed on the improvement
of instructibn, there are a number of colleges in
which instructor evaluation is carried out mainly to
serve as a basis for administfative decision making.
An examination by each college of its primary purpose
in evaluating instructors might result in a change in
emphasis. |

2. Direct sources of information for instructor

evaluation could be used more than is presently the case.
3, Since community college evaluators use a

common body of criteria with consistency when evaluating

instructors, the possibility exists that an evaluative

instrument could be constructed, made up largely of
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those criteria listed in the instrument and those
additional criteria listed by the respondents which
were commonly used. Using these commonalities as a
basis, criteria relevant to the particular instructor
could be added to adapt the instrument to different
instructional situations.

4, Evaluation of administrators still receives
little attention in educational institutions. Both
instructors seeking administrative positions and
administrators seeking different or higher adminis-
trative posts could benefit from an awareness of criteria
upon which their performance is based. The findings of
this study could provide a basis for the construction
of such an instrument.

5, Evaluators conceived of a competent
instructor as being one who was dependable, displayed
enthusiasm in teaching, had a good knowledge of the
curriculum, and maintained good relationships with his
students. Based on the additional criteria, evaluators
conceived of a competent instructor as being one who
possessed considerable drive, was resourceful,
cooperative, and reliable. Their assessment of an
instructor was also based on his skill in communication,
professional attitudes, efforts toward self-improvement,
knowledge, skill in human relationships, and his
competencies as a director of learning. It would

appear that what students'actually learn 1s given low
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priority. It is suggested that product criteria are
deserving of a greater emphasis in evaluation. With

objectives approach to evaluation, a shift in emphasis

away from the person of the instructor toward student

outcomes 1s possible.
6, 1If an instructor displays qualities oOf

jeadership, cooperates well with other staff members,

is dependable, and has a "good" personality, he is
likely to be rated highly for suitability to an adminis-

trative position. On the pasis of the additional

criteria used, evaluators conceived of a good
administrator as possessing the same personal qualities

as a competent instructor but with the added quality

of intelligence. Their assessment of instructors for

administrative promotion was based upon the same
behavioral controls as their assessment Of instructor
competence but with the added criteria of work habits
and performance under stress.

7. The additional criteria and the criteria
included in the instrument exhibited a high degree of
similarity. The common useage of many additional
criteria was indicative of the increased weight that
was given to several criteria included in the
instrument.

8, Generally sgeaking, the criteria which
evaluators considered to be important in one situation

tended to be stressed in the other situation. In both
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evaluative situations, the product criteria were given
low priority. This leads to the suggestion that either
there are few valid instruments for measuring student
gain as a result Of instructor behavior, or the
evaluators in general are not as concerned as they
should be with student gains. In either case, the
need for a change in emphasis is essential:.

9, While it is true that in some cases evalu-
ators who differed in the six personal and professional
variables responded differently to different criteria
(see Chapter 6), in most cases these variables had a
limited effect on evaluators' responses to the evaluative
criteria.

10, From the personal and professional data,
it was apparent that the majority of community college
evaluators are continually increasing their knowledge,
experience; and academic qualifications. In addition
to taking céurses in their academic field, many
evaluators have increased their expertise in teaching
and broadened their knowledge through taking courses
in instructional methodology, behavioral sciences and
administration.

11. From the comments, it was concluded that
evaluators in community colleges were vitally concerned
about evaluative criteria and evaluation procedures.

It would appear that with continued interest and

efforts in the area of evaluation, community colleges
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can contribute greatly to increasing the validity,
reliability, and relevance of evaluative instruments.
They may lead the way for institutions of higher
education in pursuing objective, realistic approaches
to evaluating the effectiveness of the instructional

process.
IMPLICATIONS -

The following implications while related to
the evaluation of instiructors are not based on the
findings of the study.

A1l educational institutions are being pressured
to evaluate their staff, programs and general operations.
The public is demanding that edﬁcational institutions
be held accountable for the expenditure of public funds.
Perhaps in no other institution of higher education is
more emphasis being placed on the evaluation of
instructor performance than in the community college.

Tt has been suggested that the community college offers
a second chance to many who have not been successful

in other educational programs and institutions. If
this is true, the onus on community colleges to ensure
the success of their students demands a concerted
effort on their part to provide the best possible
instruction. Inherent in instructional improvement

is the process of evaluation.

Many questions concerning the evaluation of
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instructors in community colleges still remain unanswered.
Firstly, is ic a professional responsibility? That is,
should faculty members evaluate each other and
cooperatively seek to improve their instructional
methods and techniques? A case could easily be made
for the control, by an organization of professional
educators, of its own membership, Since much experi-
mentation in instructional methods and learning strategies
is still required, would it be better to exclude adminis-
trators, particularly those involved in college policy
making and decision making, from evaluative situations
where the possibility of set-backs, failures, Or
negative findings is ever present? Perhaps evaluation
of instruction, primarily for the purpose of improving
instruction, should be carried out by instructors and

their colleagues, while evaluation of instructors as

a basis for college decision making should be done
exclusively by administrators. Yet, it is difficult
for a department head to separate the formative
evaluation of instructors from his other administrative
duties,

Secondly, is there much to be gained by de-
emphasizing the person of the instructor himself and
instead concentrating on student-outcomes, reaching
objectives, and/or contributing to the theory of
instruction? It has been suggested that perhaps we

should forget about evaluating teaching performance
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and concentrate on other measures of faculty that may
have more value or significance (Cohen and Brawer, 1969).
Tt has also been suggested that until the capabilities
needed to carry out this function are acquired and
developed, an over commitiment to either total evaluation
or no evaluation should be avoided and/or evaluation
activities slowed down (MacKay, 1971).

The methods used to evaluate instructors are
dependent upon many factors such as time, cost, practi-
cality, evaluator skills, differing educational and
instructional philosophies, and so on. Although it
may not be possible to establish a healthy evaluative
climate immediately throughout the college, much
progress may be made by those groups of faculty members
who are committed to excellence in teaching and are
already striving to improve procedures for evaluating
the instructional process. Some instructors may
always resist evaluation of their teaching performance,
but the majority of new instructors in community
colleges complain about the lack of guidance and of
criteria for improving classroom teaching (Lee, 1967).

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER
RESEARCH AND STUDY

Experimental studies could be carried out to
assess the effectiveness of colleagial (peer) evaluation
and/or student evaluation of instructors, particularly

new or inexperienced instructors.



136

Student opinionnaires for rating instructors
and programs could be developed cooperatively by
student and faculty members. The use of "performance
specimens" could be enlightening to instructors.

In view of the innovative instructional climate
in many community colleges, studies could be conducted
to assess student gains due to factors such as a new
instructional method, a programmed module for learning,
a behavioral objectives approach tb learning, a
developmental program for disadvantaged students, new
software for audio-visual media, and sobon.

Criteria for the evaluation of instructor
competence based on research findings related to
learning theories and theories of instruction need to
be developed for use in institutions of higher education.

In addition to the development of common
criteria applicable to all instructors, criteria
relevant to different instructional situations and
instructional specialists are urgently needed in
community colleges, especially in those where instruc-
tional teams are in operation.

Studies could be carried out to assess the
effectiveness of seminars, courses, workshops, and
laboratory methods for increasing the evaluators’
skills in assessing instructor competence.

Evaluative instruments are required to assess

student gains in the affective domain of learning.
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The effects of different methods of instruction

and multiple learning strategies could be researched

using design paradigms which control extraneous variance,

maximize systematic variance, and minimize error variance.
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QUESTIONNAIRE

Please fill in the following information:

1.
2

30

5, Methods used in e&aluating instructors in your college, (e.g, classe

Name of college.

Number of people involved in evaluating instructors in your-

college,

Name of a staff member who would accept the responsibility for
distributing the questionnaires to and collecting the completed

questionnaires from the evaluators in your college,

_ Primary reasons, in order of importance, for evaluating instruct-

ors in your college,

room observation, co-operative evaluation, student evaluation,
use of check lists, written guidelines, college policies, eteys)

Note: 1, Please attach a copy of any printed forms, check 1lists,
or guidelines used in the evaluation of instructors in
your college, '

2, Additional comments or pertinent information wonld be
appreciated. Please use the other side of this form,

THANK YOU FOR YOUR CO/OPERATION
N. C. Cooper



INSTRUCTOR EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRES

For Evaluators of Community College Instructors

There are TWO SECTIONS to this Questionnaire:

SECTION ONE: PERSONAL AND PROFESSIONAL DATA QUESTIONNAIRE
SECTION TWO: EVALUATION OF INSTRUCTORS (TWO QUESTIONNAIRES)

l.

You are asked to complete the questionnaires at your earliest convenience.
Your co-operation will be greatly appreciated. A report on the findings
will be used at the Community College Workshop to be held on June 16 and
17, 1972 at the University of British Columbia.

After you have completed the questionnaires, please feel free to make any
comments you wish on the evaluation of persommel, or on the study.
SECTION ONE
PERSONAL AND PROFESSIONAL DATA QUESTIONNAIRE

Please complete each of the items below:

ll
2l
3'

7l

Number of instructors in your college whom you evaluatel......evsvevvesivecises
Your administrative position in the collegetsssivearsrrrsnersiriscerasesisoises
Length of experience in this position (or a comparable one): Check (/) one.
(1) Less than 5 years .uiesvss (3) 11-15 years .vvvevevuesnnes
(2) 5-10 years +.ovvevsevessss  (4) More than 15 years ........

Your age (nearest birthday): Check (#”) one.
(1) Under 30 years sveeevveses (4) 51-60 years .vvevvevrninnss
(2) 30-40 years veeeveeeniones (5) Over 60 years vieveeevsenss
(3) 41-50 years vievveeensoes

Amount of time you are engaged in classroom teaching: Check (V) one.
(1) NOHE-..............-.u..........-...
(2) Less than 257 of your time..........

(3) 25-50% of your time....usesssss cora
(4) Over 507 of your time..esvsveeesosss

If you are not engaged in teaching, state the year during which you last did
any classroom teaching...vevseeeiivessnesns

Number of years of teaching experience (include teaching at any level and
count this year if applicable): Check (¥) one,

(1) Less than 5 years..sesessresssnassss

(2) 5-10 yearS..... ----- DO N N N I I N X

(3) 11-15 years..eeeseseassansens veerees
(4) More than 15 years...vesesuvisessans



8.
Professional Education Year Other Degrees and Year
Degrees Held Obtained Diplomas Held Obtained
9.
Date of most recent course Name of Course | Institution where taken
taken
SECTION TWO
EVALUATION OF INSTRUCTORS
Instructions
1. Each of the following questionnaires lists 30 factors which may be taken into
account in evaluating instructors. Please score all items on each questiomnaire
according to, the importance which each factor has for you in your personal
evaluation of instructors. Use the following scale:
Please circle your selected response: e.g.:
(A) indicates a factor alvays used;
(F) indicates a factor frequently used;
(S) indicates a factor seldom used;
(N) indicates a factor never used.
Thus your circling of (F) would indicate that the factor concerned
1s used frequently in your evaluation of instructors.
2, TFirst score all of Questionnaire One, according to the importance which
each factor has for you when forming opinions about the competence of
instructors.
Second, score all of Questionnaire Two, according to the importance which
each factor has for you when forming opinions that certain instructors
are worthy of promotion to an administrative position.
PURPOSE: EVALUATION OF INSTRUCTOR COMPETENCE
Instructor Evaluation Questionnaire One
No. Factor
1. Lesson preparation and planning....... Cr e e r ittt ieaaas A F S X
2, The personality attributes of the inStruCLOr......eevessvsreesens A F § N
3. Concern with the all-round development of the students........... A F S
4. Student participation 1n 1eSSOMS..usesssererrressrosrsnrernneenns A F S N
5. The dress and appearance of the InNSETUCLOr vvvvevrneernerereesnes A F S N
B, EXamination YeSULES...eususeuusreonnesensnesesnnnseensoesssnnnens A F S N
7. Instructor-student relationsShipS..u.eeeeesseeseneeresennoreessens A F S N




No.. Factor
8. Academic qualifications of the insStructor....eieeessvsveeieivenes A T S N
9. The students work well without supervision........eevvvsessssseec A F 8 N

10, Class managementssevssesessssrassasinossessassassnssasssesnnsens AT S N
11, The instructor's knowledge of the curriculum....evsvesvisesseessn A F S N
12. The development of the process of individual enquiry in the

SEUAENES. s ervavorerorntonronsotsnssronsotsstsnssrssnansos veerreens A F S N
13, The enthusiasm displayed by the instructor in teaching SR S R |
14, The professional activities of the instructor.................... A F S N
15. Concern with character development of the students...............A F § N
16, Checking of written Workev.evssveesuvrsessrerasoraniieeiessnsien A F S N
17. The degree of co-operation by the instructor with other staff

s T S - T
18. The development in students of a sense of community responsi-

SRR 2 T PP TR TT ST TR ST PN S | s X
19, The dependability of the INStructor....evvsevvresssrsrinnraneenns 8 F § N
20. The methods of lesson presentation usedieseevessesvesesessinsensc A F 5 N
91, Attitude of students toward self-conduct:eiisevisssssesssseeessss & F 8 N
92, The use of teaching alds.veevissesvrosesnsssrssiasnneeneeneenss A F 5 N
23. Qualities of leadership displayed by the imstructor.............. A F § N
9%. The students' clarification and recognition of values............A F § N
25. The instructor's standing in the community......eeevvseseveseessc A F 8 N
26, The degree of self-evaluation of the general teaching

methodology uSedssussvesssssareeresussrasvasnasranssrssieriesiees A F S N
27, The training of the students in self-expression........cevvsieesi A F S N
28, Provision made for individual differences........cvveerevieeessc & F 5 N
29, The instructor's standing with the students.........cevevsseesne A F 5 N
30. The attitude of the students to authority....eevesviseeesresesss A F 5 N

Please list below any factor(s) always, frequently, or seldom used by you when
evaluating instructors as being worthy of promotion to another classroom situation,

and not included in the above list:

1¢ trser eI IEEIIIEII N OTS oc-ooolo-ooo--l-oooonoaoo-otconoo-lu.toolaoc.A F S

2! Cl..lllllll'.lll!tl.Cl|b'lll.'||l.lllllllll'll.lll..lll.bll'lb LI )

30 no--uon--ooccctovoouo-ulccnu---00-0--.0-1-..nl'latol--too-c-»un--cA F S

40 YRR R e e N N N N N N R R R R NN

PURPOSE: PROMOTION TO AN ADMINISTRATIVE POSITION

Instructor Evaluation Questionnaire Two

(A) indicates a factor always used;
(F) indicates a factor frequently used;
(S) indicates a factor seldom used;

(N) indicates a factor never used.

1, The dress and appearance of the instructor........ovcvveneienenny A F § X
2. Student participation in lessons......... Criesieniras Cererinianes A F S N



10.
11.
12,
13.
14,
15.

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21,
22,
23,
24,
25,
26.
21,
28.
29,
30,

Examination resultS....vveeesuirninnnaes teresassnsaiaiiensisneses A
The instructor's knowledge of the curriculum....... -
Class management,....... veenen Ceereserrernins . |
The development of the process of individual enquiry in the
studentS.vevsvnrnianaes .
The degree of co-operation by the instructor with other staff
TEMDETS s 4 vsvnanrassssesronsnsansnssnenninssassnsrasaosesssersrass A
Checking of written Work..seesvuvesnsnsvovocasanrnsonsoasssnsnses A

The development in students of a sense of community responsi-

13 1 . |
Qualities of leadership displayed by the instructor.....evsvevess A
The use of teaching aidS.sseesrsrssoeseraninesnssneensnernsrnesss A
The students' clarification and recognition of values............ A
The instructor's standing with the studentS......vevvsvvsrersnees A
The attitude of the students to authority.vevevevveciieneeesnenes &
The degree of self-evaluation of the general teaching

methodology USedussssussssrsensnorassnsassnsressnsnsrnssrssnersss A
The personality attributes of the InStrUCtOT...ivvevievrrerrneess A
Concern with the all-round development of the students........... A
Lesson preparation and planning....eveeseeseiesreesossoenssoneses A
Academic qualifications of the InStrUCtOT..vvievsesvveseenvensars A
The students work well without supervision..i.evevesiieiesveoesse A
Instructor-student relationshipg.ivissvsssreseinerisniiesinivenes A
The professional activities of the InStruUCLOr.vevivervreveeeseens A
Concern with the character development of the students........... A
The enthusiasm displayed by the instructor in teaching........... A
The dependability of the 1nstructor.isvserevsiverivisivieenienee, .
Attitude of students toward self-conduct....vieesvssserrveriensss
The methods of legson presentation used.sveevesssvorsssarereeeses
The instructor's standing in the commUNItY...veseervivereerneness A
The training of the students in self-expressioN.....evevienvsesas A
Provision made for individual differenceS....isvveeseiveeinvseness A

e e

=1 g

txi ] oot e

L e B e B e B B B B - B - TS WS - )

Please list below any factor(s) always, frequently, or seldom used by you when

evaluating instructors as being worthy of promotion to an administrative position,

D N U VLML W!M LW UL oo

w

DD L LN vy L»n v

and not included in the above 1list:

1

2.

3.

T N R N N N N N R N N N N N N N N N S I S ST S ST S ST S I S ST S PSS S A

L N N N N N N N N N N N N N N A N W I N W N A I A A N S 'Y tsrase e NN RN A

COMMENTS
ON THE EVALUATION OF PERSONNEL AND/OR ON THE STUDY

F

F

=

=

= =

= 2 == = =

- - - - -

(Use back of page if necessary)



APPENDIX B
CRITERIA USED IN THE SECOND INSTRUMENT

SET OUT IN CATEGORIES




CRITERIA INCLUDED AT RANDOM ON THE SECOND INSTRUMENT

2,
3.
4,

5.

74
8.

9,

10,

GROUPED ACCORDING TO MITZEL'S CATEGORIES
A. PRODUCT CRITERIA

Concern with the all-round development of the
students.

Examination results.

The students work well without supervision.

The development of the process of individual
enquiry in the students.

Concern with the character development of the
students.,

The development in students of a sense of community
responsibility.

Attitude of students toward self-conduct.

The students' clarification and recognition of
values.

The training of the students in self-expression.

The attitude of students to authority.
B. PROCESS CRITERIA

Lesson preparation and planning.
Student participation in lessons.
Instructor-student relationships.

Class management.

157




5.

6.
7
8.
g,

10,

2.
3.
4.

5.

7
8.
9,

10,

The enthusiasm displayed by the instructor in
teaching.

Checking of written work.

The methods of lesson presentation used.

The use of teaching aids.

The provision made for individual differences.

The degree of self-evaluation of the general

teaching methodology used.
C. PRESAGE CRITERIA

The personality attributes of the instructor.
The dress and appearance of the instructor.
Academic qualifications of the inmstructor.
The instructor's knowledge of the curriculum.

The professional activities of the instructor.

The degree of cooperation by the instructor with

other staff members.

The dependability of the instructor.

158

Qualities of leadership displayed by the instructor.

The instructor's standing in the community.

The instructor's standing with the students.




APPENDIX C
FACTOR ANALYSIS TO IDENTIFY MITZEL"S

CATEGORIES OF CRITERIA
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