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ABSTRACT

Considerable research has been conducted both in the area of educational refornm.and
in the change process. Only recently, however, has it become clear lhu(fuin order to
increase the chances of successfully implementing educational changes the change
process itself must be understood and managed. Rescarch has shown that change,
whether mandated or voluntary, may not be implemented imthe way that the policy
makers intend. One factor to critically influence the impu{(’«)f a change is that of the
individual who must implement a new policy. Further, the importance of the role of the
principal in the implementation of educational change efforts has been emphasized in the
literature. :

+he Alberta Dcpzﬁ‘hncm of Education mandated .lhul all school jurisdictions have a
teacher evaluation policy in place by September 1985, The Edmonton R()maﬁi Catholic
Separate School District designed a policy which established the principal as the primary
evaluator of teachers. The primary purpose of this study was to ascertain the attitudes of
the principals toward the new policy for the formal cv:lualion of teachers in this district,
A sccondary pwpose was to study the extent to which their attitudes were rclaléﬂ to
personal characteristics of the principals and to organizational characteristics of llf\c

N
schools, ‘ ¢
This investigation was designed as a non-experimental, descriptive study, The

.

" research instruments used to collect the dara included a questionnaire and' a
PN 0

semi-structured, probing interview. The questionnaife was distributed to all 82

mals of the Edmonton Catholic Schooi-Systcm. Ninety-six percent were returned.

The gcdod item opinion responses in the questionnaires were analysed using déspﬁptivc

statistics techﬁiQuc%s while content analysis was used to analyse the open-ended written

responses. To gain a richer understanding of the questionnaire responses, ten randomly

selected principals were interviewed. Qualitative techniques were used to interpret the

- iv



oral responses.

Whilc the level of agreement for most statements of policy, procedures, and
guidelines was high, several statements contained substantially low levels of agreement
These dealt with the involvement (.)f the vice-principal in conducting teacher evaluations;
the requrements that teachers be evaluated in their first year in a school and at least once
every three years; the performance criteria; the use of an evaluator from outside the
school; the writing pf the cvalua(io;l report; the writing of recommendations for
improvement; zu‘xd the On Review phase. These aspects departed substantially from past
requirements, involved risk, or required resources such as time and skill, that principals
felt they lacked,

Relationships were identified between the level of agreement and several school and
personal characteristics, There was substantially lower agreement by senior high.school

« .
principals, those with 16 to 20 years experience as a principal, and those with higher

levels of graduate courses in Educational Administration,

oo,
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CHAPTER | '

Introduction and Statement of the Problem

N t

EN
During the past two decades a number of societal and educational trends have led o &7

school retorm efforts with the principal at their ccrvncr.: While many of the educational "
)

changes have been initiated Jocally, others have been legislated at the provincial lewvel,

One such mandate is the teacher evaluation policy which all Alberta school jurisdictions

were to have in place by September 1985,

- ‘The Edmonton Roman Catholic Separate School l)istricl., hereinafter referred 1o as
“Hdimonton Catholic School District” or “the district”, dcsign%d, within the provincial
guidelines, a policy which established principals as the primary cvnlqul()rs of teachers,
Principals were expected to implcmcm the new policy commencing 30 November 1985,

However, policy analysis has revealed that even mandated éhangcs have not always
been implemented in the way that the policy-makers had intended. One of the factors
which critically influences the implementation process is the individual who must carry
out the policyA and required actions. Various theories have been postulated by writers
such as Coombs (1980), Fullan (1982), and“Sorg (1983) as to the reasons fi)r
compliance or noncomplidnce by the implementer, These theories suggest that mutation
of the policy, or the failure of its implementation, rcsui(s when the individual
implementer is- unwilling or unable to carry out the policy and/or the prescribed
procedures.

‘The role of the principal, both as an implementer of change and as an evaluator, is
important to the outcome and impact of the teacher evaluation policy in any school

system. The prescribed procedure in the Edmonton Catholic Schbél‘sgﬁktcm requires

that the principal be a skillful evaluator. It stipulates that principals, in constltation with

-~
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their staffs, identify the performance criteria, the instrumentation, and the observation
procedures 10 be used in the evaluation process. It specifies that the principal hold a pre
axkpos(—obscrvalion conference with the teacher being evaluated and it requires that an
evaluation report be written by principals. “Obviously, in addition to the writing and
observation skilly necessary 1o conduct the evaluation, principals need inter personal
communication skills and a sound understanding of the legal rights and responsibilitics
of both the administration and the teachers.

‘Therefore, because principals have a large responsibility in implementing the teacher
cvaluation policy, knowledge of their reactions 10 the policy and the procedures which

'

they arc expected to implement would be practical and helpful,

Purpose of the Study
 The objective of this study was 10 survey the reactions of the principals of the
Edmonton Catholic School District to the ;x)li;'y, guidelines and procedures in the formal
cvaluation of teaching performance, More specifically, the study aimed to achieve these
objectives:

1. dct?'minc principals’” opinions of the policy for the formal evaluation of teachers;

2. determine principals’ opinions of each statement in the guidelines for the formal
evaluation of teachers;

3.. determine principals’ opinions of cach statement of the procedures required of
them in the fonnalycvalualion of teachers;

4. ascertain what changes in the policy, guidelines and procedures principals would

propose; -

5. ascertain what comments principals have about the policy, guidelines and

proccdurcs‘; and
6. ascertain principals’ atitudes and feelings about the policies, guidelines and

procedures in the formal evaluation of teaching performance. , P

|
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Research Design

In order 10 achieve the specific objectives above, the research design employed the
use of a questionnaire followed by an interview schedule which probed for deeper
insights into data provided by the questionnaire.

In addition, personal and school characteristics for cach principal were used in the
analysis to dclcnnil}c it there were differences among groups of lzl‘incipu’ls in their

reactions to the new policy. N

Assumptions

The following assumptions were made:

1. The principals were familiat with the new teacher evaluation policies, guidelines

A
and procedures; and

-

2. the informatfon provided by principals in the questignhaire and the interview
accurately reflected their opinions, thoughts and teclings about the policy, guidelines and

procedures of teacher evaluation,

wstification for the Stu
" ' ™. .
The significance of this study is that it addresses a very serious, sensitive, and

.

timely educational jssue. Given the complexity of the implementation process and the’

importance of'the role of the principal both as an implementer of change and as the
primary cvaluator of teachers, it is important to understand‘the meaning of the policy

from the principal’s perspective. By surveying the reactions of the principals of the
-

Edmonton Clatholic School Systemn to the policy, guidelines and procedures of the formal

o .

evaluation of teachers, this study is expected to make these contributions:

LY

1. permit principals an opportunity to express their opinions, comments and
recommendations; .

2. provide an analysis of principals’ opinions; , 1

3. provide an analysis of principals’ comments;

B
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4. provide an analysis of principals' recommendations;

5. provide policy-makers with information and understanding regarding the
meaning of the mandated change for principals; and

6. provide policy-makers with principals’ recommendations for change.

This study served to highlight the strengths of the teacher evaluation policy and/or
point out some weaknesses as principals pcrgcivc them. ‘The knowledge supplicd by this
rescarch may influence future decision-making in the Edmonton Catholic School District
with regand 10 the support and/or resqurces which will be provided for the evaluation of
instruction.

Finally, the results of this analysis may be of interest to other Alberta school
jurisdictions, as they too implement teacher evaluation. policies within the provincial

policy framework.

Dxlimitations R

While all Alberta school jurisdictions were mandated to implement teacher evaluation
policies within provincial guidelines, these policies were u;liquc to each jurisdiction.
Thcﬁ:fom, to make the study manageable, it was delimited to a singlc school jurisdiction,
the Edmonton Catholic School District.

Because the Edmonton Catholic School District p()licy makc‘s a distinction between

formal and informal evaluation, this study was delimited to the reactions of principals to

only the formal aspects of teacher evaluation.

Limitati

The ability tc; ‘generalize to other school districts on the basis of the ﬁ;ldings lof this
study was limited in that the sn_xdy reflected only the initial reactions of principals of the
Edmonton Catholic School District to the new policy, guidelines and procedures.
Principals received the evaluation handbook at the end of November 1985. They

attended an information workshop car'ly in December 1985 at which the policy was



I'4

clanified. When the principals received the questionnaire in January 1986 they had not

had any actual experience with most aspects of the policy.

Definition of Terms
‘To avoid misinterpretation of the meaning of certain tetms used in this document, the

following definitions are provided.

Policy. "Policy™ in this study refers to the principles or platform adopted by the
policy -makers to describe the general objectives and overall course of action to be used

N

by the organization,

Guidelines. "Guidelines” refers to the limits placed on the overall course of action

of a policy and which guide the application of the policy in practise.

Procedures. "Procedures™ describes the actions which are required to carry out a

policy and which operate within the specified set of guidelines.

Formal evaluation. “Formal Evaluation” refers to the procedures when. the
statements describing a teacher's performance are writtien and kept as a permanent record

in the Personnel file.

'
-

Mandated. “Mandated” is a term to describe a policy or change which has been

cither legislated or ordered by an official of an organization.

This first chapter has introducéd the focus and objectives of the study. In areview
of the literature, Chapter 2 provides an account of the trends which have led to the
current ététus of teacher evaluation and it reviews the subjects of teacher evaluation,
policy implementation and the principal's role in each of these. A di§cussion of the

research methodology is presented in Chapter 3 in ‘which the désign of the research



instruments, the methods of sampling and data collection, and the treatment of the data

are described. Chapter 4 describes the profiles of the principals who responded to the

questionnaire and the 10} principals who took part in the interview, The analyses of the

questionnaire data are reported in Chapter 5. Chapter 6 reports the analysis of the

interview data. Chapter 7 is a presentation of the findings from the analyses of the.
k

questionnaire and interview data and a discussion of the conclusions which werd drawn

! ~
from the interpretation of lhc data. The study is summarized in Chapter 8 which .117

discusses the implications for future research as well as recommendations for policy

makers,

6



CHAPTER 2

Literature Review ‘

When implementing a new teacher evaluation policy, principals are faced with two
. "’ O
distinctissudd. One issue is the new teacher evaluation policy itself (the change), while
the other is the process of ch?mgc (changing).

In the past, studies have addressed these issues as two separate and distinet ficlds ()t‘“
restarch, Rc(‘cn(ly, however, the-diterature has p«)hinlcd out the growing realization that
the change process needs 1o be addressed if there is to be an understanding of how
cducational reform efforts can lead 1o improvement in schools. It has become clear that
there is an interaction between what the educational improvement is and how the change
is brought about.  In a major attempt 1o combine these two aspects Fullan (1982:5) _
stated

Remarkably, it is oaly ... (since about 1970 ) that we have come 10 understand
how educational change works in practice. In the1960s educators were busy
developing and introducing reforms. In the 1970s they were busy failing at
putting them into practice. Out of this rather costly endeavor (psychologically
and financially) has come a strong base of evidence about how and why
educational reform fails or succeeds. Much of this evidence is very recent and is
dispersed in a variety of publishéd and unpublished sources, not yet
comprehensively brought together,

Fullan drew on the latest research to illustrate the need to analyze both the educational
aspect and the process 6f change when planning for educational reform.

The literature written on the subjects of “the implementation of change and the
evaluation of tcachi\ng is éxtcnsive\‘ In a comprehensive review, Darling-Hammond et al.
(1983) examined rcsearch' in cacﬁ of these two areas. They also emphasized the

importance of attending to both aspects in the development of teacher evaluation

systems. More importantly, the studies cited by Darling-Hammond et al. emphasize the

7
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role of the principal as both an evaluator and as a change agent in the implemention of

i

teacher evaluation policies. o

While this study focused on the reactions of principals in the Edmonton Catholic
School District to the implementation of a teacher c‘valualion system, the intention of this
chapter is to develop a coherent discussion that embraces both the educational and
implementation aspects of the problem.  Therefore, the review of the literature u’wcxs a
broad perspective in order to provide an understanding of the importtance of the principal
in the implementation of teacher ¢valuation policics,

Two broad bodics of literature--teacher evaluation and the change process  were
reviewed and organized into three subdivisions, ‘The first subdivision puts the study nto
context by providing a discussion of the trends which have led (0 the current status of
teacher evaluation and the importance of the principal in the process. The second
subdivision is a review of rescarch on the principal as an evaluator of teaching and the

2
problems which confound principals in teacher evaluation. The third subdivision is a
review of the literature on policy implementation. This section deals with research and
theories on policy implementation, the role of the implementer, and the principal as an
implementer of change,

In reviewing the literature on teacher evaluation, a deliberate attempt was made o
climinate those studies which dcs.cn'bcd clinical supervision and evaluation of tcachers
for the sole purposc of instructional improvement. Because this study focused on the
formal evaluation of teachers in the Edmonton Catholic School System, a deliberate

cffort was made to review research on teacher evaluations on which personnel decisions

could be based.

The renewed concem for the evaluation of teachers and the trend toward placing this

: {
responsibility with the school principal has evolved as a result of two majar, influential

5



forces. One is the accountability movement and the other is referred to as the effective

schools movement. Activity in each of these two domains has placed the principal at the
?
focal point. Educational lcadcrsmp has gained attention, and evaluation of personnel is

viewed as onc important responsibility of the school's leader.

Acgountability Movemeny

’

The current trend for govermments o legislate  the evaluation of teachers has

cvolved, over the past 20 ycars, as a4 consequence of a public concermn which developed
. ' / )

into a demand for quality education.  This trend has been commonly called the

accountability movement. One of the unpontant elements which prompied the beginning

of this trend was a very comprehensive analysis-of the Amcrican public school system

known as the Coleman report. In summarizing the impact of the study, Dye (1981:8)

stated that

‘The results of Coleman's study undermined much of the conventional wisdom
about the impact of public educationa) policies on (student learning and
achievement. Prior to the study, legislators, teachers, school administratory
school board members, and the general public assumed that factors such as fe
number of pupils in the classroom, the amount of moncy spent on cach pupil,
library and laboratory facilities, teachers' salaries, the quality of the curriculum,
and other characteristics of the school affected the quality of education and
educational opportunity, But systematic analyses revealed that these factors had
no significant effect on student leaming or achievement.

Though the report made no policy recommendations, inferences were drawn from its
conclusions. In response to the Coleman (1966) study, the public demanded that the
school be held accountable for the education of its students, Whal evolved as a result,

‘ A
stated Arminger (1981:294), was that {pldnmng programming, and budgetingtsystems

--an industrial approach to product cost-effectiveness--were plunged into the human

services. Educators began dcaling with terms such as ‘input variables’, ‘behavioral

objectives’, and ‘output measures’.”

However, the school remained the focal point of public dissatisfactio®during the

1970s as society became increasingly aware of declining levels of student achievement

and increasingly unhappy with declining social and economic conditions. In May 1979 a

.
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. "";“Gallup Poll (1979:36) surveyed the attitudes of Amencans toward their public schools,

.

T drrevealed that the schools could gain public respect by improving the quality of

Y

"§f1lc'achcrs. The accouptability movement, as Darling-Hammond et al, (1983:285)

7 . i , -
?:émpanu:;i, had "shifted from broad issues of finance and program management to
™

’ -

spéciﬁc concerns about the quality of classroom teaching and lc.'u*-hcr.\" and had "led o a
resurgence of interest in evaluating teachers.”

The public pressure exeried on politicians resulted in legislation for teacher
cvaluation by school jurisdictions, Duncan (1984:1) has stated that in Alberta, this
reaction was intensiticd by the dismissal of James Keegstra from his teaching position,
The media exposure of this very controversial case also generated concern for the
cvaluu‘t‘iondof teachers in the province. Alberta Education mandated that by September
1985 all school jurisdictions were o have in place a policy for teacher evaluation.  The
r‘cs”;xmsibilil‘y for (hcl evaluation of teachers was placed at the local level, ‘The Edmonton

Catholic School District policy established the principal as tho primary evaluator,

’
1

“flectiveness Qy
Parallel 1o the accountability movement ran a most energetic and. widespread stream
Avay b
of aL?li\/i(y in educational research, much of which refuted lhc“@un report, While
-
numerous studics attempted to identify variables which characterife effective schools
and effective instruction, another branch of rescarch tried 1o disco\icr if and how schools

could improve their effectiveness. With respect to the role of the principal and in a

thorough comparison of these two distinct lines of inquiry, Clark et al. (1984:42) stated

Concern wi(h‘lcadcrship,‘ for example, directed the school effectiveness

inquirers to the issue of whether the behaviors or expectations of the principal .

were distinguishable in effective and less effective schools. The school
improvement researchers examined the impact of the school leader on the ability
of the unit to invent, adopt; or adapt practices that would make the school more
responsive to contemporary knowledge in education--including, of course, the
recently popularized version of an instructionally effective school.

“While mm was overlap in-the input variables of the two types of research, there

',/‘-vl
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was also consensus on the results,  Clark et al, (1984:53-54) concluded that
“Congruent with the school effectiveness rescarch, the school improvement literature has
emphasized the imponance of leadership on the part of the building priocipal

Much of the literature also emphasizes the instructional leadership role of the
principal and its impact on staft growth and development. In an extensive review of
studies of effective principals and effective schools, Bossert et al, (1982:37) summarized
that “principals incffective schools | apparently devote more time to the coordination
and control of instruction . they do more observations of teachers' work | and are
more active in setting up teacher and program e valuation procedures than principals in
less effective schools.”

Sunilatly, Leithwood and Montgomery (1982:309) in their assessment of the role of
the effective elementary school principal reviewed the literature and found principal
involvement to be a "critical determinant in the success of efforts 1o improve.” Where
evaluation of teachers is concerned, effective principals were found to view themselves
us‘inslrucli(mul leaders. They direcdy and constantly intervened in all aspects of
/l’ussr(x)m and school that influence student achicvement, Effective principals gathered

information about teachers and instruction through direct observation of teaching and
o
they worked closely with teachers on issues identified in those observations in an effon
1o influence instruction by providing knowledge and skill,
.

A common theme jn the school effectivencss literature, then, is the importance of the

school principal 10 the effectiveness of the school, The underlying message is that the
A

evaluation of teachers is a means to improved instruction and conscquently improved

student achievement, The implication, therefore, is that the principal can increase school

~ !

effectiveness through teacher evaluation,

The Principal as an Evaluator of Teaching

Clearly, the matter of teacher evaluation is a complex one for the principal. Even



\

though effective schools research and sdiool improvement s(udﬁcs are attempting to
provide information relevant to the problems of the evaluation of teaching, these studies
are not withowt flaws. They have been criticized by Purkey and Smith (1982:64 68) and
MacPhail- Wilcox and Guth (1983:3-8) for being too simplistic and too general, They
have also denounced these studies for their lack of rigor due to the size or type of
sample, the instrument dcsig,n or the methodology used in the rescarch. Research on the
evaluation of teaching has not yet yiclded definitive information on teaching decimed to
be effective,

While it is assumed that the evaluation of teachers by the principal is a useful way to

3
Amprove instruction, rescarch on the relationship between evaluation of teathers by their
.

principals and increased f:ffcclivcncsx is sparse and not very encouraging. A study by
Barnette and Thompson (1979:77-86), which examined the perceptions of teachers of
the effects of evaluations on instructional improvement and the types of evaluation
processes that seem to effect change, produced a significant and negative finding.
Seventy-two per cent of the 208 randomly selected secondary school teachers from a
northeastern American state indicated that teacher evaluation had not resulted in any
change in instruction, Bamette and Thompson (1979:81) stated that "As a (iircc( result
of teacher performance cvaluation, there was no sigﬁiﬁcam perception of instructional
improvement.” They concluded that student evaluation of teachers had a grcaﬁ‘r
influence on Iwhclhcr or not teachers changed their instructional techniques than did
cvaluation of teachers by the principal.

Similar results were found in a Canadian study which was cited in Leithwood and
Fullan's (1984:11) discussion of long-term growth in school system effectiveness. In a
summary of teachers’ and principéls' responses about the extent to which their last
performance appraisal had stimulated improvement 40.5 % and 18.5 %, respectively

said "not at all." "In the vast majority of cases, and particularly for teachers, it appears

that system maintenance heavily dominated the goals for appraisal. It also appears that



very little happened ... as a result.” (Leithwood and Fullan, 1984:11)

Questions about the principal’s ability to influence or reform classroom instruction
were also raised as a result of the findings of resecarch by Deal and Celotti (1980). One
hundred and three randomly selected elementary schools from 34 San Francisco Bay
area school districts participated.in the (hrcc~ym{:?dy. Teachers' and administrators'
perspectives of instructiomal and organizational patterns were compared to determine
how roles, policies, and administrative practices affected classroom orgunimlinn and
instruction. The study focused on individualized instruction and team teaching. Both
individualized instruction and team teaching were tound o be largely uneffected by

evaluation practices.  Deal and Celotti (1980:472) concluded that ~

These results portray the classroom as a relatively autonomous unit, its
instructional or organizational characteristics shiclded from formal influence by
the community, district office, principal--or even by the teacher next door |
Educational organizations appear to consist (at least around instructional matters )
of a loose collection of individuals, units, or levels, cach performing activitics
independently--as segmented units buffered from one another,

A more recent review of research (Huddle, 1985:60-1) on the effects of teacher
evaluation and its relationship to school effectiveness alsa suggested that “most teachers

operate with virtual autonomy in their classrooms over what they teach and how the

-
.

teach™ and "for the majority of teachers that curricular requirements and supervisory’

-

interventions exert relatively little control over daily classroom teaching decisions.”
These studics indicate that it may be misleading to assurﬁc that the principal’s evaluation
of teachers has an influence on instruction.

Other studies, in fact, have suggested that the prihcipul's role is a major hindrance to
cffective teacher cvalua.tion. Ryan and Hickcox (1980:114) argued that the role of the
school administrator is structured in such a way as fo suppor no more than superficial
'cvaluation.‘ It does not afford the principal the time needed to carry out meaningful

supervision. This same line of logic is held by Darling-Hammond and Wise (1985:29)

who contend that "the time of the evaluator is too short, the span of control too wide,

' A



and the expertise too limited to produce reliable and valid insights that might lead to
significant action.”

A comprehensive set of barriers to evaluation by the principal for instructional
improvement was identified in the research by Stiggins and;Bridgcford(1‘)85:‘)3):

1. Evaluators often lack important skills ... in evaluating teacher pcrfo;‘mance,
and skills in communication with teachers about the evaluation process and
results,

2. There is often insufficient time for both evaluation and follow- up .
competing demands of education frcqucmly push evaluation to a low pnomy
status. |}

3. The process(es) for linking staff development and teacher evaluation is (are)
not clear ...

4. Unclear or unacceptable performance criteria, combined with lack of teacher
-iavolvement in developing performance criteria and infrequent and superficial
observations, tend to breed skepticism among teachers about the value of
results, The adversarial relationship between districts and u)llcunvc bargaining
units also breeds distrust.

This last point erves 1o illustrate one very important factor in the difficulty and

probl#ns of teacher evaluation. ‘That is, even with all the research on effective teaching,

1

there is no one simple teaching style that has been identified as being betier than another

and no conclusive evidence has been found to indicate which teacher characteristics
t

result in student learning. This is an area of concern to the principal as are several other

issues ‘which compound the problems of teacher evaluation.

'

\

“valuati

I‘s‘&hnmgmﬂpmm;r_nj Much of the anxiety experienced by the prihcipal charged
with conducting teacher evaluation has 10 do with the technological aspects of the
proccss." There is no single set of criteria by which all teachers can be measured in all
teaching situations. Stodolsky (1984:11-17) .argucd that teaching is context-bound and
not consistent over time. Ryan and Hickcox (1980:114) contended that the use of
classroom observatign as a means of colléctihg dafa on teaching performance is a
“notoriously unreliable” procedure as it is subject to problems of observer bias.

Instruments used to measure teaching performance often lack validity and reliability.

14
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Evaluators often lack the interpersonal skill nceded to convey the results of the
observation and make recommendations for improvement. The technological and

methodological difficulties can also lead to legal problems.

Legal difficulties. In#iddition to performance criteria being defensible, principals
must know their legal responsibilities and teachers’ rights. Teachers' associations, by
cmphasizing natural justice and fair treatment in tcacher evaluation, have raised teachery’
awareness of thc’ir legal fights in the process. For example, ‘pn‘ncipals can rccommcn(f
dismissal of a teacher without well-documented evidence, without having made a
reasonable number of classroom visits, or wiﬂiou( having provided assistance to the
teacher, However, as Judith Anderson ( I"ébruary 19, i986) stated, “this not a
preferable way of doing it as there is no guarantee of success in court” even though the
teacher clearly is not adequately practising or performing the expectations of the $ystem,
Ma.r(in (1983:3) pointed out that where principals do not have the necessary knowledge
and skill to meet the legal requirements of teacher evaluation and where they have no
clear guarantee of success in the courts, they may compromise the evaluation process by
giving satisfactory ratings to tcachers whose pcrf"ormapcc they know is inadequate. |

In an intensive study qf eight effective principals, Blumberg and Greenficld (1980)
identified the termination of a tenured teacher as one of three major problems to have a
negative emotional impact on the principals. Blumberg and Greenfield (1980:212, 216)
stated that

the ;froblcms associated with the legal procedures involved frequently became

overwhelming for the school principal and the superintendent who, of necessity,

became central figures. There must be an iron-clad, well-documented case that
has been built over a period of time before school administrators will risk the
trauma associated with bringing actiop to terminate a tenured teacher's
contract.... It is noxious for school principals both to have to ¢onfront the

problem and to have to go through the long and arduous task of preparing a case
for termination. ' ' ) ‘

Because of the legal aspect of teacher evaluation, then, the process may not be
effective in ncmdving incompetent teachers. It may also cxpiain (McLaughlin, 1984:193)

s



the preponderanc:z of ... salutory assessments.... Low ratings risk conflict with
the teachers' organizations; evaluators do not have the skills to confidently do
more; support from' "downtown" is often not forthcoming in the event of a
negative or controversial appraisal; insufficient time and resources are available
to rgspond to less than satisfactory ratings anyway.

o

m Problems of a human nature also arise in teacher evaluation.
Principais experience, personal conflict when trying to juggle the demands of the
managcrial aspects of their role with that of being an instructional leader. Principals also
feel role conflict in having to carry out evaluations both for purposes of teacher
improvement and personnel decision-making. Having to do both also puts a strain on
the administrator-teacher relationship. In addition, principals often lack the confidence,
~ expertise, and time to carry out teacher evaluation, In sum, these factors combine to
create a situation where teacher appraisal is basically ritualistic and takes approximately
5% (McLaughlin, 1984:20 l)\bfa principal’s time,

(

]
Ethical problems, Another personal conflict which principals experience is ethical in

nature. While public pressures for the principal to use evaluation as a punitive measure
sclcms to be incrcasing (Armi:ngcr, 1981; Bellon and Béllon, 1982), principals also, as
internal evaluators of Lhé school, feel an obligation to emphasize the positive findings, to
give the impression that everything is going well. Often the symbolic value of the
evaluation is useful in assuring the public that the qualily of teaching is being assessed
and monitored. The conflict for prigcipals, then, is between their "social reform
motivation and dn organization's lpractical survival motivation" (Adams, 1985:53). The

result is that the evaluation process often ends up being simply a ritual function.

Two issues concern printipals when they implement a change in policy on teacher

cvaluation. One issue is the evaluation of teachers and the other is the process of

16
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change. These issues are equally perplexing to principals who are required to implement

4



a new set of procedures for the evaluation of teachers.
A casual observer of an organization may naively assume that a mandated change in
policy will automatically lead to obedient implementation by its members. Rescarch

findings cited by Berman and McLaughlin (1976) and Fullan (1982) in policy analysis

17

has shown that mandated policies are not necessarily implemented in the way that the

policy-makers had intended. In analyzing the difference between the policy-makers,
intended outcomes and the actual outcomes, and in assessing the impact of a policy, a
varicty of reasons have been postulated by policy analysts for the failure or mutation of
policy implementation. Included among them are the motivations for the adoption of the
policy (Berman and McLaughlin, 1976), the characteristics of the policy itself (Montjoy
and O Toole, 1979), the role of the implementer (Coombs, 1980; Sorg,1983), political
‘_inﬂucncc (Macl.ennan, 1980)), the power and authority of the members within the
organization (Hanson, 1975), the goals of the organization (Rawson, 1980), and the

~ymeaning of change itself (Fullan, 1982). Clearly the analysis of policy implementation is
not a simple task but ene that must C()nsidcr numerous complicated elements,

A number of major efforts (Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1981; Berman and
McLaughlin, 1976; Huberman and Miles, 1984) have pointed out the complexity of the
implementation of change. Abundant and varied factors lead to success or failure in
implementation. The complexity of policy implementation was illustrated by

MacLennan (1980:1127), who stated

Public policy is not formulated, legislated and implemented on the basis of
rationality and fact alone but as a result of the interplay of political power,
-cultural values, competing priorities and the known facts about problems and
solutions. At each stage of implementation, in the appropriation of funds,

. . establishment of regulations, adoption of standards, and transformation of
policy into operation programs in the community there are continuing battles and
shifting coalitions among political, legal, provider, consumer and community
groups with a side variety of vested interests and values.

A change in education policy is no simpler to implement than any other public

.policy. Change in education involves a number of variables which interact to affect the



implementation phase. Accompanied by a caution that these factors should not be
thought of in isolation but rather as a system of interacting vanables, Fullan (1982:56)

Rted the following:

A. Characteristics of the Change
1. Need and relevance of the change
2. Clarity
3. Complexity
4. Quality and practicality of program (materials, etc.)

B. Characteristics at the School District Level

The history of innovative attempts

The adoption process

Central administrative support and involvement
Staff development (in-service) and participation
Time-line and information system (evaluation)
Board and community characteristics

SXxXNoWw
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C. Characteristics at the School Level
11.  The principal ‘
12. Teacher-teacher relations
13. Teacher characteristics and orientations

D. Characteristics External to the Local System
14." Role of government
15. External assistance

In a comprehensive review of the literature on teacher evaluation in the
organizational context, Darling-Hammond et al. (1983:371) addressed.the complexity

of implementing teacher evaluation policies at the school level and argued that

Implementation of any school policy, including a teacher evaluation policy,
represents a continuous interplay among diverse policy goals, established rules
and procedures (concerning both the policy in question and other aspects of the
school'’s operations), intergroup bargaining and value choices, and the local
institutional context. Teacher evaluation procedures, for example, will be
influenced by the political climate that exists within a school system, by the
relationship of the teachers' organization to district management, by the nature
of other educational policies and operating programs in the district, and by the
very size and structure of the system and its bureaucracy.

Policy implementation, then, is a result of a number of interacting forces. These .

. )
forces operate to positively or negatively influence the degree to which the policy will be
implemented as the p'dlicy-makcrs had intended. But while there are many interacting

aspects of policy implementation, there is ohc factor which figures very prominently in

Sy



the process. That factor is the individual implementer.

The lmpl;mgm;r of Change

The role of the individual implementer, as research is discovering, is important in
understanding the reasons for the st;cccss, failure or modification of policy
implementation. Smith (1973:204) defined individual implemengers as a target group
composed of those. who are most affected by the policy and who must change to meet the
demands of the policy. Policy implementation produces tensions within the target
group, and between the target group and the policy, which may create outcomes that are
inconsistent with the expectations held by the policy-makers.

Therefore, any slqdy, theory or discussion of policy implementation, if it is to
provide understanding of the prbccss, must address the importance of the target group of
iinplcmcmcrs. To illustrate the degree of influence which the implementer has on the
implementation process, consider the policy implementation model designed by Van
Hom and Van Meter (1977:106). Itincludes eight factors or “"cluster variables” which
are useful as an aid in explaining the degree to which implementation efforts achieve the
intended outcomes. They are policy rcsourccs; policy standards, communications,

enforcement, dispositions of implementors, characteristics of the implementing agencies

19

the political conditions, and economio and social conditions, One of the most striking

features of the modcl is the key position of the "dispositions of implementers.” Seven of
the vaiadle clusiers filter, either directly or indirectly, through the implementer. Clearly,
the human szpect of policy implementaton is a critical component in the process.

It is important to understand the inhcrcn’t nature of change and what it means for the

people, both collectively and at the individual level, who are affected by the change. As

McLaughlin and Marsh (1978:69) contended in their reflection upon the shortcomings of -

the "Decade of Reform” (1965-1975), even the best changes will not be successful if

those who must implement them aré "inadequately trained or unmotivated” because



“change is more a function of the people and organizations than of the technology.”
Fullan (1982:25-26), in discussing the meaning of change, pointed out that whether
change is voluntary or imposed, for the people implicated in the change it poses a threat
and involves a struggle which is characterized by uncertainty and ambivalence, To
illustrate, a five-year study by Lieberman (1982) of school improvement change efforts,
discovered that the implementation of mandated policies was imbued with tension.  In

addition to the inherent tensions of teaching, Licberman (1982:266) observed that

a new set of strains ... appear when a program, an idea, a mandate is put forth
1o improve practice. The major tehsion involved in school improvement, of
which others are a subset, is the strain between the mandate (the plan or the
improvement) and the social reality of the teacher in the classroom.

Among the implications of these tensions, Licbenman suggested that policy makers
must recognize that the implementation of school improvement policies involves a
human reality. Understanding the participant's perspective is a necessary step toward
successful implementation of mandates for change.

The probk‘:m of the meaning of change, for those who must implement it, must be
addressed by policy-makers. This is crucial to the success of implementation “because

p
itis at the individual level that change does or does not occur” (Fullan, 1982:38). In the
case of mandated policy change, the individual implementers will decide the course of
the change process. These wb—down policies may or may not be carried out, In a

discussion of the modern educational bureaucracy, the importance of the implementer
Ll
2

As carly as 1938, Chester Barnard began to argue that the real focus of authority
in organizations was at the middle and lower levels of the hierarchy and not at
the top as most people assume .... Barnard suggests four condigions which
must be met if a subordinate is to accept the authority of a directive from above:
(1) he must be able to mentally and physically comply with it; (2) he must
unders e directive; (3) he must believe the directive is not inconsistent with
the puspose-6f the organization; and (4) he must believe the directive is
compatible with his personal interents as a whole.

In a gimilar vein, Nagel (1977: 96) explained ‘ . Q

was highlighfcd by Hanson (1975:26I) who stated that

¢ amount of obmpliance tends to be telated to such matters as the clarity of the



policy, the extent to which it deviates from custom, the prestige of the
policymakers and policy-appliers, the positive and negative sanctions available
to obtain compliance, the monitoring of noncompliance, and the presence of.
facilitating and inhibiting environmental conditions. In gencral, compliance
occurs when the would-be noncomplier perceives the expected benefits minus
costs of compliance to be greater than the expected benefits minus costs of
noncompliance. :
Compliance is necessary if a policy is to be carried vut as the policy nrﬁlkcrs intend
and it it is to have the intended impact. Coombs (1980:885-892) hypothesized that better
implementation of p()licy‘and a greater likelihood of its intended impact would result if
policy-makers understood the reasons why people fail to carry out the policy. In an
attempt to classify these reasons, Coombs postulated five bases for noncompliance by
target individuals, that is, those whose actions the policy 35 interided to modify,

1. Communication-based noncomplfance results when the policy is not clearly
communicated to the target individual. A breakdown in the communication process may
be due to pn?blcms in dissemination of the information or to the ambiguity in the policy
which policy-makers often intend in order to permit some discretion by implementers at
the local settinig. y "‘“?ﬁil

2. Rcsourcc-bascd noncompliance may occur even when the target individual clcarl);
understands the policy demandsBut lacks the resources (skil}s, abililiés, funds, time,
encrgy) to carry them out,

3. Policy-based noncompliance is the refusal to carry out a policy either because the
target individual disapproves of the goals of the policy or disapproves of the
assumptions or probable effects of the policy.

4. Action-based noncompliance occurs because of the nature of the prescribed action
required of the largél individual. The risks or costs of changingpne's behavior may be
too high for the target individual. Often target individuals are impatient with the
prescribed change and often there is simply an inherent resistance to the change.

5. Authority-based noncompliance may agccur when the target individual fecls that the

policy-maker is "acting illegitimately or will reap undue benefits from the policy”



(Coombs 198(:891).

A similar hypothesis has been formed in an attempt to clarify the impact of the role
and behaviors of the individual implementer upon the implcmcntaiion process. Sorg
(1983:391) offered a simple classiﬁcat‘ion of three roles played by those who must
implement a policy. It includes (1) a decision maker, who chooses the policy, (2) an
implementing manager, who might issue and cnforce directives, disseminate
information, or assign personnel, and (3) the front line implementer who must actualty
implement the policy. Sorg has developed a typology of behaviors of these front line
implementers that appears to be a ‘pmmising and relevant model which addresses key
questions about why policies are not implemented as planned and how they are altered
during the implementation process. \

The typology describes the general kinds of behaviors that implcmcmcr; might
display when they are required to carry out a new policy and which rc,ﬂccl their
intentions, The first type is intentional compliance in which the implementers can be
observed carrying out the goals and procedures of the policy statement. A second type

\5 unintentional noncompliance in which the implementers intend to conform to a policy

but do not achieve the goals or procedures of the policy, They either add or subtract

clements from the policy because they do not understand the policy and/or required

behaviors and/or lack the ability to carry out the prescribed behavior. The third type of.

implementer behavior is intentional noncompliance. A number of overt behaviors reflect

the implementers' intention not to implement and not to conform to the policys.They

1%
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may engage in replacement behavior which is the intentional alteration of the policy goals '

and/t‘atfroocdurcs, and a vanation of the policy is consequently implemented. They may
engage tn ritualistic behavior which is simply that of carrying out an old standard
operating procedure with no attempt to give the appearance of implementing the new
policy. Bluffing, on the other hand, is an observed attempt by implementers to give the

appearance of carrying out the policy while actually performing according to an old



sjlandurd operation procedure, B

Delay refers to a behavior in which implementers postpone compliance because of
tnability or use of a tactc o influcnce actors in the implementation process. Voice is a
label for a set of behaviors used by the implementer to influence those in authority to

_¢hange the policy. 1t is an attempt to confront policy makers while not carrying out the

policy or procedures.  Exit describes the type of behaviors which reflect the
implementer’s desire 10 avoid implementing the policy. It includes such actions ay
resigning from the organizaton, transferring from the position, or trying to shift the
unplementation responsibility to another individual,

The complete typology contains another set  of behaviors which reflect the
implementer's intention to implement but not conform with the policy statement, The
implementer carries out the general intent of the policy while adapting it o suit the
situation, These behaviors, derived from Hall and 1 ouck’s (1977) model of the Levels
of Use of an innovation, include amelioration, routine use, refinement, and integration,
What cnsu;:s and is observed is a mutation of the policy.

Both Coombs and Sorg pointed out the complexity of the implementer’s attitudces,
intentions, beliefs, and behaviors, and illustrated their relationship to implementation,
‘Their treatment of the importance of the implementer serves 1o alert policy makers 10 the
well as the outcome and impact of the policy itself, Teacher evaluation policies are not
immune to modification or mutation by the implementers,

In linking change theory to the implementation of tckcr evaluation policics,

- -
Darling-Hammond ct al. (1983:313) illustrated the "importance of recognizing local
participants in change efforts as purposive agents and .., the need for adaptations of
change strategies by those who actually implement them.” Their review of research on
the implementation ?{ ,}cachcr evaluation policy includes an example of a top-down

>

implementation process which did not result in the intended outcome because it did not

\

need to consider the power of the implementer 1o shape the implementation process as -



recognize the umportance of the individual implementer,

‘Ihe Principal as Implementer

ad ’ N ~ . B . . . . . .
: The Edmonton Catholic School District states in its teacher evaluation policy that

“the primary purposc of cooperative evaluation will focus on professional growth and
development of all certificated tweachers” (1985:0). Itis assumed that the judgement on
teaching performance is an antecedent o the recommendations that would te followed as
 how the teaching could be improved. Studies of school improvement efforts allow
insights into the importance of the role of the principal in implementing change,

In a C();xli)rcllcrlsivc review of the literature on principal effectiveness and the

VQA
implications for policy development, Manasse (1985:453) stated that

the findings are quite conclusive regarding the key role of principals in effective

+ implementation of any school shange ... based on rescarch, principals should be
a factor in any new program legislation, and their importance in the process of
setting overall prioritics and goals should be recognized.

Berman and McLaughlin (1976:360)) contended that while the involvement of the -
principal an important consideration in policy development, the number of principals
involved must also be appropriate to the size of the target group. But though the

principal’s involvement in the plan for change is important, the principal’s role iy cri .ﬁ
during the implementation process,

To illustrate, Leithwood and Montgomery (1982:309-339), in an extensive review

of the school improvement rescarch, performed a secondary analysis of the role of the

principal in implementing change. They found that the principal's lx:hzwiors were crucial

to the ouﬁomc of change efforts. In their discussion of the obstacles which confront
‘ . ,

principa.lsfli‘n their attempts to ifplement change, Leithwood andsMontgomery
(1982:532-333) stated that principaAls "themselves present problems to program
impmvcxﬁcm stemming from their own ... lack of specific knowlcdgc about tl* change
process.” As well, the study by Lcithwood and Montgomery (1982:333) cited, as
further oig;facics.for principals, the lack of p;ﬁﬁcipal involvement in central

£
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administration decisiohs o change, the lack of visible administrative support for imposed
change, and insufficient communication between central administration and principals
about the change,

Nevertheless, while ithas been acknowledged that principals are key participants in
the change process, it has also been shown by Fullan (1982) that not all principul:ﬂ are
effective change agents. Hall (1984:1 12), o research on the role of tite principal in
implementing change, identified and described three change facilitator styles- initiator,

i
manager, and responder, Hall (1984:10) found that “the principal is important, and .
the day-1o-day behaviors of priacipals can be sorted in tenms of those that appear 1o be

more useful and helpful inimplementation.™ The implication for policy- makers, then,

said Manasse (1984:453) is to include in the mandate  both incentives and taining

A

designed to develop the principal's skill in implementation, Manasse further suggested

(1984:404)) that "district policies should reflect an undcrslundin;; of the change process
and allow adequate time for change "

In a very large study of the implementation of change in education, Berman and
Mcl.aughlin (1976) also found that the role of the principal was critical to the
implementation and continuation of U.S. federal change agent projects. The study also
suggests that staff development for principals is-crifical and necessary 1o strengthen the
principal’s ability to implement chhngc. \

To do so, however, there must be an unm;rs(zlmding of the current status ot the
principalship. In a description of the principal’s réalily, Fullan (1982:130-142) painted a
distressing picture. Principals are bombarded with mandated change policies which they
may not want and which they may not fully understand but which they are expected to
carry out. At the same time, they experience pressure to maintain stability, As well, the
implementation of change may not be a priority as other more immcdiate problems

demand principals’ attention, time and energy. Their work load has become heavier and

their role more complex and ambiguous. The role of the principal as an implementer of

»



mandated change is one that must be considered by policy makers if there is to be any

hope of achieving the intended outcomes.

Sumary

Public dissatisfaction with education has led to demands that something be done 1o
increase the effectiveness of schools, While rescarch has endeavored 1o identify
characieristics of the effective school and how schools can change to increase their
cffectiveness, governments have responded to the accountability movement by
legislating school reform. In particular, the evaluation of teachers has become a popular
attempt by politicians to assure the public that students are receiving quality instruction,

However, both the effectiveness movement and the accountability movement have
tocused on the importance of the school's leadership 1o the quality of education. The

principal has, therefore, come to be the primary evaluator of instruction as continued

rescarch and political pressure focus on the instructional leadership role of the school

administrator,

Evaluation practises, though, have not been vicwcd.vcry favorably cither by the
principal or by the teacher. The record of weacher evaluation as 'a useful means of
improving instruction is not good. The incréasingly litigious nature of society make
teacher evaluation an even more lcnsion~producing process than it has bccn' in the past,

Even though rescarch is attempting to identify the problenis associated with teacher
evaluation and secking solutions for them, the findings are still only ecarly attempts to
deal with a very difficult, serious and sensitive'issue. While cfféclivc\sch(x)ls research
and school improvement studies have some useful messages for principals, thesc
studies are not without flaws. They have bccn‘criticizc("l for being too simplistic and too
general (e.g., Purkey and Smith, 1982: 64-68; MacPhail-Wilcox and Guth,1983:3-8 ).
They have been denounced for having a lack of rigor due to the size or type of sample,

the instrument design, or the methodology used in the rescarch.
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The implementation process is complex. lmplementers play an important role in

shaping both the outcomes and impact of a policy. The implementer may or mav not
comply with the policy, and may adapt, modify or mutate the policy during ‘thg
-
inplementation phase. The ways in which implementers carry out the policy reflect their
willingness and/or their ability as implementers of change. Rescarch in policy analysis
and the implementation of chungc, together with studies o the influence of the principal
i educational change, indicate that the principal is a crucial factor to the implementation
of teacher evaluation policy. Not only must principals possess credibility and expertise
as evaluators, they must be able to manage the change process if teacher evaluation

policies are 10 achieve their intended outcomes,



CHAPTER 3

- Methodology

The research methodology used in this study was designed to acquire the reactions 3
of principals to the policy, procedures, and guidelines for the formal evaluation <6
teachers in the Edmohton Catholic School District. Because the Handbook for the
Catholic Schools (1985:3)

states that principals are the "primary evaluators” of teachers, it was felt that their

* reactions would provide valuable information about the implementation of the new
teacher evaluation policy.

This chapter provides an account of the methodology used to conduct the study.
The material in this chapter is subdivided into four sections. The first section is a
discuss‘ion of the research design. The second section describes the research instruments
which were employed in the data collection. The design and pilot-testing of the
questionnnaire and the developmgnt of the interview schedule are presented. The third
section describes the procedures used in the data collection and the iimcframc within

which the data were gathgred. The fourth section explains how the data were analyzed.

Research Design

The design of this study employed a combination of methods in order to enhance its
accﬁracy and provide a rich and comprehensive picture®f the reactions of the pn'néipals
to the new teacher evaluation policy. Quaﬁtilativc data were collected in the scaled
opinion responses of a questionnaire which was distributed to all eighty-two principals
of the Edménton Catholic School District. To cqmplcmcnimesc data and examine the
mScamh problcm from a decper perspective, a subsample of ten principals was randomly
| ' A
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selected to participate in a semistructured, probing interview. This research strategy is
known as triangulation and, as Jick (1979:603-04) stated, it

can capture a more complete, holistic, and contextual portrayal of the unii(s)
under study....the use of multiple measures may also uncover some unique
variance which otherwise may have been neglected by single methods. It is here
that qualitative methods, in particular, can play an especially prominent role by
eliciting data and suggesting conclusions to which other methods would be
blind. Elements of the context are illuminated. In this sense, triangulation may
be used not only to examine the same phenomenon from multiple perspectives
but also to enrich our understanding by allowing for new or deeper dimensions
to emerge.

Research Instruments /

Two research instruments were employed in order 10 ascsﬁuin the reactions of the
principals to the Edmonton Catholic School District policy, guidelines and proccdurés
for. the formal evaluation of teachers. A questionnaire was distributed to all the
cighty-fwo principals 10 determine the following matters: their level of agreement with
the policy; guidelines and procedures; what changes they would propose for statements
with which they disagreed; aﬁd what comments they had about any as;;ccls of the policy
which wemp-contained in the questionnaire ilc_rns:. ( See Appendix B ).

In ortigr to obtain a richer, deeper understanding of their reactions an interview
schedule was used with ten principals. ( See Appendix B ). The interview questions

’
were derived from the issues which were raised in the questionnaire responses.

.

The Questionnaire

The research instrument was a 16-page questionnaire which was designed in
consultation with cchtml office personnel in the Edmonton Catholic School District who
also assisted in the final revisions of the instrument. The first section contained a
nurhber of rﬁultiplc-choicc type questions which sough(ﬂdcmographic data about lhc'
principal and the school. This section was designed to determine if thcr_; were

differences among groups of principals in their opinions about the new policy. The

school data questions required information about the instructional level taught in the

v
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school and the number of teaching and administrative personnel working in the school.
The personal data questions required information about the principal’s age, sex,
educational background, work experience, and professional development in the areas of
teacher cvaluati.on and wachingﬂéffm(ivcncss.

The School and Personal Data séctions of the instrument were pilot-tested with
school administraiqrs who were O[.] leave to study at the University of Alberta and
cmplo\}'cd by different school jurisdictions in British Columbia and Albernta.

The second bpan of the questionnaire consisted of scaled opinion responses and
open-ended ‘rcsponsc‘s to paraphrased statements of the policy, guidelines and
procedures of the district's new teacher evaluation policy.  The statements of the policy,
guidelines an'd proccdurﬁs of teacher evaluation in the Edmonton Catholic School District

: )
were taken from an original document, Han k For Th Ev luation

&ﬂm&ml&&m&mﬁamg&m (1985) The-statements were phrased in
such a way that principals could respond to each part of the policy statement about which
they might havc an opinion. It asked principals to cxpmss their level of agreement with

the statements of the policy, guidelines and procedures of the formal. evaluation:-of

teachers. It also asked the respondents to write the changes they would propose for the

statements with which they disagreed or strongly disagreed. Further to this, an
open-ended question asked if the principals had any comments about the statements of

the policy, guidelines, and procedures.

The Interfew Schedule
| As a follow-up to the collection of qués(ionnairc data, and( in order to collect data
which would provide deeper insights into the reactions of thc'is_\.cpool administrators, a
semistructured, probing interview was conducted with ten .of' the principals. The
ihtcchw questions were formulated from the infbrmation which princjbals provided in

~

their questionnaire responses.
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llection and Timelin

Approval to conduct this study was obtained from Dr. John Brosseau, Chief
Superintendent of the Edmonton Catholic School District in September 1985.

In January 1986 a covering letter and a copy of the questionnaire were sent to all §2
principals in the Edmonton Catholic School District. (See Appendix A.) The covering
letter briefly ;xpluidcd the purpose and valye of the study. It explained that the school
number which appeared on the qucstionnuir& was nccessary for the purpose of
contacting principals who would be asked to participate inéggtinterview. The letter also
éssurcd pdqcip;ls that the information provided by them in the questionnaire and the
interview would be. treated with confidentiality. They were asked to return the
questionnaire by 3 February 1986 1o lhc‘ Service Building vs;archousc by way of the
school system’s courier service. Approval was obtained from Mr. Jim Strand, manager
of the warehose, to use his office as a delivery and collection point. (See Appendix A))

- Upon rcécip( of the questionnaire a letter of appreciation was forwarded to the principal.
(Scc.Appcndix A.) Principals who were late in returning their responses were
telephoned to ascertaig whether they were experiencing difficulty in complc(in‘g the
'queslioﬁnaife. An additional copy was sent to those who required one.

© < By th¢ end of February 1986, 79 out of a possible 82 qucstionnai}cs had been
returned. A number.of these questionnaires had unaﬁswcrcd questions regarding the
personal and school data. In those cases, the principals were telephoned and asked for
the correct information which was entered on the questionnaire at the time of the
tclcphgnc call. W}lcn principals could not be reached by telephone, the office of Mr.
Bud Arbeau, Superintendent of Program Services, was contacted at the central
administration building and in this way missing scho;)l dat,a were collected.

During March 1986, the questionnaire data were analyzed and the interview schedule

was formulated from the content analysis of the open-ended responses. Letters were
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sent to ten randomly selected principals ( See Appendix A ) explaining the purpose of the

interview and ensuring confidentiality. These principals were contacted, in a follow-up -

telephone call, to arrange appointments for the interview. Because one principal did not
wish to participate in the interview, another randomly selected principal was contacted by
-letter and then by telephone. The interviews were completed during the second and third

weeks of April.

Treatment of the Data

Because 96% of the total population of principals r‘cspondcd, the responses were
viewed as constituting the opinions of the population. Descriptive statistics were
therefore used in the analyses of the data from the scaled opinion responses on the
questionnaire. All quantified data were entered and stored in a computer filg. The data
analysis inchlldcd the frequency and the percentage frequency distributions of the
responses and cross-tabulations using the School and Personal Data.

The "open-ended” information that was obtained, both from the questionnaire and
the interviews, was examined using content analysis. Only the more informative
responses which contributed significantly were used in the analysis.

Although this research could not establish g:ausal relationships with any degree of
certainty, it was useful in exploring a variety of relationships between personal and
school variables and principals’ opinions about the teacher evaluation policy. In
addition, the qualitative data were able to yield a rich description of the mcaning of the
implementation of the new policy from the principals’ perspectives.

Summary :

This chapter reviewed the research methodology employed to conduct this study
which was dcsigne:i to determine the reactions of principals of the Edmonton Catholic
Schoot Disi'ict about a new district policy for the formal evaluation of its teachers.

. Triangulatién used in order to gather both quantitative and qualitative data and thus



provide a nich, insightful description of the reactions of principals to the new policy.

Quantitative data were provided by the scaled opinion responses in the

33

questionnaire. These were analyzed using descriptive statistics since 96% of the -

‘f
questionnaires were returned which had been distributed to all eighty-two principals in

the district. Personal and School data were analyzed with the opinion responses lo
ascertain whether any trends had occurred or whether any differences could be found
between groups of principals., ,

An interview schedule was developed from the issues raised in the open-ended
responses that principals provided in the questionnaire. These open-ended responscs
and the responsces gich by the ten randomly selected principals in the semistructured,
p.mbing interview provided the qualitative data. These data were examined using content

analysis, b

.



CHAP’I’ER 4 5
Profile of the Principals
‘o
This chapter describes the 79 principals who rcs;;;rldcd to the questionnaire and the
10 principals who took part in the interview, This description is presented in three
sections. The first two sections, in describing the questionnaire respondents, report the
characteristics of the school and the personal and professional characteristics of the

. principals. The third section provides a profile of the principals who were interviewed.

haracteristics of the School
The frequency and percentage frequency distributions of the instructional level

taught in the school and the number of p{ofcssional personnel in the school are reported

in Tables 4.1 and 4.2.

v ht in the Sch
Over half of the 79 schools were elementary schools and ‘almost one third were
clémcmary-junior high schools. Approximately 9% were junior high schools, 7.6%

were senior high schools, and one was a junior-senior high school.

.

fessi nn

'~ Number of full-fime teachers, Of the 79 schaols, 29 had 10 or fewer full-time

teachers employed in them. Twenty-one principals reported having 11 to 15 full-time
teachers on staff and 29 had staff sizes of 16 or more. Therefore, almost two-thirds of

the principals worked with a staff of 15 or fewer full-time teachers.

34
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Table 4.1

Frequency and Percentage Frequency Distnibutions of the
Instructional Level in the School (N = 79)

- | A , N | T 5{4 S
Instructional Level f To
Elementary 4] 519
[ilcmcmziry- Junior High 24 ‘ 30.4
Junior High 7 8.9
Junior- Senior High 1 1.3
Senior High 6 7.6
’

< .
Number of part-time teachers, Of the 79 schools, 43 had two or fewer part-time

teachers and 36 had three or more.

Six of the 79 principals who responded reported
having no assistant-principal. Fifty-seven reported having one assistant-principal, 12
had-two assistant-principals, three had threc assistant-principals apd one had four

assistant-principals. Thus, over 90% of the principals had ag least one assistant-principal
2 .

on staff.
)

Number of depariment heads, Of the 79 principals who rcspondcd; 67 had no
department head on staff. Twelve principals reported having between one and 11

department heads. l ’

P



Table 4.2

Frequency ‘and Percentage Frequency Distribution of
Number of Professional Personnel (N = 79)

Professtonal Personnel f

Number of Full-time Teachers -

10 or less 29
11-15 ‘ 21
16 or more 29 4

Number of Part-timme Teachers
2 or'less ' 43

3 or more 36

Number of Assistant Principals

Zero ‘ 6
1 57
2 12
3 3
4 1
Number of Department Heads
"Zero 67
1-11 : M V:
€ -

o

36.7
26.6
36.7

544
45.6

[
oy

7.6
722
15.2

38

1.3

88.1
15.2

36
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In this section, the frequencies and percentage frequencies of the personal and

. q v
professional characteristics of the principals are reported, including sex and age. The
professional charactenstics report the position prior to becoming a principal, years of

cxperience as a principal, post-secondary education, teaching experience, and

professional development activity.

Personal Characteristics

ngkg)f the Principaly. Six ( 7.6% ) of the 79 principals were female,

Age. The frequency and percentage frequency distributions of the age of the
principals are reported in Table 4.3, None were younger than thirty, Eleven of the 79
principals were between 30 and 39 years old, over halt were between 40 and 49 years

old, and about 30% were 5() years or older,

Table 4.3
C—

Frequency and Percentage Fréquency Distributions
of the Age of Principals (N = 79)

AgC ‘ f %o
30 -39 o il 139
40) - 49 44 55.7
50 or older 24 . 30.4

/

Position prior 10 becoming a principal, The frequency and percentage frequency

>
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L ‘ .
distributions of the position held by the principal are reported in Table 4 4. Almost 85%
were assistant principals prior to becomihg a principal. Five of the 79 principals were
classroon teachers and six worked in the central administration office before becoming

princigals. Only one principal reported being a department head prior to becoming a

- principal,

Table 4.4

Frequency and Percentage Frequency Distributions of
Position Prior to Beconiing a Principal

(N=179)
Position Prior to Becoming a Principal f Yo
A
Classroom Teacher 5 6.3
Assistant Principal 67 84.4
Central Office Consultapt or SuperviSor 5 - 6.3
Department Head ™ 1 R
Othér 1 1.3

RN

Years of ¢xperience as a principal, The frequency and percentage frequency
4 .
distributions of the number of years of experience as a principal are reported in Table

4.5. Over 70% of the principals reported having 15 or fewer years experience, while

28% had more than 15 years experierice as a principal.
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Table 4.5

Frequency and Percentage Frequency Distributions
of Years of Expenence as a Principal

(N =79)
Years of Expericnce as a Principal f Yoo
Less than § 10 C127
510 19 24.1
It 5 28 354
1620 13 16.5

More than 20 9 11.4

Characteristics of Post Secondary Education

The frequency and percentage frequency distributions of the characteristics of the
principals’ post-sgcondary education, including the number of years of post-secondary
education and enrollment in or completion of graduate courses in Educarional

Administration, are reported in Table 4,6,

€. Almost 65% of the principals had six or more
years of post-secondary education as assessed for salary purposes, Approximately 35%

had cither four or five years of post-secondary education.

Enrollment in > letion of gr;

Nearly 27% of the 79 principals had no graduate courses and were not enrolled in a

graduate course in Educational Administration. Approximatcly one quarter were either
‘ . o .
enrolled in or had completed some graduate courses in Educational Administration. Out
\ tr .

\ :
of the 79 principals who were.enrolled in or had completed graduate courses in
Educational Administration, 14 were in the Diploma program, 23 wcrczin the M.Ed.

program, and one was in the Ph.D, program.
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Table 4.6
Frequency and Percentage l-‘rcqucncy Distributions of the

Characteristics of Post-Secondary Education

(N=79)

Characteristics f Yo

e

Years of Post-Secondary Education

4 7 8.9
5 21 26.6
6 46 58.2
7 3 3.8
8 2 2.5
Enrollment in or Completion of Graduate
Courses in Educational Administration
v
None . 21 26.6
Some ’ 20 co 253
Diploma 14 17.7
M.Ed. 23 29.1

Ph.D. 1 1.3




Table 4.7 reports the frequency and percentage frequency distributions of the

teaching experience of the principals,

Table 4.7

Frequency and Percentage Frequency Distributions of the Characteristics

of Teaching Experience of the Principals

Charactenistics

¥

Years of Experience as a Classroom Teacher (N = 78)

Iess than 5§

5-10
b- 15
16 - 20

More than 20

Present Number of Minutes Teaching Per Week (N = 79)

None

Less than 250
250 - 500
501 - 750
Over 750

10
15

14
34

11
20

26
13

‘70

12.8
19.2

6.4
17.9
436

1.4
139
25.3
329
16.5
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Years of teaching experience in the ¢lassroom, Approximately 13% had less than
five years of classroom teaching experience, 44% had over 20 yqdm experience, while

the other 43% had between five and 20 years of tcaching experience.

Present number of minutes per week teaching ¢xperience. About one fourth of the

principals taught less than 250 minutes or did no teaching per week. Over half taught

between 250 and 750 minutes per week, and nearly 17% taught more than half time.

Within the Past Five Years

The frequency and percentage frequency distributions of these characteristics of the

professional development activities of principals within the past five years are recorded
in Table 4.8: professional development, ldcal school district workshop or inservice,
: university courses, and/or other conferences or workshops in teacher evaluation,
participation in the district workshop on the Effective Teaching Project, and school

involvement in the Effective Teaching Project.

I_Q_a(“_hg_r_g__mﬂg_. Almost all of the principals (98%) reported having taken part in
some professional development activity. Nearly all (94%) reported having attended
local school district professional development activity. Almost 85% reported attending
other conferences or workshops in tcachér evaluation. Aboqt 10% reported having taken

a university course in teacher evaluation.

Effective Teaching Project. Two thirds of the principals reported having taken the
workshop offered by the' Edmonton Catholic School District on the Effective Teaching

Project, and about 56% reported that their schools were involved in the district's

. Effective Teaching Project.
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Table 4.8

Frequency and Percentage Frequency Distributions of the Characteristics

of Professional Development Activity of Principals

Within the Past Five Years

Characteristic

f o
Teacher Evaluation (N = 79)

Professional Development
No 2 2.5
Yes 77 91.5
Local School District Workshop or Inservice

+
No 5 6.3
Yes 74 93.7
University Course
No 70 88.6
Yes 9 11.4

- Other Conferences or Workshops

No . 28 35.4
Yes 51 64.6
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Table 4.8 ( Md )

Characteristic f %

E ffccuvc "lcat.hmg Pm)ou
District Workshop (N =79)

No 26 329
Yes 53 67.1

School lnvolvcmcm (N 77)

No ' ‘ T34 442
Yes ‘ 43 55.8

{ the Principals in the Interview Sampl
The frequency of two characteristics, the number of full-time teachers and the
instructional level, of &‘lc ten schools of the imérvicw sample are reported in Table 4.9.
Half of the schools had between 10 an'd. 15 full-timc‘ teachers. Three schools had fewer
than 10 lfullA-timé teachers, and two had more than 15 full-time teachers. Half of the
schools were elementary. and two were elementary Jumor high schools. There was one

junior high, one Jumor—semor hxgh and one senior high school.
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Table 4.9

(N =10)

Frequency of Characteristics of Schools of Interview Sample

45

"Characteristics
Full-Time Teachers

Less than 10
10-15

16 or more

Instructional Level

Elementary
Elchlcmary-juniqr high
Junior high
Junior-senior high

Seniorhigh.

~

o

Y

-_ N

—

The frequencies of age, years of experience as a principal, time taught per week, and

background in Educational Administration graduate courses of the principals who

participated in the interview are reported in Table 4.10.

. Six of the ﬁﬁncipals were 50 years or older. Only three had 10 or less years of

experience as a principal.

Two principals-did not teacher while one taught less than 250 minutes per week.

Three principals taught 250 to 500 minutes, three taught 501 to 750 minutes and only

one taught more than 750 minutes per week.
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Table 4.10

Frequency of Personal Characteristics of the
Interview Sample (N = 10)

Personal Characteristics
Age

30 10 39 years

40 to 49 ycars

50 to 59 years

60 years or older

Years Experience as a Principal
less than 5
5t 10
Ilto 15
16 to0 20

more than 20

B S B N S R

Time Taught per Weck
none
less than 250 minutes
250 to 500 minutes
501 to 750 minutes
more than 750 minutes

_— 0 W = N

Graduate Courses in Educational Administration
" none . ‘
some ; l 4 K
Diploma level
| Master’s level

W == W W
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Three principals had enrolled in or completed no graduate level courses in
Educational Administration. Three principals had enrolled in or completed some
graduate courses. One principal had enrolled in or complefed graduate courses in

-

Educational Administration at the graduate diploma level, thre€jat the Master's level and

/
none at the Doctoral level, '

LY

;Su mmary

Over half of the principals who responded 10 the questionnaire worked in clementary
schools and about 30% were principals of clcmclmary‘-junior high schools. Almost 65%
were principalé of small schools with 15 or fewer full-time teachers employed in the
school. Nearly all (92%) had at least one assistant pﬁncipal employed in the school.

Only six of the questionnaire sample were women, and over half of the sample were
40 1o 49 years old. Ncarly 85% had been assistant pnnupdls prior to becoming
principals. Approximately 72% of the principals had 15 or fewer years of experience as
a principal. About 64% had six or more years of post-s;ccondary education and only
27% haa not taken any éraduatc courses in Educational Administration. Sixty-two
percent of the principals had more than 15 years tcaching experience and nearly half were
teaching more than 500 minutes per week.

Alm;)sl all (98%) of the questionnaire respondents had taken part in some
professional development activities in teacher evaluation and ab;)ut two thirds had
baniciﬁatéd in the 'workshop on the Effective 'Tcachin\g Project iri the Edmonton Catholic
School District: | |

The 10 principals in the interview samplc rcprcscntcd schools at cach of the
mstrucuonal levels. Over half of them were 50 years of age or older. In general, the
>g1"oqp‘ of principals which made up the interview samplc’was well experienced with only

 three having 10 or fewer 'yéars of experience as a principal. Two did no teaching and
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\

only one taught more than half time per week. Three had no involvement in graduate

.
level courses in Educational Administration and none had been involved at the Doctoral

level, /



1 CHAPTER 5
i
Analyses of the Questionnaire Data

This chapter prcscnt; the analyses of the questionnaire data. The findi‘ngs are
reported in three parts. The first section reports lhc' level of agreement by principals with
the paraphrased statements of the policies, guidelines, and procedures in the formal
evaluation of teachers, ‘The second section reports the results of the analyses which were
conducted to dctcxl'minc whether there were any relationships between the level of

- agreement of the principals and their personal and/or school characteristics. The analysis
of the content of the open-ended responses in the questionnaire is reported in the third
section. | i

b

Since 96% of the questionnaires were returned, the data are considered to be
representative of the total popula(ioh of principals of the,Edmonton Catholic Sch(x:l
District. Therefore, descriptive statistics have been used in the analysis of the

questionnaire data.

Level of i P: S Poli ‘

. ‘,!1. The overall pcrcéntagc frequency of responses, as reported in Table 5.1, shows

Jﬂ‘ @‘@fe total number of responses ‘f.or each level of agreement. Of the total, 54.6% of the
responses were ‘Strongly Agree', 38.9% wére 'Agrcc", 3.7% were ‘Undecided’, 1.8%
 were ‘Disagree’, and 0.9% were 'Strongly Disagree.” Of the 79 qu?:;srtionnaircs which
were returned, 49 contained opinions of disagreement or strong disagreement with some

of the statements.

49
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Table 5.1

" Percentage Frequency of All Opinion Responses (N=5,650)

()Pinion Responses, N 28

Strongly Agree 3,084 54.6

Agree 2,200 38.9

Undecided ' 209 3.7
A

Disagrec 104 1.8

Strongly Disagree 53 0.9

The mean level of agreement by the principals for each of the paraphrased statements
of the policics,eguidclincs, and procedures for the formal evaluation of teacher

performance iJrcponcd in Table 1 ( See Appendix C ), The frequency of the mean levels

of agreement by principals for each of the paraphrased statements of the policies,

guidelines, and procedures for the formal evaluation of teacher performance is presented

in Figure 1. The mean levels of agreement ranged from 3.9 to 4.8, For the purpose of

this study, any statement which contained a mean level of agreement less than 4.4 was
considered low when compared to the generally high levels of agreement.

* Four of the policy statements which contained mean ]cvcls of agreement under 4.4

Idcalt \_,vith' general statements of policies, guidclincs,' and procedures in the formal

evaluation of teachers.
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O
More specifically, the mean level of agreement by principals was 4.3 that where

assistant principals are involved in conducting the evaluation, the principal must note that
there is concurrence with what is stated. The mean level of agreement was only 4.1 that
the formal evaluation of teachers be conducted during the first year in a school and at
least onge in a three-year period. The mean level of agreement by principals was 4.3 for
the statement that ,principal$ may develop school-based performance criteria in
consultation with their staffs.

Eight of the statements containing mean levels of agreement which were less than
4.4 dealt with Phase 1 statements, the General Evaluation%)f teachers. The mean level

of agreement by principals was 4.3 for the statement that, in a conference with the

teacher bcing evaluated, the principal must identify the characteristics peculiar to the
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teaching situation such as type of class, size of class, and backgr()un.d of the teacher,
Their lcvc! of agreement was only 3.9 for the statement that the principal and teacher will
jointly identify the cnteria to be used in the evaluation. The mean level of ug“rccmcnt wits
4.3 that the principal andgeacher will discuss what constitutes successfully meeting the
criteria. Principals also indicated mean levels of agreement below 4.4 with'the following-
staterpynts:

(1) In collecting information about the teacher’s performance, the principal shall
adhere 1o the type of information nnd.(hc style of observation agreed upon in the
planning conference (4.3 ); v

(2) Before an): new criteria or pmce‘ changes are introduced the principal must
discuss them whh the teacher prior to any subsequent observation (4.3 );

(3) Within seven teaching days following the final conferenee, the evaluator will
give a written cvaluation report to the teacher for stedy and the inclusion of written
comments (4.2 ),

(4) After ‘a written appeal has been submitted, the Area Supérintcndcxﬁ will then
révicw the matter and may grani aﬁ&thcr formal evaluation, the form of which will be
determined ‘in consultation with the principal (4.3);

(5) If after examining the appeal the Arca Superintendent determines that another.
Eormal cvaluation b; the school gn’ncipal is inappropriate, he/she may arrange ‘f’or
another evaluator from outside the schooi to do a second evaluation (4.0),

Two of the stajements with mean levels of agreement l%low 4.4 dcalt with the
staternents rlcgardin_g Phase 2 of the evaluation process, the Goals For ‘Im;)rovcman
The mean level of ag::“ugelncnt by principals was 4.3 that the Goals For Improvement shall

. o .
be stated in writinlg and shall include the methods by whichi improvement may be

accomplishod The mcan level of agreement was 4.2 that following consultation with the

principal and teacher, the Area Superintendent may make a decision to continue the
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teacher in Phase 2--Goals For l?nprovcmcn( for another specified period of time,

The following nine statements with mean levels of agreement below 4.4 dealt with
the statements mgarding Phase 3 of the evaluation process, On Review:

(1) The principal in consultation with the Arca Superintendent will send notification
to the teacher stating

(a) the indicators for determining whether the goals have been reached (4.3 )

(b) the assistance available to the teacher (4.3 ),

(¢) the length of time allotted to achieve the goals (4.3 ); and

(d) a recommendation that the teacher consult with the Alberta

Teachers® Association regarding claritication of legal righl;( 4.2”);’

(2) During the On Review phase, the principal will be responsible for monitoring the
progress of the teacher (4.2);

(3) During th¢ On Review phase, the principal will ensure that assistance is made
availaQLc; to the teacher (4,1 ) | “

4) W't:c‘n the time of the On Review phase has cxpired, the principal shall state in
writing to the teacher, that the teacher who has achieved the On Review goals and should
be removed from the On Review phase, should receive conltinucd assistance and be
subject to a formal evaluation within one year (4.2); (

(5) The principal shall send a copy of the letter to the Superintendent of Personnel
Services (43);

(6) The Chief Superintendent will &ICH inform the teacher in writing of a possible
decision to continue On Review for a specified period of time, with a subsequem further
review of the siu:gu'dn (4.3).

Table 2 ( See Appéndix C ) presents the frequency of proposcd"changcs by

principals to the statements of policies, guidelines and procedures for the formal

evaluation of teachers as well as the frequency of comments made by them with respect
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to each of the statements. Table 5.2 illustrates the frequency of principals’ proposed

changes by the type of statements. Principals proposed 39 changes to the general

statements of policies, guidelines, and procedures, 35 for the first phase of evaluation,

. General Evaluation, and 10 for the second phase of evaluation, Goals For lmprovement,

The greatest number of proposed changes, 65, occurred for Phase 3 of the evaluation,

)

On Review,

Table 5.2

Frequency of Proposed Changes to Types of Statements of
Policies, Guidelines and Procedures

Type of Statement

General

Policies, Guidelines and-Procedures

Sncg~iti‘\ Eb'!ﬁcﬁ Qf tﬂlz'””'“ign
General Evaluation

Goals For Improvement
On Review

Number of

Paraphrased

Statements

24

18
10
20

Number of
Proposed
Changes

39

35
10
65

A comparison of means was used in.order to determine the relationship between the

level of agreement by principals with the teacher evaluation policies, guidelines, and

procedures and their school and personal characteristics. First, each mean level of

agreement on the computer analysis printout was rounded to the nearest tenth. Then the
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mean levels of agreement for each policy statement were compared. In making the
’
comparison, a difference of at least 0.6 between the mean levels of agreement was

regarded as substantial,

S!‘bﬂ Jl g‘h.lulmcd:.“‘rr ,lnd I cy -] ”t: el,n:‘i:mi:[“

Instructional Igvel taught at the school. As seen in Table 5.3, there was a substantial
difference in the mean level of agreement between principals categorized by the
instructional level of their schools for 27 policy statements.  Senior high school
principals agreed substantially less than did principals of junior high schools ( 4.0 cf.
4.6 ) that the principal will be the f)rim’zﬂ’y cvaluator of other certificated educators, such
as vicc—principal;, teacher-librarians, and counselors.

Junior high principals agrccd subs.tantially less than did elementary pfincipals (4.3
cf. 4.9 ) that all documentation pn)vidcd by other pcrlsonncl,involvcd in conducting the
¢valuation must be signed by them. |

Pﬁncipals of elementary-junior high schools agreed subslamialiy less than did senior
high school principals ( 4.1 cf. 4.7 ) that where assistant principals are involved in
conducting the evaluation, the principal must note that there is concurrence with w‘ha( is
stated. (

Principals of senior high schools agrce:d substantially less than both elementary and
elementary-junior high school principals ( 4.2 cf. 4.8 ) that formal evaluation of teachers
be conducted during the first year of employment with the district. Junior high
principals agreed substantially less than elementary and senior high school principals
(3.6cf.42and 4.8) and junior high less than senior high s?hool (3.9 cf. 4.8 ) that
formal evaluation of teachers be conducted auring the first year in a school. Junior high
principals agfecd substantially less than senior high school principals (4.4 cf. 5.0 ) with

the formal evaluation of t&achcrs when the principal deems an evaluation necessary.
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Senior high school principals agreed substantially less than all other groups ( 3.8 ¢f. 4.4
and 4.5 ) thag formal evaluation of tcach;rs be conducted when the Chief Superintendent
or Area Superintendent requests an evaluation.

Junior high principals agreed substantially less than did serfior high school principals
(4.1 cf. 4.8) that the process of formal evaluation include the Goals l*ior Improvement
phase--procedures for performance improvement when performance has b;:cn evaluated
as ur{satisfac(ory.

Elementary-junior high principals agreed sublslamially less than did junior high
principals ( 4.0 cf. 4.6 ) that the principals in a conference with the teacher bcilng
evaluated, shall establish an understanding of the process of evaluation,

A trend appeared in which senior high school principals most frequently agreed
substantially less than elementary principals with the following policy statements:

(1) Waithin seven teaching days following the final conference, the evaluator will give
a written evaluation report to the teacher for study and inclusion of written
comments (3.3 cf. 44);

(2) In writing the evaluation report, the format will be consistent with the g\;idclilmcs
established by the district administration ( 4.0 cf. 4.6 );

review the matter and may grant another al evaluation, the form of which

3) Aficr a written appeal has been submitﬁ;:‘c Area Superintendent will then
\a»;ill be determined in consultation with the principal ( 3.8 cf. 4.2);

(4) The G)oals For Improvement shall be stated in writing and s.hall include the
methods by which improvement may be accomplished and the resources available
to assist the teacher in improving ( 3.8 ¢f. 4.5 );

(5) Following consultation with the privncipal and tcachcr,.the Area Superintendent

makes a decision whether or not to place the teacher in Phase 3--On Review

(3.8¢cf.4.5); o }
‘ B



Table 5.3

Mean Level of Agreement of Principals with Policy Statements--Categorized by the
Instructional Level of the School (N = 78) ‘

Paraphrased Statements of Policies,

Guidelines and Procedures 1

2. 'The principal will be the primary 43

evaluator of other certificated
educators,such as vice-principals,

teacher-librarians, and counselors,

4,  All documentation provided by other
;ﬁc?onncl involved in conducting
the evaluation must be
(a) signed by them ... (N ~ 75) 4.9
t
5. Where assistant principals are
involved in conducting the evaluation,
-the principal must
(b) note that there is concurrence 4.2

with what is stated ... (N = 77)

6. Formal evaluation of teachers is

conducted in the following situations:

(a) during the first.year of employment 48

with the district;
(d) during the first year in a school; 42
(g) when the principal deems an 438
evaluation necessary; or
(h) when the Chief Superintendent or 45
an Area Superintendent requests an
" evaluation. (N=77)

438

39
48

s

lnstructional Level of School®
2 3
4.5 4.6
4.7 4.3
4.1 4.6

4.6

36
44

44

1.0

4.8

47

4.2

48
5.0

38

%  *1 = elementary (N=41), 2- elementary-junior higﬁ (N-Zd). 3 = junior high (N=7), 4 = senior high

" (N=6).

N



Mean Level of Agreement of Pﬁncipafs with Policy Statements--Categorized by the
: Instructional Level of the School (N = 78)

Table 5.3 ( continued )
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Paraphrased Statements of Policies,

Guidelines and Procedures

10. The process of formal evaluation will

include the following phases:

(b) Goals For Improvement--procedures

for performance improvement when

performance has been evaluated as

unsatisfactory ...

GENERAL EVALUATION

12, In a conference with the teacher being

evaluated, the principal shall establish

an undex?tanding of the process of

evaluation.

19. Within seven teaching days following the
final conference, the evaluator will give

a written evaluation report to the teacher

for study and the inclusion of written

comments. (N = 77)

21. In writing the evaluation report, the

format will be consistent' with the

guidelines established by the district

administration.

4.5

43

4.4

4.6

4.5

4.0

4.2

43

4.1

4.6

43

43

4.8

4.5

33

4.0

*1 = elementary (N=41), 2 ~ elementary-junior high (N=24), 3 = junior high (N=7), 4 = senior high

(N=6). -
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Table 5.3 ( continued )

Mean Level of Agreement of Principals with Policy Statements--Categorized by the
Instructional Level of the School (N = 78)

Paraphrased Statements of Policies, Instructiontal Level of School®

Guidelines and Procedures 1 2 3 4
27. After a written appeal has been 42 4.4 44 38

subrﬂim:d. the Area Superintendent

will then review the matter and may
grant another formal evaluation, the
form of which will be dctcmxi.ned in

consultation with the principal. (N =77)

GOALS FOR IMPROVEMENT
30. The Goals F(';r Improvement shall be
stated in writing and shall include the
following aspects:
(b) the methods by which improvement 4.5 4.1 44 3.8
may be accomplished;?N =77
(c) the resources available to assist 45 43 43 3.8

the teacher in improving ...

33. Following consultation with the
principal and teacher, the Area ()
Superintendent makes a decision ?
(a) whether or not to’place the teacher 4.5 43 43 38

in Phase 3--On Review ...

*1 = elementary (N=41), 2 = elementary-junior high (N<24), 3 = junior high (N=7), 4 = senior high
(N=6). : ’ L



Table 5.3 ( continued )

~)
/

60

Mean Level of Agreement of Principals with Policy Statements--Categorized by the

Instructional Level of the School (N = 78)

Paraphrased Statements of Policies,

Guidelines and Procedures

4

ON REVIEW '

35. The On Review phase begins when the

36.

Area Superintendent notifies the teacher

in writing, with a copy to the principal,

that
(a) because the teacher’s performance
rermains unsatisfactory, the teacher

is now On Review ...

The principal in consultation with
the Area Superintendent will send
notification to the teacher stating:
(a) the specified goals to be achieved;
(b) the indicators for determining
whether the goals have been
reached; )
(c) the assistance available to the
teacher; ‘
(d) the length of tinlxe allotted to
achieve the goals; and
(e) a recommendation that the teacher
consult with the Alberta Teachers'
Association regarding clarification
of legal rights. N =77)

. A7

45

4.5

45

45

4.2

4.5

43
43

4.1

43

43

43

(el

40
4.0

4.0

40

3.9

4.0

38
3.7

3.8

33

3.6

‘ *] = elementary (N=41),
(N=6).

2 = elementary-junior high (N=24), 3 = junior high (N=7), 4 = senior high
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Table 5.3 ( continued )

Mean Level of Agreement of Principals with Policy Statements--Categorized by the
. Instructional Level of the School (N = 78)

Paraphrased Statements of Policies,

37. The principal will send 10 the

38,

4],

42,

43,

Guidelines and Procedures 1

45
Superintendent of Personnel Services

a copy of the letter 10 the teacher

On Review. (N =77)

During the On Review phase, the principal 4.3
will be rtspoﬂsiblc for monitoring the

progress of the teacher.

The principal shall state in writing (o
the teacher, that

(b) the teacher should receive continued . 4.2
assislancg and be subject to a formal

evaluation within one year ... (N = 77}

The princibal shall send a copy of the
letter to
(a) the Area Superintendent ... (N = 77) 44
If the teacher has not achieved the 4.6
On Review goals, the Area Superintendent

will bring the existing documentation

on the teacher to the Superintendent of

Personnel Serwca for rev:ew, and

requm‘t’d‘lal the matter be reviewed
with the Chief Superintendent. (N = 77)

lostmuctional Level of School®
2 3 4
43 4.1 37
4.3 4.1 3.0
43 43 37
45 . 44 3.8
45 45 40

*1 = elementary (N=41), 2 = elementary-junior high (N=24), 3
(Na6). - ~ ~

Y

- junior high (N=7), 4 = senior high -

w“



Table 5.3 ( continued )

Mean Level of Agreement of Principals with Policy Statements--Categorized by the
; Instructional Level of the School (N = 78)

Paraphrased Statements of Policies, lnsxmnmmau&mmm:}
Guidelines an@/l}’\mccdures 1 2 3 4
,'\'
./’j _

44, The Chie{Supcn‘ntcndcn( will then

inform the teacher in writing of a

decision w:

(a) continue On Review for a specified 4.4 45 4.0 13

period of time, with a subsequent

further review of the situation ...

*1 = clementary (N=41), 2 - elementary-junior high (N~24), 3 - junior high (N=7), 4 ~ senior high
(N=6). .

N~

(6) The On Review phase begins when the Area Supcrin’tcndcm notifies the teacher
in writing, with a copy to the principal that becadse the teacher’s performance
remains unsatisfactory, the teacher is now On Review (4.0 cf. 4.7 );

(7) The principal in consultation with the Area Supérint:ndcnt will send notif{‘calion
to thc‘tc‘ache.r stating:

(a) the specified goals to be achieved ( 3.8 cf. 4.5 );

(b). the indicators fér determining whether the goals have been reached ( 3.7 cf.
45);

(c) the assisfance available to the teacher (3.8cf.45);

(d) the length of time allotted to achieve the goals (3.3 cf. 4.5); and

(e) a rcconuncndg&tion that the teacher consult with the Alberta Tcachers"

| Associationmgarding clarification of legal rights ( 3.6 cf. 4.2);
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(8) The principal will send to the Supcrintcndcr).t of Personnel Services a copy of the
letter to the teacher On Review (3.7 cf. 4.5 );

(9) During the On Review phase, the principal will be responsible for monitoring the
progress of the teacher (3.0 ¢f. 4.3 ),

(l()) The principal shall state in writing to the teacher, that the teacher should receive
continued assistance and be subject o a formal evaluation within one year ( 3.7
cf. 42);

(1'1) The principal shall send a copy of the letter to the Arca Slx;xrill;cxl(icrll (3.8t
4.4,

(12) If the wacher has not achieved the (‘)n Review goals, the Area Superintendent will
bring the existing documentation on the teacher to the Superintendent of
Personnel Services for review, and request thfx: the matter be reviewed with the
Chief Superintendent (4.0 cf. 4.6 ); and |

(13) The Chief Superintendent will then inform the teacher in Wﬁting of a possible
decision to continue On Review for a specified period of time, with a subsequent

{ further review of the situation (3.3 cf. 4.4 ),

A

school.  Table 5.4 shows that principals, based upon the number of full-time teachers

on staff, differed substantially in their level of agreement with 21 policy statements.



Table 5.4

Mean Level of Agreement of Principals with Policy Statements- -

Categorized by Number of Full-time Teachers (N=79)

64

Paraphrased Statements of Policies, Number of Full-time Teachers®
Guidelines and Procedures 1 2 j 4

5. Where assistant principals are
involved in conducting the evaluation,
the principal must
(b) note that there is concurrence 4.3 4] 4.5 19

with what is stated , . (N ~ 78)

6. Formal evaluation of teachers is

conducted in the following situations;

(d) duh’ng the first year in a school; 4.1 4.0 4.1 4.0
&N -78)
(h) when the Chief Superintendent or 45 45 ' 46 A

an Area Superintendent requests an

evaluation, W

7. The principal shall use the general 45 43 45 4.3
district criteria when evaluating |

teacher performance. (N-78)

13. The principal and teacher will joindy 39 3.6 4.4 39
identify the criteria to be used in the “
evaluation. (N=78)

14, The principal and teacher will discuss 44 4.1 4.4 43
what constitutes successfully meeting

the criteria.

4.7

48

45

37

40

38

*1<100rless (N =29), 2= 11-15(N = 20), 3 = 16 -20 (N = 15), 4 = 21-25 (N = 8), 5 = 26 or more

(N=6).
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Table 5.4 ( continued )

+ Mean Level of Agreement of Principals with Policy Statements-
Categorized by Number of Full-time Teachers (N=79)

65

Paraphrased Statements of Policies, Number of Full fime Teachers®
Guidelines and Procedures 1 2 3 4
26, Within seven teaching days of receipt 4.4 4.3 45 4.8
of the written évaluation report, a ‘o

teacher may make a writien appeal W
the Arca Superintendent conceming the

process and/or content of the evaluation,

27. Afwer a written appeal has been 42 4.4 43 19
submitted, the Area Superintendent A
v.ull then review the matter and may
grant another formal evaluation, the

form of which will be determined in

\ ~, m
consultation with the prigcipal. (N -78) /

GOALS FOR IMPROVEMENT
30. The Goals For lmpmve%m shall be
stated in writing and shall inc’ludc the
following aspécts:
(b) the methods by which improvement A4 43 4.4 43
may be accomplished; (N ~ 78)
(¢) the resources av)'xilaf)lc 10 assist 44 44 4.4 4.3

the teacher in improving . ..

a

45

38

3.8

+

TS 10 of less (N = 29), 2 = 11-15 (N = 20), 3 = 16 -20 (N ~ 15}, 4 = 21-25 (N = 8), 5 = 26 or more

(N=6)

)



ﬂ' ON REVIEW

Table 5.4 (continued )

\_/'

Mean 1 evel of Agreement of Principals with Policy Statements.

Categorized by Number of Full-time Teachers {(N-79)

66

Paraphrased Statements of Policies,

- Guidelines and Pricedures

.

"36." The principal in consultation with

. .
V

37

38.

the Arca Superintendént will send
notification to the L;achcr stating,
(a) the specified g(;ﬂs to be achieved;
(b) the indicators for pe(c{'mining

whether the go(aisvhave been

reached; J

{¢) the assistance available 1 the

/ teacher; )

/' (d) the length of time altotted to
“achieve the goals; and \

(e) a recommendation that the teacher

consult with the Alberta Teachers

Association }cgarding clarification

of legal rights, (N ~78)

The principal will send to the
Supcn'rf%ndcm of Personnel Services

" acopy of the leuer to the tgacher

oo v OnR.evicw..(N--78) S

N
a

During the On Review pﬁasé, the principal

will be responsiple for monitoring the -

*

4.6
4.6

45

472

4.6°

4.2.

~

4.5
44

A3
4.4

45

A5

43

39

3.9

39

4.0

44

44

44

44

40

18

~3.8

38

38

38 -

3.5

. progress of the teacher. 7 .
B 1 ’
*1 =10orless(N=29), 2=11-15(N =

i

-t

i

S

\J

20)'3 = 16 -20 (N =.15), 4 = 21-25 (N = 8), 5 = 26 or more

.
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Table 5.4 ( continued )

Mean Level of Agreement of Principals with Policy Statements--
Categorized by Number of Full-time Teachers (N=79)

Paraphrased Statements of Policies, Number of Full-time Teachers®
Guidelines and Procedures * ] 2 3 4 5
r 8

AL The principal shall state in writing to
the eacher, l!ml
(b) the teacher should receive continued A3 4.5 4.0 4.1 38
assistance and be subject to a formal

evaluation within one year ... (N = 78)

A2. ‘I'he principal shall send a copy of the

letter o
(a) the Area Superintendent . (N - 78) 46 44 44 4S5 4.0
A \ » .
43, If the weacher has not'achieved the 4.6 44 4.6 4.1 47

On Review goals, the Area Superintendent
_ will bring the existing documentation
on the teacher to the Superintendent of
Personnel Services for review, and ‘
reques| at the matter be reviewed . e
with the Ghief Spben‘mcnden(. (N =78)
44. The Chief Superintendent will then

inform the teacher in writing of a

L decision tg: ‘ e s .
(a) continue Oni Review for a specified 43 46 a2 39 35 -
pe::iod of time, with a subsequent ’ o \
further review of the situation ... - ‘ fq

C*a lO‘OrT;SS (Nf,29), 2 -'_'ﬁ_—l,S (N =20), 3 =36 20 (N = 15), 4 = 21-25 (N = 8), S = 26 or more
‘(N=6). . Vi , : =
T

o : ! ‘. .
N e Yl .

B
o %

.

"&4&@ ¢ ool ' A

o
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Principals with 11 to 15 full-time teachers agreed substantially less than principals
with 26 or more full-time teachers ( 4.1 ¢f. 4.7 ) and those with 21 to 25 agreed
substantially less than those with 16 to 20 and 26 or more full-time teachers ( 3.9 cf. 4.5
and 4.7 ) that where assistant principals are involved in conducting the evaluation, the
principal must note that there is concurrence with what is stated. Principals with 26 or
more full-time teachers agreed substantially more than all the other groups of principals
(4.8cf.4.1 and 40 ) that the formal evaluation of teachers be conducted during the first
year in a school. Principals with 21 to 25 full-time teachers agreed substantially less
than those with 16 to 20 full-time teachers ( 4.0 cf, 4.6 ) that the formal evaluation of
teachers be conducted when the Chief Superintendent or an Area Superintendent requests
an cvaluation. Principals with 26 or more full-time teachers agfccd substantially less
than all others ( 3.7 cf. 4.3 and 4.5 ) that the principal shall use the gencral district
criteria when evaluating teacher performance.

With respect to the general evaluation of teachers, those principals-with 11 to 15
full-time teachers agreed substantially less than those with 16 to 20 (3.6 cf. 4.4 ) that the
principal and veacher will jQih(ly id::mify the criteria to be uséd in the evaluation. The
~group of brincipals with 26 or more full-time teachers agreed substamiall): less than.

those with 10 or less and i6 to 20 (3.8 cf. 4.4 ) that thg.p'rincipal and teacher will
discuss what con;titutcs successfully meeting the criteria. This same group 'agr;:cd
substantially less tharf principals with 21 to 25 ful_l—timé-t'éhchcrs that within seven
| teaching days of receipt of t‘hc written evaluation mpoﬁ, a teacher may make a written
appeal to the Area Superintendent conccmiﬂg the process and/or the content of - the
evaluation. ’I‘hqsp pﬁﬂcif;als'.with 21to 25 fuil-timc\‘,ca;hcrs agreed substantially less
than principals with 26 or ino'ré teachers that after a writtcn appeal has‘ been submitted, - o
‘the Area Superjnténdént will then review thé matter and may grant another formal

evaluation, the form of which will be determined in consultation with the principal.
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During the Goals For Improvement phase, principals with 26 or more full-time
teachers agreed substantially less than those with 10 or fewer and 16 10 20 (3.8 ¢f. 4.4 )
that the Goals For Improvement shall sc stated in writing and include the mcth?ds by
which improvement may be accomplished. The group with 26 or more full-time teachers
agreed substantially less than those with 10 or fewer, 11 to 15 and 16 to 20 full-time
teachers ( 3.8 cf. 4.4 ) that the resources available to assist the teacher in improving shall
be stated in writing.

A trend appeared in which those principals with 26 or more full-time teachers
indicated the substantially lowest level of agreement with respect to the statements
regarding the On Review phase. Also, those principals with 26 or more full-time
teachers and those with 16 to 20 agreed substantially less than the other groups of
principals that:

(1) The principal in consultation with the Arca Supérimcndcnt will send notification
to the teacher stating:

(a) the specified éoals to be achieved (4.0 and 3.9 cf. 4.6 and 4.5);

(b) the indicatoﬂm‘ for determining whether the goals have been reached

(3.8and3.9cf. 44und 4.6);

(c) the assistance, available to the teacher (3.8 and 3.9 cf. 44 and 4.5 ); '

(d) the length of time allotted to achieve the goals (3.8 and 3.9 ¢f. 44 and 4.5 ); an;i

(e) a recommendation that the teacher consult with the Alberta Teachers’ Aséocialion
regarding clarification of legal rights ( 3.8 and 3.9 cf. 4.5 ); and’

(2) The principal will send to the Superintendent of Personnel Services a copy of the
lcttc'r to the tcachcrﬂ On Review (3.8 and 4.0 cf. 4.4 and 4.5, and 4.6 ). .

Principals with 26 or more . full-time teachers agreed substantially less than all other

groups of principals ( 3.5 cf. 4.2, 4.3, ;1.3, and 4.1 ) that during the On Review phase,

theprincipal will be responsible for monitoring the progress of the teacher. They also

-
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agreed substantially less than principals with 11 to 15 full-t'imc teachers (3.8 cf. 4.5)
that the principal shall state in writing to the teacher, that the teacher should receive
* continued assistance and be subject to a formal evaluation within one ycltiar. They agreed
substantially less than principals with fewer than 10 full-time teachers ( 4.0 cf. 4.6 ) that
-~ the principal shall send a copy of this letter to the Area Superintendent. The group of
principals with 21 to 25 full-time teachers agreed substantially less than those with 26 or
more ( 4.1 cf. 4.7 ) that if the teacher has not achieved the On Review goals, the Arca
Supenintendent will bring the existing documentation on the teacher to the Superintendent
of Personnel Services for review, and request that the matter be reviewed with the Chict:
Superintendent. Finally, those principals with 26 or mote full-time teachers and those
with 21 to 25 agreed substantially less than the other groups of principals ( 3.5 and 3.9
cf. 4.2, 213 and 4.6, and 4.6 ) that the Chief Supcrintcnd’ém will inform the lca.chcr in
writing of a decision to continue On Review for a spccificg,pcriod of/t‘_'@r, with a
subsequent further xévicw of the situation. 4

The cross-mb;lations revealed that the number of full-timc‘tcéchcrs was related to
the instructional level of the school. In gcn.cr.al, the elementary schools had the fewest

.. and the senior high schools had the greatest number of full—(imc teachers on staff.

y, ‘ » .
. ~. - A

Because 85% of the pn'ncipalé had been assistant principals prior to becoming
principals‘ and becaJsc 92% were male, it would have been urireasonable to report any
‘difi’crtnces bctw::cn gm‘ups of prihcipals depending on either the pdsition they held prior
"ﬂ to be;:orﬁihg principals or their sex. Since 94% of the principals had been involved in
ﬁ:thc local school district worlséhop/in—scwicc and’ 52% had artic'ipath ip ottllcr.
é tonfcrenccs/.\vorksl}pps in addition to this, it would also have beel unreasonable to
- report an)! differencés between groups depénding on what professional development

- . -8
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activities they had been involved in within the past 5 years which addressed evaluation of
tecaching.

No substantial differences appeared between grox;ps of principals based upon the
number of years experience they had as classroom teachers or thé number of years of
post-secondary education they had. :

No substantial differences occurred based upon whether or not the principal's school
was involved in the Effective Teaching Project.

Those personal characteristics which revealed substantial diffcrcnccs\&c(.wcc‘n
groups of principals are rcp‘oncd in Tables 5.5_, 5.6;5.7,58, z}nd 59 Tfh?):('iﬁ%l;xdﬂc.
age, years of experienge ag a p{incipa}, tims_,‘ntau‘ghl per week, _gﬁgaduaté courses in

Educational Administration, and participation in the Effective Teaching Project.

-~
-

kS

Age. As shown in Table 5.5 that substantial differences occurréd in the level of
agreement by principals in tw’clvc statements depending upon their age.

Those who were 50 years or older agreed substantially less than principals under 40 -
years of age (3.9 cf. 4.6 and 4.1 cf. 4.8 ) that where assistant princi;)als are in\:olvcd in
conducting the evaluation, the principal must ndtq'that there is concurrence with what is
stated, and sign the evaluation form. | |

‘Those who were 50 years or older aérc;d su.bstanu'ally less than principals un‘dcr 40
years of age ( 3.8 cf. 4.5) that the formal 1cvalhation of teachers be conducted during the
first year in a school: ) ‘

Those who wérc 50 years or older, agreed substantially less than principals under 40 ’
years of age (4.0 cf. 4.6 ) that the principal fﬁay develop s'ch‘oolfba'scd performance

. )

crifia in consultation with his/her staff.
. o

2

I



Mean Level of Agreement with Policy Statements- Catcgonzcd

Table 5.5

by Age of Principals (N=79)
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Paraphrased Statements of Policies,
Guidelines, and Procedures

.

5. Where assistant principals are involved

in condycting the evaluation, the )

principal must
(b) note that there is concurrence with
what is stated; and (N ~ 78)

(c¥sign the evaluation form.

6. Formhl evaluation of teachers is

conducted in the following situations:

(d) during the first year in a school; /

(N -78’) . N L .

8. The principal may develop school-based
performance criteria in consultation
with his/her staff.

r e

GENERAL EVALUATION \ _

13. The principal and teacher wﬂl Jomdy

" |¢epufy the criteria to be used in the
;valuau'on. (N=-78)

> 20 The pnnc:pal shall sngn the evaluauon

report which must also be s:gned by the .

‘evaluator and the teacher. ( N=78 )

4.6

4.8

/
46

1
)

49

44

4.6

43

43

37 o,

4.7

19

4.1

38

40

4.0

43

1-3

1-2,2-3

1-3

*1'= Under 40 (N =11), 2 = 40-49 (N.~ 44), 3 = 500rolder(N- 24).

’



Table 5.5 ( continued )

Mean Level of Agreement with Policy Statements--Categorized

by Age of Principals (N=79)
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Paraphrased Statements of Policies, Age of Principal®

Guidelines, and Procedures 1 2
"~ ONREVIEW.

36. The principal in consultation with the
Area Superintendent wi}l send
notification to the teacher stating:
(e) a recommendation that the teacher 4.7 4.1
consult with ;he Alberta Teachers'
Association regarding clarification - o
. of legal rights, (N =78 )
41, The principal shall state in writing to
‘ the teact‘xer, that
(a) the teacher has achieved the On 47 44
Review goal§ and should be ;emoved
’ from the On Review phase . ..
(¢) The teacher has notachieved the - 473 4.5
On Review goals. (N = 78 )

42, Tt;c principal.shall send a copy of the 4.7 43
letter to
(b) the Superintendent of Personnet
" Services. (N = 76) | .

y

42

4.1

41

4.1

*1 = Under 40 (N =11), 2 = 40-49 (N = 44), 3 = 50 or older (N = 24).
o )

i
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Those principals who wet&bctwccn 40 and 49 years old agreed substantially less
than pr%pcxpals under 40 ycars of age ( 3.7 cf. 4.5 ) that the principal and teacher wnll
jointly 1dcnufy the criteria to be used in the gcncral evaluation. Pnncnpals who were 50
" years or older agrf,cd substantially less than principals under 40 years of age (4.3 cf.
4.9) that the principal shall sign the evaluation report which must also be signed by the
evaluator and the machc;.

With respect to the On Review phase, principals who were bétwccn 40 and 49 ycar:s
of age agreed substantially less than those under 40 years old ( 4.1 cf. 4.7 ) that the
principal in consultation with the Area Superintendent will send notification to the teacher
stating a rccommcmigtion that the teacher consult with the Alberta Teachers' Association
regarding clarification of legal rights. Principals who were 50 years or older agreed
substantially less than those under 40 (4.1 cf. 4.7 ) that the principal shall state in writing
to the teacher, that either the teacher has achieved the On Review goals and should be
removed from tl(c On Review phase or that the teacher has not achieved the On Review
goals, and thaf the- principal is required to send a copy of the letter to the Supcn'ntchdcnl

of Personnel Services.

X_Qammnm_aamngmm As shown m’{‘ablc 5 6 there was a significant

difference in the level of agrccmcnt in 26 polfcy statements depending on the individual's
years of experience as a principal. In 20 of those statements the group of principals with
16 to 20 years of éxperience as a priricipal agreed substantially less than one or more of

the groups with less expesience.




Table 5.6

Mean Level of Agreement with Policy Statements--Categorized by
Years of Experience as a Principal (N=79)

Paraphrased Statements of Policies, Years of Experience as Differcnces
Guidelines and Procedures a Principal*
1 2 3 4 5

5. Where assistant principals are involved

in conducting the evaluation, the

~
principal must .
(a) review the gvaluation . .. 48 47 48 472 46 14,24
(b) note that m%is concurrencewith 48 43 44 41 306 1525
what is stated; and (N -'78) ) L. ' 3-5
(c) sign the evaluation form, 4.6 4.6 4.6 42 40 1.5, 2.5,
. s
6. Formal evaluation of teachers is i ‘
conducted in the following situations;
(d) during the first year if a school; 47 3.8 42 42 38 1215
(N - 78) s ~ |
(e) at least once in a three year ‘46 41 43 38 38 1415
period ... (N = 77)
10. The proc'ms of formal evaluation will
include the following phases:
(b) Goals For Improvement--procedures 4.7 4.6 4.5 44 . -4 1-5
for performance improvemdpt when ) I | . .\
performance has been evaluakd as . )
" wnsatisfactory; and ’ ’ ‘
(c) On Review--procedures to be . 438 4.6 4.5 42 43 1-4
followed when Goals For ‘ b . Co ' L
., Improvegpent have not bee:l met. o 2 .

*1 = less than 5 (=10, 2 = 5-T0 (N=19), 3 = 11-15 (N=28), 4 = 1620 (N=13), 5 = more than 20
(N=9), . . . L _
M ER ‘ - b

&>

-t



Table 5.6 ( continued )
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Mean Level of Agreement with P(;licy Statcmcnts--_Cattgorizcd by
Years of Experience as a Principal (N=79)

Péraphrased Statements of Policies,

14,

27.

\

Guidelines and Procedures

GENERAL EVALUATION !

The principal and teacher will discuss

what constitutes successfully meeting

the cn“a—ia. '

In collecting inf;)rmation about the

teacher’s performance, the principal

shall adhere to the type of information

and the style of observation agreed

upon in.the planning conference.’

As soon as feasible following the
obscrvati;)n‘(s), the principal shall
givé a written evaluation report
to the teacher for study and

inclusion of written comments.

After a written appeal has been
submitted, the Area Superintendent
will then review the matter and may

grant another formal eyalnatim, the

' form of which will be determined in

consultation with the principal.
N=78) C

38

4.6

38

4.6

42

Ycears of Experience as Differences
2 3 4 5
as 44 18 a1 24,34
4.4 44 42 43 12,13

45 40" 46 24,45

‘44 43 46 13,15

*] = less than 5 (N=10),2 = 5-10'(N=19), 3

Y} ®=9. =

1 l

."‘

- 11-15 (N=28),

-

4

- u%zo (N=13), 5 = more than 20
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Tablc?(S ( continued )

Q2
Mean Level of Agreement with Policy Statements--Categorized by
Years of Experience as a Principal (N=79)

7

Paraphrased Statements of Policies,

Guidelines and Procedures

x5
|

GOALS FOR IMPROVEMENT

’

1) The Goals For‘lmprovcmém shall be

" stated in writing and shall lncludc,me

i

following aspects; L

(a) the areas of required imfmvcmcm

.. Following consulation with the

i)rihcipal and eacher, the Area

Superintendent nwkcé'a dcc.ision ,

(b) whether to contihu,c the teacher in
Phase 2--Goals For Improvement
for another specified ix:n’od of

time.

1

ON REVIEW

36. The principal in consultation with the

. Area Superintendent will send

notification to the teacher stating;

(a) the specified-goals to be achieved;

(b) the indicators for determining

whether the goals have been
reactéd; ‘

: (c) the assistance available to the

“teacher; -
(d) the length of time allotted to
achiéve. the goals; and i

A

438

4.1

44

43

44

42

47

42

4.6
4.6

4.6

4.6

46 44

44 38

a5 3.&
C 44 ?.'

43 - 39

44 39

4.1

4.2

43

4.1
4.1

4

4.1

34

24,34 3"
2.4 ‘

2.4

24

RN

*1 ~ less than § (N=10), 2
(N=9). "\ . a

-

.

= 5-10 (N=19), 3 = 11-15 (N=28), 4 ~ 16-20 (N~13), 5 = mare than 20

A

L
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Table 5.6 ( continued )

Mean Level of Agreement with Policy Statements--Categorized by
Years of Experience as a Principal (N=79)

Paraphrased Statements of Policies, Yeans of Experience as Differences
Guidelines and Procedures a Principal®
\ r 2y 4 5
(c) a recommendation that the 42 45 41 PR 4.1 24
teacher consult with the Alberta .

Teachers' Association regarding

clarification of legal rights,

(N ~ 78)
- ) . ‘ N . " '
37. The principal will send to the o 45 4.6 44 . 3.9 43 14,24
Superintendent of Personnel Serviges .
a copy of the letter to the wacher On

Reviéw, (N = 78)

38. During the On Review phase, the 3.6 44 4.5 306 42 1-3.3-4
principal will‘bc responsible for 1-2, 1.3
monitoring the progress of the ‘
teacher,

41, The principal shall state in writing
(o the teacher, that ‘
. (a) the teacher has achieved the On 45 46 45 38 42 14,24
Review goals and shqul& be 3-4
"+ removed from the On Review
"phasc; and '

(b) the teacher should receive continued 4.2 45 43 3.7 43 2-4,34

assistance and be subject to a ) L 45
, \ .
formal evaluation within one year;
. a(N=T8)

.
-

%1 less than 5 (N=10), 2 = 5-10 (N=19), 3 = 11-15 (N=28), 4 = 16:20 (N=13),"5 = mote than 20
MNegY. S

s
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. Table 5.6 ( continued )

Mean Level of Agrsement with Policy Statemengs-
Years of E xpericnce as a P}’mclpal (N

79

{’;zgorizgd ,B.y

‘ N
Paraphrased Statements ot Policies, X:ﬁm_n{f.mn:m_w ‘ Lifferences @“A
Guidelines and Procedures . a Pringipal®
S 2 3 4 5
. - . .\ ‘e .
() the teacher has not achieved the 45 a.6 45 19 43" 1424
. ;m Review goals (N - 78) 3.4
-
42 'The principal shall send a copy of the
letter w ’
) the Arca Superintendent; and 4,5‘ 4.7 £5 39 43e 1,214 Rd
' (N = 78) | ‘ ‘
(b) the Superintendent of | cannc%\ 4.4 4.5 42 39 43 24 "'Qf’_
Sd‘\m‘cs (N - 70) . ‘ 3 ’
\ s ~
‘ ” - *
44, The Chicf Superintendent will .
then inform the teacher in h | !
" writing of a decision to:
(a) continue On Review for a ’ 39 45 4.5 37 ]
specified period of time,
with a subsequent further” .

review of the situvation; | .

~

(N-9). - e

N

¥7 less than. S(N-IO) 225 lO(N 19), 3 < 11 lS(N _28), 4 - 16/20(NA13) 5 ~ ‘more than 20

Those pnn(:lpals with 16 to 20 ycars éxpcncncc agreed substantmlly lcss than lhosc

€

with less than five years and I1to 15 ycars experience { 42 cf fS ) that where asStstdn(

v

principals are mvolvcd in conductmg the cvaluation the principal must review the

LI B

evaluation. Those pnncxpals wnh more than 20 ycars cxpcncncc agrccd mgmﬁcamly

lcss than those with ‘lcss than ﬁvc years cxpcncncc ﬁve to 10 years experience, and 11, f

to 15 years cxpcncng’(‘&igf. 48,43, and 44 ), that.t}ic pnncxpamst note thal*th‘%r; ,

-
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1» concurrence with what is stated.  Also, principals with 16 to 20 years experience
agreed swanlinlly less than those with less than five yc.ar.\ experience (4.1 cf 48)
with this same policy statempent. Principals with more than 20 ycu‘rs cxpcricncc‘,ugrécd
substantially less than those with less than ﬁvc‘, five to 10, and 11 to 15 years ol
B

caperience (4.0 of 4.6 ) that the principal must S‘ign the evaluation form .whcu the
assistant principal has conducted the cvuluulim‘l )

‘l’l'ill(‘ll)iil.\ with five to 10 years and more than 2(} years expericnce agreed
substantially less than those with less than five years mpcn‘(%ncc , (38t A7) that the
fonmal evaluation of teachers be conducted during the first ;Xcur in a school. Principals
with 16 1o 20 years and more than 20 years experience agré\;d -subslan(iully fess than

! »

those with less than five years capericnee (3.8 ct“- 4.6 )“{'h;u teachers be formally
e valuated at least onee in 4 three-year period,

Principals with more than 20 );cur.\ experience agreed substantially less than thosc

: :

with less than five years (4.1 ¢f, 4.7 ) that the process of formal cvulx;u(iun will include
Gouls For Improvement  procedures tor performance inprovement when perfoamance
has been evaluated as unsatistactory, ‘Those principals with 16 to 20 years cxpcrigwc
agreed substantially less than the ones with less than five years (4.2 ¢f. 4.8 ) that the

'Y
process of evaluation include the On Review phase -procedures 10 be followed when
Goals For Improvement have not been met. |

The group of principals with 16 to 20 years of experience agreed substantially less
than those with five to 10 and 11 to lSlycars ( 3.8 ¢f. 4.5 ) that during the general
evaluation of ‘lcachcrs, the principal and teacher w;ll discuss what constitutes
successfully meeting the cniteria. Principals with less than five years experience agreed
substantially less than those with five to 10 and 11 to 15 years ( 3.8 cf. 4.4 ) that in
collecting information ahout the teacher's performance, the principal shall adhere to the

type of information and the style of observation agreed upon in the planning conference.

The principals with 16 to 20 years of experience agreed substantially less than did the
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groups with less than five, five to 10 and more than 20 years experience (4.0 ¢t 4.6 )

that as soon 45~ possible following e observation(s) during the General Evaluation

phase, the principal shall give a written evaluation report to the teacher for study and

\

inclusion of written comments,  The principals with less than five years expericnce
) ,

agreed substantially less than those with 11 to 15 and more than 20 years experionee

(3.8 ¢, 4.4 and 4.6) that after a writton appcal has been submitted, the Arca

.S‘ulx‘riinlcmk'n( will then review the matter and may giant another formal evaluation, the

form of which will be determinedin consultation with the principal.

A

o
Principals with more than 20 years experience showed significantly lower agreeinent

‘than those with less than five ycars ( 4.2 ¢f, 4.8 ) that when a eacher is placed in the

Goals For lmbmvcmcnl phase, the Goals For Improvement slllull be stated in writing and
include the areas of required improvement. Those with 16 to 20 years expericnce dgreed
substantially less than those with 11 to 15 years ( 3.8 ¢f. 4.4 ) that following
consultation with the principal and a teacher who has fuailed to achieve the goals, the Arca
Superintendent may decide to continue the teacher in Phase 2 Goals For Improvement
for another specified period of time.

"The group with 16 to 20 years experience indicated substantially less agreement than
those principals with five to 10 years experience ( 3.9 ¢f. 4.6 ) that when a teacher is

placed in the On Review phase, the principal in consultation with the Arca

Superintendent will send notification to the teacher stating these aspects:

(a) the specified goals to be achieved;

(b) the indicators for determining whether the goals have been reached;

(c) the assistance available to the teacher;

(d) the length of time allotted to achieve the goals;

(¢) a recommendation that the teacher cogpult with the Alberta
Teachers' Association regarding clarification of legal rights.

Principals with 16 to 20 years experience agreed substantially less than those with
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five 1o l(),y'c'{arsi( 3.9 ¢f. 4.5 ) that the principal will send to the Superintendent of
Personnel §ér'vicc.~/u copy of the letter to the teacher On Review,

The principals with less than five and 16 to 20 years experience agreed su’bxmnliul.ly
less than those with five to 10 and 11 to 15 years ( 3.6 ¢f 4.4 and 4 5 ) that the principal
will be responsible for monitoring the progress of the teacher,

Those Wiih }0 to 20 ycars c;\pcricncc;indicatcd substantially less agrecment than

b ("
principals with less than five, five to 10 and 11 to 15 years expericnce ( 38 ¢t 454 0

and 4.5) lha‘(‘, llflé principal shall state in writing to the teacher that the teacher has
achicved the On Review goals and should be rcm;wcd from the On Review phase. ‘I'he
group with 16 to 20 years expericnce agreed substantially less than principals with five
10 10, 11 to 15 and more than 20 years experience (3.7 ¢f. 45, 4.3, and 4.3 ) that the
tcacher should receive continued assistance and be subjct‘l to a formal evaluation within
one year, Those with 16 10 20 years experience also agreed substantially Jess than
principals with less than five, five to 10 and 1110 15 years experience (3.9 ¢f 4,5, 4.0,
and 4.5 ) that the tcacher who has not achnicvcd the On Ké’vicw goals shall be informed in
wr‘iling by the principal who will a"so send a copy of the letter to the Arca
SuperintendenY, The group with 16 to 20 years experience agreed substantially less than
principals with five to 10 years (3.9 ¢f. 4.5 ‘) thata copy of this letter shall be sent 1o the
Superintendent of Personnel Services,

Principals with less than five years and 16 to 20 years experience agreed
substantially less than those groups with five to 10 and 11 to 15 years ( 3.9 and 3.7 cf.
4.5 ) that when a teacher has not achieved the On Review goals, the Chicf

Superintendent may inform the teacher in writing of a decision to continue On Review

for a specified period of time, with a subsequent further rcvieé« of the situation.

4

Time taught per week. Table 5.7 illustrates the 19 statements in which principals’

level of agreement differed dcpcndiilg upon how much time per week they taught.
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(¢) On Review--procedures to be 49 42 45 45 4.5
followed when Goals For

Improvement have not been met,

7

8
Table 5.7 '
Mgan Level of Agreement with Policy Statements. -Categorized
(8 by Time Taught Per Week (N-79)
Paraphrased Statements of Policies, Time Taught Per Week* Differsnees
Giuidelines and Procedures 1 2 3 A 5
6. Formal evaluation of teachers is
conducted in the following situations;
(d) during the first year in a school; 5.0 18 N TR ) 4.1 1,234 5
(N ~78) "
(e) at least once in a three year 4.7 4 4.0 40 42 1.234
period ... (N ~ 77)
8.  The principal may develop 4.6 \’4,7 4.1 A2 4.3 23
school-based performance criteria |
in consultation with his/her staff,
10, The process of formal evaluation will o
include the f(;llowing phases;
(b) Goals For lmprovément..procedures 4.9 4.6 43 4.5 4.4 13
for performance improvement when
performance has been evaluated as
ungptisfactory; and
1-2

*1 = 0(N=9), 2 - less than 250 (N=11), 3 = 250-500 (N=20), 4 = 501-750 (N=26), 5 = more than 750

(N=13).



| 84
/
[

Table 5.7 ( continued )

Mean Level of Agreement with Policy Statements--Categorized
by Time Taught Per Week (N=79)

Paraphrased Statements of Policies, " lime Taught Per Week® LRiftdienees

Guidelines and Procedures 1 2 3 4 Y

GENERAL EVARUATION {

12, Ina C(;nfcrcm‘c with the teacher being 4.7 ‘4[3 41 472 ‘ 4 1S
evaluated, the principal mustidentify
the characteristics peculiar ) the

teaching situation such as type of class

13, The principal and eacher will jointty 43 18 41 v37 3K 1.4
identify the criteria ) be used in the

gvaluation, (N ~ 78)
<

25. Ateacher whose performance has 49 45 45 4.6 41 1-5
been evaluated as unsatisfactory
will be placed in Phase 2:

Cioals For Improvement, . .—

28, It after examiring the appeal the 41 35 40 42 40 1.2.24
Area Superiniendent determines that I
another formal evaluation by the
school principal is inappropriate, |
he/she may arrange for another
evaluator from outside the school

0 do a second evaluation. (N = 78)

*1 = 0 (N=9), 2 = less than 250 (N=11), 3 = 250-500 (N=20), 4 = 501-750 (N=26), 5 = more than 750
(N=13). ‘ '



Table 5.7 ( continued ) ~

Mean Level of Agreement with Policy Statements--Categorized
’ by Time Taught Per Week (N=79) K :

!
S

Paraphrased Statements of Policies, Time Taught Per Week* Ditsnces
Guidelines and Procedures 1 2 13 4 5 '
) ™

GOALS FOR IMPROVEMENT
33, Following consultation with the
principal and teacher, the Arca
Supcﬂntcnaz;n makes a decision v
(a) whether o not w place the wacher 4.2 4.0 ‘4‘3 45 4.6 2.5
in Phase 3--On Review; or ' 2
(b) whether to continue the teacher 4.6 3.8 43 43 4.0 12,15
in Phase 2--Goals For Improvement

for another specified pétpd of time,

ON REVIEW
36, The principal in consultation with the
Area Superintendent will send
natification to the teacher stating;
(c) the assis(a'\ncc available w the 4.2 42 19: A5 45 34,35
" teacher; o ‘ %
(d) the length of time allotted to 39 42 ~4.1 4.5 4.5, 1.4, 1.5

x

achieve the goals |,

37. The principal will send to the 4.1 4.4 4.0 4.6 4.6 3.4, 3.5
" Superinténdent of Pérsonnel Services
a copy of the letter to the teacher On \ ;

Bevicw, (N =78) S
w o

AR

*1-0(N=9), 2 = less than 250 (N=11), 3 = 250-500 (N=20), 4 = 501-750 (N=26), 5 = more than 750

(N=13). 5
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Table 5.7 ( continued )

Mean level of Agreement with Policy Statements--Categorized
by Time Taught Per Week (N=79)

Paraphrased Staements of Policies,

Guidelines and Procedures 1 2 3 4 5

38, Duiing the On Review phase, the 3.7 42 42 45 42 14
principal will be responsible for
monitoring the progress of the

teacher,

41, ‘The principal shall state in writing
W the eacher, that
(b) the teacher should receive 39 41 A1 45 41 1-4
continued assistance and be
subjéc( 0 a formal evaluation

within one year ... (N ~78)

42, The principal shall send a coﬁpy of the

Jetter 1o ,
(b) the Superintendent of Pecsopnel 4.5 42 39 45 45 13,34
Services. (N ~ 76) . 3-5

44, 'The Chief Superintendent will
* then inform the teacher in
writing of a decision to: 7
(a) continue On Review for a 3.6 42 . 43 4.6 42 1-3,1-4
specified period of time, '
with a subsequent further

review of the sifuation; ...

*1 =0 (N=9), 2 = less than 250 (N=11), 3 = 250-500 (N=20), 4 = 501-750 (N=26), 5 = more than 750

(N=13). . . -
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Table 5.7 ( continued )

Mean [ evel of Agreement with Policy Statements--Categorized
by Time Taught Per Week (N=79)

Paraphrased Statements of Policies, i et Week* Ditferences
Guidelines and Procedures 1 2 3 4 s
45, The teacher may appeal the decision 4.8 42 4.5 4.6 45 1.2

10 terminate the teacher contract

under provisions of the School Act,

*1 = 0 (N=9), 2 = less than 250 (N=11), 3 ~ 250-500 (N=20), 4 = 501-750 (N=-26), 5 ~ more than 750
(N=13). ‘

In general, these principals who did any amount of teaching ‘agreed substantially less
than those who did not teach ( 3.8, 4.1, 40, 4.] cf. 5.0‘) that teachers be evaluated
during the first .yc‘ar in a school and ( 4.1, 4.0, 4.0, cf.. 4.7 ) at least once in a three-year
period. | ‘ f

- : .

Those who taught between 250 and 500 minutes per week agreed substantially Jess
than those who taught under 250 minutes ( 4.1 cf. 4.7 ) that the principeil may develop
school-based pcrfoiinancc criteria in consultation with his/her staff. .

Those principals who did not teach agreed substantially more than those who taught
250 to 500 minutes per week that ( 4.9 cf: 4.3 ) forial evaluation will include the Goals
For Impmvcx;ént phase. They agreed substantially more than those whp &ught under
250 nli;iutcs (-4.9 cf. 4.2) that formal evaluation will include the On Rc;icw phase. .

. Irg?thc general evaluation of teachers those principéls“\who do not teach indicated
higher levels of agrecnient and substantially higher agreement than at least one other

gn‘;up of principals who teach with respect io the following policy statements:
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(1) In a conference with the Lcachcr being evaluated, the priAncipal must identify the
characteristics peculiar to the teaching situa,n'on such as type of class (4.7 cf. 4..l )

(2) The princi'pal and teacher will jointly identify the critcyia to be used in th(\:
cvaluation (4.3 ¢f, 3.7 ),;

-

(3) A teacher whose performance has been cvaluated as unsatisfactory will be placed
in Phase 2: Goals For l};x;;;vcmcnt (49 cf 43); and
(4) If after examining an appeal by a teacher the Area Superintendent determines that
another forpral evaluation by the school principal is inappropriate, he/she may arrange
for anothey evaluator from outside the school to do a second evaluat®n ( 4_i cf. 35).
With rggard to a teacher who has not achieved the Goals For Imprdvement goals and
following consultation with the principal and the teacher, principals who taught under
250 minutes per week agrc;,cd substantially Ics\s than those who taught more than 750
minutes (4.0 cf. 4.6 ) that the Area Supcrintcndcqt could make a decision whether or
not to place the tcaf:hcr in Phase 3--On Review, Principals who taught under 250
minutes and those who laug,,hldovcr 750 minutes agreed substantially less than those who
did not teach ( 3.8and 4.0 cf. 4.6 ) that the Area Superintendent could decide to continue
the teacher in,,P}rlasc 2--Goals For Improvement for another specified pcriod‘ of time,
Pﬁqcipalls who taught more than 500 minutes per week indicated substantially
<Breater agreement than at least one other group which taught less than this (4.5 ¢f. 3.9) ,
that thc.prinéipar in consu{tation with d;c Area Superintendent will send notification to
the teacher On‘:—Rcvicw stating the-assistance available to the teacher and the length of
time allottéd to achieve the goals. They also agreed substantially more thé‘n those who
taught. 250 to 500 minutes -per week (4.6 cf. 4.0 ) that the principal will send to the
Supen'ﬁtcndcnt of Pérsormel Services a copy of the letter to the teacher On Review.
Principals who did not teach agrecci substantially less tlian those who taught 501 to

750 minutes per week ( 3.7 cf. 4.5') that during the On Review phase, the principal will
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be responsible for monitoring the progress of the tcacher a;ld (3.9 cf 4.5 ) shall state in
writing to the tcacher who does not achieve the On Review goals that the teacher should
rececive continued assistance and be ‘subjc‘ct to a formal evaluation within ovnc yéuff
Principals who taught 250 to 500 minutes p;:r weck agreed §hbslanu’allly less than those
who taught more than 500 minutes and those who did not teach ( 3.9 cf. 4.5 ) that the
principal shall send a copy of the letter to the Superintendent of Personnel Services,

Those principals who did not teach agreed substantially Jess than all ether groups of
principals who taught ( 3.6 cf. 4.2, 4.3, 4.6, and 4.2 ) that the Chief Supcrim.cndcnl
could possibly inform the teacher who has not achieved the On Réview goals, in
writing, of a decision to cc;ndnuc On Review for a specified period of time, with a
subsequent further review of the situation.

Principals who taught 250 to 501 minutes p'cr week agreed substantially less than
those who did not teach ( 4.2 cf. 4.8 ) that the teacher may appeal the decision of the

. A N ) « . -
Chief Superintendent to terminate the teacher’s contract under provisions of the School

Act,

B,
o

Giraduate courses in Educational Administration. Table 5.8 indicates the 25
statements in which there are substantial differences between the level of agreement of
principals and their involvement in graduate courses in Educational Administr'ation/. On
ncarly all of the 25 statements principals wha were enrolled in or who have completed
graduate courgcs in Educatjonal‘AdmirﬂStradon at the Master's or boctoral level, Group
~ 4, indicated lower levels of agreement than those who are enrolled in or who have
completed ﬁo gradluatc‘ cours;:s, (éroup 1, some graduat€ courses, Group 2, or graduate
courses at thc graduate diploma level, Group 3.

Group 1 agreed substantially less than Group 2 ( 4.0 cf. 4.6 ) that where assistant
principals are invoivﬁd -1:1' c;onducting the evaluation, the principal must note that there is

concurrence with what is stated.
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Talglc 58

Mean Level of Agreement with PoiicS' Statements--Categorized by
Graduate Courses in Educational Administration (N=79)

Paraphrased Statements of Policies,

0O,

Guidelines and Procedures

Where assistant principals are involved
in conducting the evaluation, the
princi.pal must

(b) note that there is concurrence with

what is stated |

Formal evaluation of teachers is,

conducwdein the followiﬂg shtuations;

(a) during the first year of employment
\

with the district | ..

"(d) during the first year in a school;

(N-78)
(¢) atleast once in a three year

period .. (N=77)

The principal shall use the general
district criteria when evaluating

wacher performance. (N~78)

GENERAL EVALUATION_

16.

In colletting information about the
teacher’s pe:fmnance, the principal
shall adheére 10 the fype of information
and the‘style of 'qbsetvation agreed
upon m the planning conference.

~

Graduate C in Educational DifT
1 2 3 4

4.0 46 ' 44 43 12

5.0 49 . 46 44 1.4

4.5

43

47

45

43

4.5

4.6

43

4.1

4.1

4.1

ud

38 14
38 24

40 1.4.2.4
39° - 14,34

o

'\

*1 = No graduate courses (N=21), 2 = some graduate courses (N=20), 3 = courses in the Graduate

Diploma Program (N=-%4), 4 & courses in the Master’s or Doctoral Program (N=23).

g
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Table 5.8 ( continued )

,
'

Mean Level.of Agreement with Policy Statements.-Categorized by ] ,
» Graduate Courses in Educational .»:dminisuﬁhon (N=79) TUA

Paraphrased Statements of Policies, | Craduate Courses in Educational Differencey

Ciuidelines and Procedures , " Administration*
1 2 3 4

21, In wriu'rrgihccvalua(i&rtpon, the 4.7 A6 a5 Al 14’

format will be consistent with the

guidelines established by the district ‘ -

administration, ] i ’

' i ’

28 If after examining the appeal the Arca 43 38 a4 3.7 1{,5.4

Superintendent determines that another
_formal evaluation by the school principal
is inappropriate, he/she may arrange for
another evaluator from outside the |
school to do a second evaluation, (N-78)

GOALS FOR IMPROVEMENT

30. The Goals For Improvement shall be

stated it writing and shall include the

'fougv;hg aspects; ' : .

‘(c) the resources available o assist the 45 4.4 4.6 4.0 34
teacher in improving ...

¢

"1 < Ro graduate courses (N-21), 2 - some graduate courses (N=20), 372 courses In the Graduate
Diploma Program (N=14), 4 = courses in the Master’s or Doctoral Program (N-23).

<
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Table 5.8 ( continued )

Mean lLevel of Agreement with Policy Statements--Categorized by 4
Graduate Courses in Educational Administration (N-79)
Paraphiased Statements of Policies, Ciraduate Courses in Educational Differemxes
Gudelines and Procedures Adminjstration* '
1 2 3 4
1 ’
33, Following consultation with the
pincipal and teaches, the Area
Superintendent makes a decision
(b) whether to continue the lcl’x‘hcr in 4.5 4] 4.4 19 14
Phase 2. Goals For mprovement
for another specified penod of tme, ~
ON REVIEW ’
16, The principal in consultation with the .
Area Superintendent witl send
notfication w the wacher stating; -
(a) the specified goals to be achieved, 48 45 44 39 14,24
(b) the indicators for ddermining 47 45 44 39 14,24
whether the goals have been reached; ‘ .
(¢) the assistance available to the 47 ‘ 44 4.4 33 1.4,2.4,
teacher; ' 3.4
(d) the length of time allotted to achieve 47 45 4.1 39 1.4,2.4
the goals; and )
(¢) a recommendation that the tcacher A5 4.4 3.9 39 1.3, 14
consuligxith the Alberta Teachers' S . \
Ass 60 regarding clarification e -
of legal rights. ) ‘

*1 =~ No graduate courses (N=21), 2 - some graduate courses (N=20), 3 = courses in.thc Graduate
Diploma Program (N-14), 4 = courses in the Master’s or Doctoral Program (N=23).
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Table 5.8 (continued ) . \

Mecan 1 evel of Agreement with Pohicy Statements - Caltegorized by
Graduate Counes in Educational Administration (N 79)

’

Paraphrased Statements of Policies, Graduatg Courses in Educational Dutlacines
Guidehnes and Proceduses Adununtsyation®
i 2 3 4

V] The puncipal will send to the A7 A A 44 40 (!
Supenintendent of Personnel Services 4
copy of the detter ) the teacher On

Review (N-7#) -

o
BN
A
-
ke 4
-

3. Duning the On Keview phase, the principal 47 4
will be teaponsible ot monitonng the

progress of the teacher,

1 Duning the On Review phase, the pancipal 4 4 A3 44 16 14,0,
will ensure that assistance iy made 34

available to the teacher,

41, The principal shall state in writing o

the teachet ,’(ha( .

(a) the wacher has achieved the On A7 4.5 4.3 Al 14
Review goals and should be remived
from the On Review phase; and

(b) the teacher should receive conl‘lnucd 40 A4 » 40 40 13,14
assistance and be subject o a
formal cva‘luau‘on within one year;
or (N - 78)

(c) the teacher has not achieved the ‘47 4.5 4.4 4.0 14
On Rgview goals, (N-78)

*1 - No gradupate courses (N«21), 2 :0megraana£ courses ’(NLE(')},"’B’—J"&Bi}ses in the Graduate
Diptoma Program (N=14), 4 = courses in the Master's or Doctoral Program (N=23).
g ¢ :

r

~
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Table 5.8 ( continued )

Mecan L evel of Agreement with Policy Statements- Categorized by
Graduate Courses in Educational Administration (N-79)

Pataphrased Statements of Policies, Oraduate Courses in Educational Inflaniees
Guidehney and Procedures Adounbuauon®
1 2 j 4

A2 The principal shall send a copy of the
lettes to

(#) the Afea Supenntendeat; and (N-75) I 406 44 4 14,24

i

() the Supennendent of Personnel A8 4 4.1 440 14

Servicey (N<76)

A4 It the achet has pot achieved the On 49 4.4 44 a4 1 4
Review goalys, the Asea Supetintendent
will bring the eristing documentation
on the eacher ) the Superintendent of
Personnel Services for seview, and
request that the matter be reviewed

with the Chiet Supetintendent,

44 Ihe Chiet Superinendent will then intorm
the teacher in wriung of a decision W
(a) continue On Review for a specitied A5 45 43 3.9 1.4,2.4
petiod of time, with a subsequent

further review of the situation

*1 -~ No graduate courses (N-—Zl). 2 - some graduate courses (N~20), 3 ~ courses in the Graduate
Diploma Program (N« 14), 4 « courses in the Master's or Doctoral Program (N-23),
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Group 4 principals agreed substantially less than Group 1 ( 4.4 ¢f, 5.0 ) that the
formal cvalua(ioni()f tcachers be conducted during the first year of employment with the
district and during the first year in a school. Group 4 agreed substantially less than
Group 2 (3.8 ¢f. 4.5 ) that formal evaluation of teachers be conducted at least onee ina
three year period. Group 4 agreed substantially less than Groups Tand 2 (4.0 ¢f 47
and 4.6 ) that the principal shall use the general district eriteria when evaluating teacher
performance, e

Group 4 agreed substantially less than Groups Land 3 (3.9 ¢t 45 and 4.0) thatin
collecting information about the teacher’s performance during the general evaluation
phase, the principal shall adhere to the type of information and the style of observation
agreed upon in the planning coht}:mn?c. Group 4 agreed substantially less than Group |
(4.1 ¢t 47 ) thatin writing the general evaluation report, the format will be consistent
with the guidelines established by the district administration.  Group 4 agreed
substantially less than Groups 1 and 3 ( 3.7 ¢f. 4.3 and 4.4 ), and Group 2 agreed
substantially less than Group 3 ( 3.8 ¢f. 4.4 ) that if after examining an appeal by a
teacher at the end of the General Evaluation phase, the Area Superintendent determines
that another formal evaluation by the school principal is inappropriate, he/she may
arrange for another evaluator from outside the school to do a second evaluation,

Group 4 agreed substantially less than (jroup 3 (4.0 cf. 46 ) that the Goals For
Improvement shall be staged in writing and shall include the resources available 10 assist
the teacher in improving. Group 4 agreed substantially less than Group 1 (3.9 ¢f. 4.9)
that following consultation with the principal and macllcr,/illc ArcaSuperintendent makes
a decision whether to continue the teacher in Phase 2--Goals For lmprovc;ncn( for
another specified period of time,

Group 4 agreed substantiélly less than Groups 1 and 2 (/3.9 cf. 4.8 and 4.5 ) that
the principal in consultatiog with the Area Superintendent will sen?g_notiﬁcation to the

teacher stating the specified goals to be achieved and the indicators for determining

4
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whether the goals have been reached when a teacher is in Phase 3. -On Review. Group
4 agreed substantially less than Groups 1, 2, and 3 (3.8 ¢f. 4.7, 4.4 and 4.4 ) that the
principal send notification to the teacher stating the assistance available to the teacher,
Group 4 agreed substantially less than Groups 1 and 2 ( 3.9 ¢f, 4.7 and 4.5 ) that the
principal state the length of time allotted to achicve the goals.,
Both Groups 3 and 4 agreed substantially less than Group 1 ( 3.9 ¢f. 4.7 and 3 9 ¢!
4.5 ) that the principal state a recommendation that the teacher consult with the Alberta
Teachers' Association regarding clarification of legal rights.  Group 4 agreed
substantially less than Group 1 (4.0 ¢f. 4.7 ) that the principal will send a copy of the
letter to the Superintendent of Personnel Services Group 4‘agrccd substantially less than
Group 1 ( 3.8 ¢f. 4.7 ) that during the On Review phase, the principal will be
responsible for menitoring the progress of the teacher.  Group 4 also agreed
substantially less than Groups 1, 2, and 3 ( 3.6 ¢f. 4.4, 4 3 and 4.9 ) that during the On
Keview phase, the principal will ensure that assistance is made avuilubl; to the teacher,
Group 4 agreed substantially less than Group 1 with the following aspects of the
policy:
(1) The principal shall state in  writing to the teacher, that
(a) the tclachcr has achieved the On Review goals and should be removed {rom
the On Review phase (4.1 ¢f 4.7 ); and
{b) the teacher should receive continued absisla?)cc and be subject to a formal
evaluation within one year ( 4.6 cf. 4,6); or
(¢) the teacher has not achieved the On Review goals (4.0 ¢f 4.7 );
(2) The principal shall send a copy of the letter to the Area Superintendent and the
Supcrintcndcnl of Personnel Services (4.0cf. 4.8);
(3) If the teacher has not achieved the On Review goals, the Areca -~
Superintendent will bring the existing documentation on the teacher to the

Superintendent of Personnel Services for review, and request that the matter be



reviewed with the Chief Superintendent ( 4.3 ¢f. 4.9 ); and
(4) The Chief Superintendent will then inform the teacher in writing of a decision to

continue On Review for a specified period of time, with a subsequent further

review of the situation ( 3.9 ¢f. 4.5).

The data in Table 5.9 shows that

those principals who participated in the district Effective Teaching Project ngrécd
substantially more than those who did not ( 4.3 ¢f. 3.7 ) that formal evaluation of

teachers be conducted at least orfice in a three yo}rj-rﬂ(xi.

Al

Table 5.9

Mean 1 evel of Agreement with Policy Statements- -Categorized
i by Participation in Effective Teaching Project (N-77)

Paraphrased Statements of Policies,

Guidelines and Procedures

6.  Formal evaluation of teachers is
conducted in the following
situations; ...

(¢) at least once in a three year 43 3.7

B periad ... (N=77)

Summary
The mean level of agreement on each of the paraphrased statements regarding the

formal teather evaluation policies, guidelines, and procedures ranged from 3.9 to 4.8.
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However, 62% of the respondents indicated disagreement, or strong disagreement with
some aspect of the policies, guidc\lincé, and procedures, l’rinc;pals indicated mean levels
of agreement below 4 4 with 32% of the statements, / ‘

A relationship was found between some school and pcrvsonal‘ characteristics and the

o
level of agreement by principals with the statements of policies, guidélines, and
P ' -

procgdures for the formal evaluation of teachers. Twenty-seven aspects of the policy
contained substantially different levels of agreement when categorized by the
\in.xlruclional level taught at the school. In general, p¥incipals of scni<?r high schools
indicated less agreement with several required prm‘cdurtﬁ (ha; did the other principals
especially elementary school principals. ‘The senior high school principals indicated low
agreement with statements which extended any of the three phases of teacher evaluation
or wh?ch required that the principal specify or monitor the impr;wcmcn; of a teacher
whose performance has been evaluated as unsatisfactory.

The principal’s level of agreement was related to the number of full-time teachers
employed in the-school on 21 policy statements. Those principgls with 26 or more
full-time teachers had the substantially lowest level of agreement on 14 of these,
However, the number of full-time teachers was related to the instructional level of the

school and is not, by itself, considered to be a strong factor in the principals’ levels of

agreement,
h

There was a substantial difference in the mean level of agreement with 12 statements

depending on the age o.f the principal. In ten of the statements those principals who were
50 years of age or older indicated lower levels of agreement than those principals who
were 40 to 49 yearyold and substantially lowér levels of agreement than those who were
- under 40 years of age.

There were 26 statements {n which years of cxp’cn’chcc as a principal was related to
- the mean level of agreement. Those principals with 16 to 20 years experience indicated

f‘
substantially less agreement than other principals with 20 of these statements. In general,

o~
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their level of agreement was substantially lower than those principals with five to ten

years of experience. This pattern was most evident in statements regarding the On
cvnc*. phase of teacher evaluation.

Of the 19 policy statements with which principals indicated substantial differences in
their level of agreement categorized by time taught in minutes per week, the lowest levels
were among those pr;ncipals who taught under 250 minutes and 250 to 500 minutes per
week, However, cross-tabulations showed that half of the principals who were enrolled
in or had completed graduate courses in Educalignal Administration at the Master's or
Daoctoral level fit into these categories. Higher levels of agreement were indicated by
those principals who did not teach except when the statements referred to the teacher On
Review in which case principals who (aughuxx(;rc than 500 minutes per week indicated
the ﬁighcr levels of agreement, Cross-tabulations also indicated that those principals
who did not teach tended 10 be high school principals while those who taught more than
500 minutes per wc;ck tended to be clementary school principals,

" The personal factor in which there were substantial differences in the level of
agreement by the principal with the statements of poliéics, guidelines and procedures
was the pn'nc,'pal's involvement in graduate level courses in Educational Administration,
On 24 of the 25 statements, principals who were enrolled in or had completed graduate
courses in Educational Adminisu;ntion at the Master's or Doctoral level, indicated a
substantially low levels of agreement. Generally, the higher the level of involvcm‘cnt in
graduate courses in Educational Adminisuatign, the lower was the mean level of
agreement. The majority of the statements in which this trend appeared dealt with the On
Review phase of teacher evaluation.

On one statement, that the formal cvaluatién of teachers be conducted at least once in
a three-year period, princ;'pals who had participated in the Effective Teaching Project

agreed to a substantially higher extent than those who had not.
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In analyzing the content of the written responses of principals in the questionnaire
data, these six descriptors were used as the categories into which the responses could be
grouped: \

(1) Policy Formation;

(2) Policy;

(3) Dissemination of Policy;

(4) Resources Needed for Policy lmplcr;)cntu(ion;

(5) Actions Required for Policy Implementation; and

(6) Other,

In order to fit into one and only one category, the response hdd to fit within the
boundaries scl‘by the following definitions:

(1) In order to be included as a statement about "Policy’Formalion," the response |
had to make reference to the policy-maker(s) or development of the policy itself.

(2) Responses which were counted as statements about lt'1c “Policy” included
comments about the principal's belief or disbelief that the statement would Jead to the
achievement of the goals, objectives or purposes of the policy. Also includéd were any

" .

comments that indicated a belief that the statements of policy, guidelines or proccdui"cs

* . would result in conflict or negative side effects.

(3) Included as a comment about the "Dissemination of the Policy" were any
responses which indicated the principal did not understand what action was required of
him/her. -

® ’ P

(4) Any response by a principal which referred to the cost of carrying out a particular
requirement in terms of time or money was included as a comment about the "Resources
Needed for Policy Implementation.” Any mention of the skills, abilities or energy

\

required by the principal in the implementation of any required of the required

procedures was counted in this eategory. Also, whenever a principal commented on the
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need for assistance fro‘m human resources it was included in this category.

(5) Any comments that principals made about the “Actions Required for Policy
Implementation” were included in this category if they stated a preference for someone
else to carry out the action. Any comment in which the principal stated agreement with
or agreement upon certain conditions was included. When prir;cipals expressed a
comment that the required action should be deleted it was counted in this category as
well, Finélly, whenever a principal commcr}tcd on cilhc‘r the risk or gain associated with
carrying out a particular action it was also included in this category.

(6) If a comment could not be categorized under any of the other five descriptors, il
was counted in the category, "Other.” '

The context unit which was categorized was the entire response of the principal to
cach of the paraphrased statements of the policies, gu.idclbincs and procedures,
Therefore, v»lfhcthcr the principal' responded in the form of a phrase, sentence or
paragraph, everything that was written in response to the questionnaire item was used as
the unit for analysis and counted as one recdrding unit to be placed in the corresponding
category. In all, there were 405 written responses and all of them were used in the
analysis,

Less than 1% of the comments referred to "Policy Formation.” About two percent
referred to the "Dissemination of the Pé)licy." Approxifnatcly 1 l‘%; of the comments
referred to the "Resources Needed for Policy Implementation.”  About 38% of the

responses made reference to the policy itself, The Jargest group of comments, about

49%, remarked on the actions required to implement the policy.

While only two individuals commented on the cost of implementing the policy in

terms of money or energy, the others indicated that they did not have cnough available

time to carry out the policy. Principals also said that tflcy did not feel skilled or able to
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carry out some of the required actions. One principal, in a general comment, said; #

I realize that a policy for evaluation is necessary but if this is to be done
well it will be necessary to spend considerable time in evaluatin g_staff
What, then, happens to all the other duties of the principal? Will additional
administrators be added to large staffs? Will principals be excused from
attending so many meetings? If we are to evaluate honestly we must have
the TIME or forget the entire process.
Also, principals and assistants should be trained in evaluation skills. 1
know at present some people are incapable of good evaluation practises.
Principals also said that they needed the assistance of others such as the assistant
principal, central office supervisors, subject area consultants and the Arca
Superinendent. Principals indicated the need for assistance particularly in the evaluation
of other certificated personnel such as assistant principals, counselors and
teacher-librarians. They also expressed a need far assistance from consultants and the
b ‘
3

Area Superintendent especially when providing assistance to teachers who have been

ratedwas performing unsatisfactorily,

Policy

In their comments about the objectives or outcomes of the policy, most principals
expressed a concemn about (hc'ncgativc side effects which they viewed z;s a pmbabilit; in
the implementation of certain aspects of the policy, guidelines and procedures.

In partiéular, the involvement of the assistant principal in the evaluation process
raiscd‘scvcral comments. The following are examples of responses »\:hich &xpressed
concern with the possible impact of the principal having to review the evaluation done by

an assistant principal, to rdote that there is concurrence with what is stated, and to sign

the evaluation form:

Assistant principals should be responsible for their own evaluation when
they evaluate. As a vice-principal, I was undercut many times by my
principal.

(g
Possibility of delegation of duty yet overruling observations?
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Another area of the policy which contained comments about the possible outcome
was the frequency with which evaluations of teachers will be conducted. The following
comment best summarizes the principals’ beliefs about the effect of conducting

evaluation once every three years;

to evaluate a third of our teachers every year and have cach teacher
consequently evaluated every three years, 1 feel, is redundant and not
necessary to the maintaining of good quality teaching.
- ™~
1 . . R
Scveral principals in their comments about evaludting teachers during their first year

in a school indicated that some teachers would be evaluated more often than others
particularly those who are frequently transferred due to declining enrolments or program
reductions. As one principal stated:
A teacher could conceivably be moved w0 a number of schools in successive
years and end up undergoing evaluations for a number of years in N

succession.
- /

Another pyincipal belicved that the evaluation of a wacher during the first year in a
school may not be accurate. This person recommended that teachers who are new to a
school be evaluated N

within two years in a school to accommodate or compensate for teacher
climatization to a new school.

Many comments referred to the adcquacy of the criteria to provide a good evaluation
of tcaching: Most of the responses indicated that the general district criteria were (00
numcfous, too complicated or too difficult to observe. The followiné c&mcms
characterize the responses about the usefulness of the criteria in achieving the policy

objectives:

Too many criteria to be able to do a good job.

.

)



104
Many criteria are not adequately defined andvor very difficult to observe.
The present criteria are 100 many and complicated. It is not an operational

model. Documentation would be a problem! It's the documentation of all
these points that become the nearly impossible operational “how."

Principals were divided in their belief about the use of school-based criteria to

*
forthally evaluate teachers. Some indicated the belief that a school-based sct of criteria
was necessary while others disagreed. The following comments summarize the

responses for each group respectively.

O
Yes, each school has particular needs. Teachers assigned must help meet these
needs,

For the sake of uniformity, we should have onc (sct of criteria) only.

[9Y

Omne aspect of the policy drew numerous comments. Principals expressed concern
with the possibility that an evaluator from outside the sc‘vh(x)l could be asked by the Arca
Superintendent to do a second evaluation of a teacher who has appealed the General
Livaluation conducted by the principal. The responses addressed the issue of the
administrator-s;laff relationship should such a situation arise in the evaluation process,
Typical remarks include the following:

I realize there has to be room for appeal but | am concemed about the principal's

position with other staff members if the second evaluation, by somcone else, is

favorable. Where does this leave the credibility of the principal?

This approach carries with it a high probability of making the professional
relationship that should exist betwéen a eacher and principal next to impossible.

Principals also commented on their belief in the ability of the policy to bring about
improvement in teaching. While one principal, in reference to the Goals For
Improvement phase stated, "this is great! But it must be encouraging, hopeful, and

Christian in character!”, another said;

Human behaviors to some extent result from feelings ... upbringing, beliefs,
and socialization ... either they have it or they don't. ‘
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In remarking on the extension of the Goals For Improvement or On Review phases

for teachers who have not improved satisfactorily, one principal’s statement summarized

ol
the doubt that was felt by some. This person said:

-

This would not seem reasonable or likely to bring change ... This is repetitive
and unnccessary.

Where the policy permits the Chief Supcrir.ncndcnt to extend the On Review phasc
when a teacher has not achieved the On Review goals, one principal stated, " 1 think it is
0o much to ask the teacher and principal to continue to work together at this stage ”
Another 'sail " we may be camrying this too far. It has become cyclical at this point.,
It may be an idea to look at relocation of the teacher in a more compatible sitation,”

However, a different view was cxpressed by another principal who stated that the

A

possibility of extending the Goals For Improvement phase could provide “some avenue

to tighten up or strengthen certain goals.”

Most of the responses whichdndicated the desire of the principal for another person
to carry out a required procedure in the implementation of the policy occurred in relation
to the On Review phase. Most of the comments indicated a desire for the Arca
Superintendent, instead of the principal, to write a letter to the teacher stating the goals,
indicators, assistance available, time frame and recommending that the teacher consult
with the Alberta Teachers' Association regarding their legal rights, They also
recommended that the monitoring of a teacher On Review could be done by either the
Arca Superintendent or the consultants rather than the principal. Rather than the
pr;ncipal ensuring that assistance is made available to the teacher On Review, it was
suggested by some that it should be up to teachers On Review to obtain assistance for
themselves.

Most of the disagreement with an action which was required by the policy dealt with
{ .
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the joint identification by the principal and the teacher of the criteria 1o be used in the
¢valuation, Many wished to see this action deleted or the word "identity” changed to
“discuss™ or "clarify "

Other actions that principals wished to see deleted from the policy were having to
note concurrence with what the assistant principal states in an evaluation of a teacher,
having to adhere to the type of information and the style of observation agreed upon in
the planning conference with the teacher, andfthc option of the Chict Superintendent to
continue 4 teacher On Review lho]ngh the teacher has not achieved the On Review goals,

Many comments indicated agroement with several actions but with a condition added
to the required action, Where the assistant principal is involved in teacher evaluation,
principals suggested that the principal could note concurrence or nonconcurrence with
what was stated in the report. They also indicated that the signature required by the
principal would only be an indication that they had reviewed the report ratheg than that
they concurred with it, ‘They also suggested that the assistant pringcipal co-sign.

To summarize, the majority of the open-ended responses gcAl(/with the actions
required by the principal to implement the new teacher evaluation policy, Ingsencral,
p’rincipals indicated disagreement with many of the procedures which are required during
the On Review phasc, Their main concern regarding the effects ‘of the policy was the
possibility of a negative impact on their relationships with the vice-principal, the staff as
a group, and teachers who must be,placed On Review. Principals also cxpressed
concern over the adequacy of the criteria to evaluate (ééching performance and the
adequacy of the policy to improve instruction. They questioned the prescriptiveness of
having to perform ¢valuation during the teacher’s first year in a school ang'oncc every
three years. Pdnci;;ais indicated by their comments, 100, that they needed more time and

the assistance of human resources such as Supervisors and consultants in order. to

implement the policy.



CHAPTER 6

Analysis of the Interview [ata

This chapter presents the analysis of the interview data in seven sections. The fist
section reports the beliefs of the principals who were anterviewed as to what would
account for the difference in the Jevel of agieement of the principals with the teacher
cvaluation policy dcpcndi:ng upon their level of involvement in graduate couwrses in
Educational /\dminiSl.rlmion. The next section presents the respondents' views and
fCC“ng:\ about the eftect of the policy on their relationships with the teacher being
cvaluated, (.hC vice principal, and the staff as a group.” The principaly’ views and
teglings abdut the ré.x;xm.;ibilif'y of the principal in the Goals For Improvement and On
Review phases are reported in the third section, The fouith section reports the extent to

which the principals found that the available resoufces facilitated or inhibited their ability

to implement the policy. The fifth section presents the principals’ experience with the

cval;{faﬂon instrument used in the evaluation of teachers, 'l'hc\v’i?w.\ and feclings

principals had with regard to the situations in which eacheniIK 30 be evaluated are
£
x

presented in the sixth section:  specifically, principals we z‘{s ed 10 discuss the

- A N . - ! ) .
requirements that teachers be evaluated during their first year in 4 schpol and once every
three years. The final section, which precedes a summary, \nclydes the genceral
N

comments which principals wished to share with regard to the teacher evaluation policy.

The interview schedule was designed to gain a deeper understanding of the
qucsu'onnairé results. Principals were therefore asked to explain why they thought that

the principal's involvement in graduate courses in Educational Administration was such a

AT
A.}"a"ﬂ\ )
X
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strong factor in the level of agreement with the policy.
Fight of the ten principals said that the involvement of principals in graduate courses
in Educanonal Administration would affect their knowledge and attitudes. ‘The followng

responses represent this view:

Educational Administration people probably had a more theoretical approach and
a deeperinsight into the evaluation instrument, the evaluation process, and the
premises that the evaluation policy was based on. When you go to university
and take more administration courses your horizons are widened ... more
exposure to updated research, The higher the education, the more argumentative
people become,

I suppose it they had more training maybe they would feel more knowledgeable
about evaluation, Maybe they feel mmore capable of evaluating without so much

striet policy,

There must be something there that tells them maybe the principal shouldn't be
an cevaluator, maybe his role is different,

Two principals who did not share this view expressed the following beliets:

The more training from the University of Alberta, the less continuity there is
between what our system is doing and what they're learning,

To me they'd be experienced principals, Putting the theory into practise is as
'

different as night and day,
)

‘The principals were asked to share their experiences with regard to the effect of the
teacher evaluation policy, or any aspect of it, on the relationship between the principal
and the teacher being cvaluated, the principal and the staff, and the principal and the

vice-principal.

As one principal said, it is natural for tcachers to
feel nervous when someone comes in to look at them but for the most part, as principals
implemented the new evaluation policy they found the principal-teacher relationship to be
a positive one. Two principals attributed this to the pre-evaluation conference.

Aspects of the policy which principals felt put a strain on the relationship included

’
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some of the criteria, the rating scaﬁuv{hc use of an outside evaluator, and the On Review
i
phase, The following responses typify principals’ experiences or predictions about the

cftect okthe policy on the principal-teacher relationship:

The criteria, the rating scale are relative to standards. The rating scale is
unworkable. A “satisfactory” "unsatisfactory” rating is all that is nceded for a
performance review, You're not trying to rank teachers in a school.... I don't
like the rating scale. You have teachers who are perfoctionists who feel slighted
if they don't get "excellent” on everything. It's still subjective,  What
broadcasting doces the teacher need to do to get an “excellent” rating on ™ keeps
abreast of new dcvclopmcnls in education?" 1 think the criteria and the rating
scale could create tension,

A

‘The fear is there that if the outsider's evaluation is contrary then you've got hell
on your hands. The teacher would not make for a pleasant working
relationship. Prestige and the perceived leadership role would be damaged.

When you get 1o the On Review phase both parties will be nervous, ‘They will
sce the ramifications down the road, legalities enter the picture, It doesn't matter
how professional and how Christian you are, you'll still be viewed as a threat,

For one principal who placed a teacher in phase 2-Goals For Improvement, the
principal-tcacher relationship has become tense and unpleasant. The teacher has sought
legal advice and the principal expressed his feelings about the situation in this way:

I don't feel good about what's happened.... Now | realize that if there's going
10 be a problem, you have to say the right things ... how important it is to
follow due process to the letter, Legal aspects become a concern. The
inadequacy on my part bothered me. You have to be aware of the correct steps
in the evaluation process. Anybody in the evaluation process has to carefilly
document what they've done and what they've said.

Principal-staff relationship. Five of the principals said the policy has created no

change or difficulty in the principal-staff relationship. Three attributed this to the

communication and preparation that had been done with the staff prior to the actual
implementation of the policy. As one principal explained:

I haven't seen any change so far. I'm not saying there couldn't be if something
pops up. My feeling is that if the administrator does a lot of groundwork in
advance in communicating the why and how, and the intent is communicated as
a means for professional growth, then you're there to review, to reinforce not
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Just to comment. If you've established trust and rapport there is less dmgcr of
ncgative relationships and if there is a conflict it would not bé a mdjor one, 1
think I have trust and rapport with my staff,

Four other principals sensed a Chang in the principal-staff relationship. Oue
principal described the process of evaluation as being more managerial now than in the

past as a result of the policy. Another rct’cr}‘r.d to the relationship as brcoming more
! \"\
. ) ¢ A . ’ . pe » .
professional and that the policy has created a dytance in the relationship. This principal
-

said:

1 don't like that. Before people felt more open and would talk more freely,
Now discussions arc more on a professional basis.  It's another stress,
pressure, It makes the teachers less comfortable in the school,

v
Similarly, another principal talked about a master servant rglationship  when

speaking of the the effectof the policy on the principal -staff relationship,

As 50010 as you put one person above: -as the evaluator- you break the collegial
model. You have a master-servant relationship. Confidence is lost when you
have a master-employee relationship. Teachers should feel free to come and talk
to the principal. | think they'll become more reserved because of this.,.. This
teacher evaluation policy is very artificial, Its creating anxiety for principals in
terms of the time commitment, and for teachers in terms of the master-servant
relationship,

Finally, though the principal did not see any change in the principal-staff relationship

one person said that the staff was "kind of scared™ as a result of the new policy.

-
. Four principals indicated an improvement in

the principal--vice-principal relationship as a result of having to implement the teacher
evaluation policy. The following response summarizes what these principals werce
cxpcricncing‘by involving the vice-principal in teacher cvalugtion:

It instills confidence and gives training. It's a very responsible job that you're ,

delegating, not a garbagc job. It has cemented our relationship as a team. ['ve
had complete confidence in my vice-principals. : -

Three principals indicated that there had been no change and no negative effect of the
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policy on their relationship with their vice-principals. Two others said that they did not
use the vice-principal in the formal evaluation of teachers other than to augment their
own evaluations with that person's opinions. They indicated that since the responsibility
for teacher evaluation was that of the principal they conducted teacher evaluations

themselves. As one principal said:

I would feel responsible for evaluation myself. If I'm going to use the

vice-principdl 1 would usc her to augment my eValuation but I would take full

responsibility

) .

Onec principal said that thetvice-principals were less involved in teacher evaluation
than before the implementation of the policy because it is the principal who is ultimately
responsible for the evaluation. He said:

In the past the vice-principals did informal evaluation with me and we visited all

the teachers. Now 1 will do them all because I'm responsible for them all
although I still call on their assistance.

Principals’ feclings about the effect of the policy on relationships. Principals
expressed the view that the policy would or should not have a negative effect on the
relationship of the principal with others. As one principal said, "if there is a problem
with the relationship maybe the problems \A'ICl‘C there before and the policy just points
them out.” 1 B ﬁ;‘&’

Other principals, however, thought that the On Review phase would affect the
principal-teacher relationship. The following responses reveal their feelings of

apprehension:

I just hopc it never comes. If a person had to leave the profession I'd still feel
for the person. I couldn't help but feel badly for that person.

Negative evaluations create more tension. Tdon't think anybody likes that very
much. It's unpleasant.

If a teacher is On Review you won't have a warm, close relationship. Certainly
the relationship is going to change.... I dread evaluation.... A major aspectof a

.
[ -



person’s life is at stake. You hate to mess around with that. [ agonize over it.

Still other principals, though they thought that the principal-teacher relationship
might be negatively affected when the teacher is placed in phase 3--On Review, indicated
that this was not a concem for them. They said:

I think relationshgps would degenerate when the teacher goes On Review .. 1
don’t think it would bother me. You judge the merit of the person by their
actions,

I have no qualms, It's part of the job. If we're going 1o look after our teaching
professipn we have to do it. It may be more difficult for younger principals
with older teachers. :
I don’targue with the Goals For Improvement phase.... There's no doubt about
putting the person on Goals For Improvement. It was the right thing to do. |
have no qualms,

As a principal you have to bite the bullet. There is a structure, a fair procedure
for both evaluator and evaluatee. Thére is an appeal process.

It wouldn't be any more stressful for me but it would for the teacher,

i

Four of the principals said that the questionnaire responses in which principals
. expressed a desire for teachers to take responsibility for their own improvement and for
shared responsibility by the Area Superintendent was an indication that the principals did
not wish to have full responsibility for the Goals For Improvement and On Review
phasc.s of teacher evaluation. They thought principals were trying to find an "casy way
out of" the On Review phase, that they might be trying to "slough off the unpleasant
parts”, that "they should not have the responsibility of hiring or firing” and that they
“can't be responsible for everything." )

The others indicated that the principals did not have the time, skill or ncccssar);

support.to carry out the responsibility in these phases.

I think the principal has deeper insight into what good teaching is, what
problems are there and should have the responsibility for helping teachers
improve but he has to have the time. . I think these comments indicate that
principals don't have the time for that.
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L4

The On Review phase becomes very challenging. The principal needs a lot of
skill to help that teacher in special areas such as music or kindergarten. Some
arcas you feel you don't have énough background to make meaningful
suggestions for improvement. The area of discipline is easier than curriculum
and program.

I don't think principals are trying to get away from responsibility. They don't
hire the teachers but they have the responsibility for the Goals For Improvement
and On Review phases. They'll need support to do this difficult responsibility,
My Area Superintendent is very obliging. 1 think there will be support.

. Five of the principals in the interview

sample expressed strong feelings of apprehension about their responsibility during the
Goals For Improvement and On Review phases. These principals, though this was a
difficult area to discuss, were very open in revealing their feclings. As such, they have
provided important insight in understanding the meaning of these stages of the evaluation

process for the principal. Therefore their responses are reported in their egtirety so that
the reader may fully appreciate what these principals were feeling.

/’l’\

We have to point out the problems. There should be zomcthing in writing but
I'm having difficulty with this. Anything on paper has to be careful because of
the legal implications. You could say something and be misinterpreted and get
away with it but not in Wwriting. When you write, you won't be misinterpreted.
Wording is so important. Wording has to be careful. 1 would have
apprehension because it doesn't do much for the morale of the school. It would
have to be highly confidential because of all the conversations that would come
up. It's a no win situation.

Those are the hardest things to do. It requires courage\ I don't want the person
not to like me. It's hard to go through. You don't \want to say something
ncgative about someone because you don't want anyong to say negative things
about you. I'd love to be able to "lay it on the line” and'not have it bother me.
Maybe a lot of us are overly sensitive about what others think of us. We all
have the basic fear of Goals For Improvement and On Review because teachers
have a strong vested interest in their career. It's their livelihood. The
personality of the administrator has a lot to do with it. If you're to be a loving,
caring administrator, it's hard to do. Some of us have a horrid fear of being -
labelled as a "weak” administrator and if you're sensitive to the needs of a
person and their situation you can be viewed as "weak", not being able to take
the bull by the homns.

That's the critical poition of the process. It becomes a matter of realizing that
you can't cure a problem overnight, that it's a long term problem, that you have
to focus. You get a test of your mettle. This is what the principal has to do; this -
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_is where your skills have to come in. It's a pretty scary area. You can see the
challenge. You have to produce results. There has to be improvement and if
there isn't I have to recommend dismissal. You're dealing with that person'’s
future. You have to look at yourself. Do you have enough valid information to
support your opinions? Before, things could be done verbally and you didn't
have to take a written kind of stance. Now you have to put your name on the
line and live with the decision. There are no hiding places.

I don't feel too hot about the Goals For Improvement and On Review phases. 1
certainly wouldn't want to do it alone. | would look for help. 1 want other
~ points of view and people who have more expertise in the teacher's field. It
couldn’t be pleasant. We're talking about a person's carecr, job, meal ticket.
It's pretty heavy, The worse it appeared, the more I would want an outsider to
reaffirm or destroy my view. Plus [ may not have the expertise in that field, It
doesn’t matter how ochcnvc you try to be, it's suchcuvc Your own
background, prejudices come into it. '

Teachers and administrators are very uptight. I'm not sure if 1 really have the
skills to do this. 1 knew there will come a time that I'm going to have to make
some very strong decisions about someone. Up to now a weak individual could
just be passed along. With the new policy in place that isn't going to happen.
When you reach this stage principals wonder what will happen. Staff must feel
that too. With the old way it was easier to say nothing on the form-work it out
internally., There was nothing beyond the evaluation report. It ended there,
This one goes further, takes it to the end. The administrator becomes somewhat
reluctant. Most of us haven't been involved at that point. If it has happened,
it's never been the principal’s responsibility. The teacher was passed on from
school to school and Central Office made the decision. Now the principal
makes the decision. It's new to his role and we're giving a lot of importance to
evaluation. We're focusing on the Goals For Improvement and On Review
phases.

——

Three .principals said that, though they thought the Goals For Improvement and On
Review phases would b’c difficult and they wouldn't want to go through them, they
accepted full responsibility for them,

Two principals said they felt comfortable with those phases. As one principal
stated, "I think everyone is conscious of evaluation. The principal is ig a ;}osition to do

it better than anyone else. It's not a big concern.””

Resources

Every principal said that lack of time was a major inhibiting factor in the
implementation of the new teacher evaluation policy. Even principals who did no

teaching indicated that they did not have sufficient time to do teacher evaluation because

o
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- of other administrative duties. All of them found themselves spending more time on the
paperwork involved. The pre- and post-evaluation conference often required that the
principal and teachers spend extra time outside of school hours.

Those principals who taught also found difficulty in arranging a suitable time for
classroom observations. One principal said, "I teach four out of five of the morning
periods. I don't have the time for gathering data. I'm not saying a principal shouldn't
teach but you've got to be free when the teacher is tcaclhing_" Another rckalod, "] spend
‘more of my own time at school and do more work at home. My teaching has suffered. |

can't plan as well. It takes more of the teacher's time too.” Still another principal stated:

I teach two thirds of the time so how do 1 get time in other teachers’ classrooms
to the extent that I could say how they are performing? To be honest we have a
pre-conference and a post-conference and | ask them to tell me whether they do
these things. It's a self evaluation to some extent. I'd have to be in their class
on a daily basis to give an accurate rating. Even with more time I don't know if
I can assess some of the criteria, Everyone knows the observation, the
classroom visit is an artificial situation, hardly authentic,

One principal who was working with a teacher in the Goals For Improvement phase
found himself doing a lot of research into what resources are available to assist teachers.
Others, too, felt that working with a weak teacher would require even more time. One '
principal questioned the worth of working with weak tcachcrs“who would end up
leaving the profession.

Sewven of the principals questioned lhc'a‘dcquacy of their skills and abilities to carry
- out the evaluation proccss: They frequently mentioned their skill in writing the
evaluation report especially when the principal muét state recommendations for
improvement. Others felt uncertain about their ability to evaluate specific subject areas
such as French and Music or certain instructional levels. As one principal said, "I don't
think -any one person can do evaluation for the entire situation. That grade one ;cachqr
knows a lot more about ;::'gching ‘lgradc one than I do. So I feel I'm not very capable of

evaluating her.” Another skill which principals felt somewhat insecure with was that of

n
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conferencing. Three of them felt they would benefit by inservicing in this arca.

Three principals said that the Teaching Effectiveness Project was a facilitative
resource but that something more specific to teacher evaluation was needed.®

‘Three principals indicated that their vice-principal, the consultants, and the Arca
Superintendent were facilitative resources. However, one principal said that the Arca
Superintendent ax.ld consultants did not facilitate the implementation of the policy because

they were too removed from the daily contact with the classroom.

The los

Each of the ten principals was using the system criteria and none of them said they
were using school-based criteria although two said they had developed school-based
criteria prior to the new ¢valuation policy. Their experience with the evaluation
instrument was causing them concem. In general, these prin‘cipals were dissatisfied with
the criteria, the rating scale alnd/or the final overall rating,

In their criticisms of the criteria the principals said that some were not observable.
More specifically, they frequently mentioned "keeps abreast of new developments in
education,” "secks to be informed abou: relevant issues in Catholic education,” and
"paniéipalcs in protessional activities.” Three principals suggested that the teacher use
those for sclf—cv;;luation. Oge principal said, "we've gotten around ambiguous areas by
asking teachess to give the indicators of professional development.”

Another difficulty in using the instrument which several principals mentioned was
the issue of standards. As one principal stated, “standards differ ... even the staff
couldn’t get a handle on what constitutes ‘adequate’. Things have to be there but how
do you measure them?" | |

The following responses reflect some of the concerns principals had with the rating

scale: ‘ . .

"Unsatisfactory" is such a negative term. If the evaluation process is used as a
growth process this term does more harm than good. There should be an "area



for improvement”. Also, we don't need the "excellent" and “very good”
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because the two are too close. You only need one term to say Something is

better than “satisfactory”. I have extreme difficulty with the rating scale.

The word "unsatisfactory” has an underlying supposition that you're no
good--you've got to smarten up or you'll be fired. It's a threat. This rating
scale isn't positive. It has a lot of negative stuff. A person isn't completely
unsatisfactory. What is unsatisfactory? There is nothing which can focus on
growth. What is the distinction between “excellent” and "very good™?... [ took

the risk of saying "excellent”. If she screws up, I'll really give it to her.

I found some difficulty with "very good" and "’ cxccllcm It is difficult for me

to measure, It's a very fine line.

Teachers are concemed about the rating scale. I shy away from using

"excellent”,

If you leave out the "excellent” and * very good”, it gets the principal off the
hook but it do¢sn't reward the excellent teachers, l think if someone 1s doing an
cxcellent job we should tell them that. The realistic part of me says "do

it"--differentiate and run the risk. The risk is worth the reward for the teacher,

Five principals also expressed concem with the final overall rating. Generally, these

principals would prefer that the final rating be more consistent with-the item scale,

of them said:

"

Three

After all that effort maybe there should be a wider final classification. Maybe a
five pomt scale. Your very good tcachcrs are going to be a little upset wnth just

bcmg ‘satisfactory”,

Teachers would like to sec the item scale match the overall ratidg, The teachers

havc relayed that to me,

Maybc there should be something between “satisfactory” and "unsatisfactory™ in

the final classification. It's too dcﬁmtc

S. » . !!ﬂ . I E ] i I C' I I

In comparison to the other situations in which w;lﬂa(ion is to be conducted, the

level of agreement by pn'ndpals who responded to the questionnaire was low with

respect to the policy requirements that teachers be evaluated in their first year in‘a school

and at least once every three years.

The principals in. the interview sample basically agreed with the requirement that

‘teachelts be evaluated in their first year in a school. However, several did express some

3
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concern about the conditions that might exist which would make this requirement
difficult. The issues that principals raised in sharing their views on this particular aspect
are reflected in the following comments:

If they've had an evaluation within the past three years it's redundant. With
declining enrollments it could be that a teacher would be subjected to evaluation
every year. It could become harassment. Let the principal use discretion.

I think you neced that first year analysis but it's not as valid in the first ycar
because they're trying to find their way around. In the sccqnd ycar the teacher
is scttled.

It's a good thing to have a person evaluated when they come to your school for
the first year. Maybe it should be a different form--planning by objectives--and
throughout the year principals would have a vested interest, help the teacher and
then evaluate the achievement of those goals at the end of the year. In the case

with teachers on Goals For Improvement or On Review have them focus on the
arcas that need improvement, set up a plan, give assistance.

When asked about their feelings with regard to the evaluation of teachers once every
three years, six of the ten principals expressed positive feclings. Only one principal felt
this was 0o frequent. Two principals said that a shorter form should be used every
three years but the present one would only be nccéssary once cvery five yearsOne
principal said, "the number of years is not the issue. The problcm is they have t;> be

done and I hate doing them.”

When asked to share their experiences with and reflections on the new teacher
evaluation policy, seven principals discussed the evaluation instrument. While one of
these said that the new policy was an improvement over the bpcn-cndcd blank form
\;'hilch was previously used, the others expressed concern about the Subjccfivc aspect of
some of the criteria as well as the riating scale. ‘

Three principals discussed the purpose of the policy. Onc pn'ncibal stated:

There is a pcrccpuon of the difference. between the message that the formal

evaluation is a means to imprové\nstyyetion and in implementing, the cither/or

(satisfactory/unsatisfactory) rating seems more of an instrument by which
people are either deemed satisfactory or unsatisfactory. It feels that way to the

/?
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teachers. It's the first thing they pointed out.

Three of the principals also discussed some of the anxicty they felt as evaluators,
One wondered if he was on the right track and two others wondered about how their

evaluations would be evaluated.

SuUImAry

The ten principals who were interviewed provided a richer understanding of the
results of the questionnaire data by sharing their thoughts and feelings about the issues
which were raised in the qucs(i(mnain:. These principals tried to explain what \;vould
account for the different levels of agreement with the policy depending upon the
principal’s involvement in graduate level Educational Administration courses. They
expressed their views and feelings about the effect of the policy on their relationships
with their teachers and vice-principal(s). They revealed their feelings about the

" responsibility of the principal in the Goals For Improvement and On Review phases,
They discussed the resources which facilitated or inhibited their ability to implement the
new policy. They presented their experiences with the evaluation instrument. These
principals discussed the requirements that teachers be ¢valuated in their first year in a
school and at least once every three years. Finally, they shared some general comments
about the cvaluation policy.

Most of the principals said that those principals who had studied Educational
Administration at the graduate level would have more knowledge about teacher
cvaluation z;nd be more critical of the policy orthe evaluation instrument.

Several principals talked about the nervousness that teachers were feeling.as a result
of the evaluation policy, but most had not experienced any ¢hange in their relationship

‘ W teachers, Two principals found that the policy he‘ls distanced them from some. of

their teachers. ‘

In four cases, the principal--vice-principal relationship has been strengthened as a

/ - -

-
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result of the pc;licy‘ Onc principal indicated less involvement of the vice-principal in
tecacher evaluation since the policy but the others had not sensed any change in their
relationships.

In talking about their feclings with respect to the effect of the policy on their
relationships with ()lhc’rs, m()s‘( thought that the rclali\onship would be negatively affected
it a teacher were placed On Review, While three principals felt apprehensive about the
puossibility of this happening the others indicated that it would not bother them.

In speaking of the principal's responsibility during the Goals For lmprovement and
On Review phases, four principals thought that the desire for the teacher to accept the
responsibility for improvement and the Arca Superintendent to share responsibility for
these phases which pﬁncipals expressed in the questionnaires was an indication that
these principals did not want the responsibility. The others held the view that these
principals did not have the time, skill, or support needed to carry out the responsibility.

While all of the principals in the interview sample ;ndicawd that they accepted the
responsibility .for these phases, most expréssed that they found it distasteful. Five
principals shared their feclings of apprehension about the possibility of having to be
involved in these phases, They#realized the scriousness of these phases and the
possibility that they could be making decisions that would affect a teacher's career, C\;cn
their livelihood, They cxprcss;d some doubts about their ability to carry out these
phases, They talked about their writing skills, their ability to assist the teacher, the
subjectivity of the process and the newness of the requirements,

All the principals who were interviewed said that they did not hdve adequate time to
carry out the newsteacher evaluation policy, Seven-principals questioned their own skills
and abilities and indicated that they were having difﬁlculty in conferencing, writing the
réport, making recommendations for impmvcmcn(; or evaluating specific subject areas

and certain levels of instruction. A few principals mentioned that the Teaching

Effectiveness Project and the assistance of vice-principals, consultants and the Arca

-
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L
Supenntendent were facilitative resources in the implementation of the teacher evaluation
policy. 7
The evaluation instrument was causing most of the principals some concern. They
cnticized some of the critc\ria for being too vague or difficult to obscrve, and they also
expressed difficulty in using the rating scale. Some were experiencing difficulty with the
terms “excellent” and "very good” and spoke of the risk of using the term "excellent”
Others were dissatisfied with lhé absence of 4 category which would indicate an avenue
for unbmvcmcnt and said that the tenm "unsatisfactory”™ was too definite and (oo
negative, Five of the principals indicated a concern with the iconsistency between the
Ren scale and the final overall rating,
The principals gencrally ag’rccd that evaluation of tcachers should be conducted
during the first yecarin a sch(ml.and at least cvery three years, but believed there should
h
be some flexibility to compensate for teachers who are forced to move frequently
because of declining enrollments, S
The general comments made by the principals in the interview revealed that the

greatest source of difficulty in the implementation of the teacher evaluation policy was

the use of the evaluation insrument and the subjective nature of the process, s &3

b




CHAPTER 7

Findings and Conclusions

Chapter 7 presents the findings from the analyses of the quantitative and qualitative
data and the conclusions which were drawn from the interpretation of the data. These

4
conclusions were formulated in light of the rescarch which was reviewed in Chapter 2

Principaly’ Opinions of the Tsacher Evaluaton Policies. Guidelines aod Prosedures

‘The 0% return rake of the questionnaire led to the conclusion that the area of teacher
evaluation was particularly salicnt for principals. This was supported in the literature on
the accountability sRovement which Darling Hamimond et al, (1983:285) concluded has
“led to a 'rmurgcncc f anterest in evaluating teachers.™ Research in the arca of school
clfectiveness also points out the increased attention to the role of the principal, As Clark
et al. (1984:54) concluded, the school effectiveness literature has emphasized the
importance of the building principal.

‘The level of agrecment with the statements of policy, guidelines and procedures in
the formal evaluation of teachers by principals ot“ the Edmonton Catholic School District
ranged between 3.9 and 4.8, indicatingya generally high level of agreement. However,
some statements contained substantially lower levels of agreement and principals made
recommendations for change with regard to several aspects of the poii(‘y. )

Those statements which had lower levels of agreement were concerned with the
following aspects:

(1) The requirement that the principal note that there is concurrence with what is

stated in the evaluation report when the vice-principal has conducted an

evaluation;

~ 122
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A

!
(2) the requirements that teachers be evaluated in their first year in a school and at

least once every three years,;

(3) the performance ¢riteria to be used in the evaluation;

(4) the use of an evaluator from outside the school;

(5) writing the evaluation report;

(7) stating recommendations for improvement when teachers have not performed

.xulisl‘"m‘mril)"; and

(8) the On Review phase.

The aspects with which principals hafl lower levels of agreement were those that
departed substantially from the previous procedures used in the evaluation of teachers,

, .

those that involved a risk, and those that required resources such as time and skill,

Analysis of the open-ended responses in the questionnaires supported these
conclusions. Comments regarding those arcas which deviate from past procedures
indicated a desire to reduce the difference between what was previously required and the
new requirements. In the past, principals were not n:quiréd o cvaluate teachers at least
once every three years. Many teachers, once they had received a permanent certificate
and a permanent contract, were not evaluated again unless they moved to a different
school, The most frequently proposed chanéc made by principals in the open-ended
questionnaire responses was that teachers be evaluatéd at least once cvery five years,
This was interpreted as a desire by. principals to reduce the severity in change between
past procedure and the new required procedure. However, this was not supported in the
interview data, For the most part, principals who were interviewed supported the
requirement.

The evaluation ot teachers during their fi;st year in a school has always been
required in the past and so it was concluded that principals are concerned about the time
required to do an evaluation which might be redundant and the risk of harassing a teacher

who must frequently move. This was supported in both the questionnaire data and the
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interview dalz}A Although principals ggreed with the requirement they would prefer to
use their own discretion. That is, principals found the requirement that all teachers be
cvaluated in their first year in a school too prescriptive,

Formerly, a blank form was used by principals on which they wr[?'rfé the
performance appraisal and no specific set of criteria was prescribed for use in teacher
evaluation. The new policy contains a specific list of indicators which principals
suggested were too long, oo detailed, too difficult 10 observe, and too difficult to raté
These comments were interpreted to mean that principals are experiencing difficulty in
adjusting to the very different requirements regarding performance criteria and that there
1s no one sot of criteria that can be used for all teaching situations, This tinding was
strongly supported in the interview data. It was also supported by ll;c literature reviewed
in Chapter 2. Unclear or unacceptable performance criteria were found by Stiggins and
Bridgeford (1985:93) to bé one of the major barriers in evaluation of teachers by the
principal.  Stodolsky: (1984) also found that because teaching is context-bound and
inconsistent over time, \r\)o single set of criteria can be applied to all teaching situations.

New 100, are the requirements that principals state, in writing, recommendations for
improvement in the case where a teacher has not performed satisfaémrily and assist and
monitor the teacher's pr()gi[css. Since most of the suggested changes called for some
person other than the principal to perform these procedures it is concluded that principals
are concerned about their lack of time and ability and the risk involved in  carrying out
these procedures, |

The interview data supported the conclusion that it is the risk of carrying out these
procedures that principals find too high. The On Review phasc is onc that particularly
concemed principals who were in&\rvicwcd. They discussed the risk of a breakdown in

\
the relationship between the tcachcr\gmd the principal, the risk of legal implications and
‘ "

the cost of living with a decision that\\:ould remove a teacher’s livelihood. Because the
‘ \

. \
On Review phase can result in the termination of a teacher’s contract, legalitics become
\
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of central concern. Principals in the interview also indicated their distaste for having to
develop the documentation which could lead to teacher dismissal. This is supported in
the research by Blumberg and Greenfield (1980:216) who identified lhc.tcnninutimu)f a
tenured teacher as one of three major problems to have a negative emotional impact on
principals and w?m stated that "it.is noxious for school principals both to have to
confront the problem and to have to go through the long and arduous task of preparing a
case for termination,” 4:/«)

Both the in(ﬁ:rvicw data and the literature supported the conclusion that prlépul.\
lack the timg and ability to do the follow-up which is involved in helping teachers to
improve. Ryan and Hickcox (1980) contended that evaluators often lack the skill to
make recommendations to teachers for improvement as well as the time needed to carry
out meaningful supervision of teaching. Darling-Hammond alnd Wise (1985: 29) also
stated that "the timme of the evaluator is too short ... and the expertise oo limitéa to
produce reliable and valid insights that might lead to significant action. Stiggins and
Bridgeford (1985:93) identified evaluators’ lack of skill in evaluating teacher
performance and insufficient time for both evaluation and follow-up as major barriers to
cvaluation of teachers by the principal. MclLaughlin (1984:193) also supported these
conclusions by explaining that "insufficient (imcﬁand rc50urc;:s are available to rcsp(;nd
to less than satisfactory ratings anyway."

While the use of an outside evaluator is not entircly new in the evaluation of teachers
in the district, the main concern expressed in the questionnaire responsecs was the
potential for an evaluation that is different from that of the principal and the subsequent
risk to the principal of losing credibility as an C\}a‘ualor with the staff. Only one person
in the interview, however, expressed the same concern while others, in fact, held the
view that they would welcome another opinion. Therefore, both the questionnaire data

and the interview data indicated that principals are concerned about the subjectivity of the

evaluation process. This is supported in the literature by Ryan and Hickcox (1980:114)



126

who contend that the use of classroom observation as a means of gathering data on
teaching performance is a “notoriously unreliable™ procedure as it is subject to problems
of observer bias.

Writing the evaluation report is not a new requirement and so the concern was
interpreted as having to do with the skill required to write a report that contains more
than empty comment or ambiguous wording and the risk that it could be appealed by a
teacher or used in legal proceedings. 'l.‘hc interview data supported this conclusion
because principals expressed doubt about their ability to write the evaluation report and
discussed the importance of the report where legalities arise. The literature supporied the

conclusion that principals are concerned about the use of the written evaluation report in i

the termination of a teacher or where litigations arise. dBlumberg and Greenficld )
(1980:212) state that "“there must be an iron-clad, well-documented case that has been
built over a period of time before school administrators will risk the trauma associated
wi.lh" teacher termination.

The requirement that principals note concurrence with what is stated in the cvaluation
report when the vice-principal has conducted an evaluation is new and involves some
risk.{ The questionnaire responses indicated that principals were concerned about the risk
of being held responsible for someone else's decisions and the risk of negatively
affecting the principal--vice-principal relationship. The interfiew data supported this. A
minority, however, were more concerned about the relationship than the responsibility

but these principals felt that having to note concurrence strengthened the relationship and

instilled confidence in the vice-principal. Those who were more concerned about the

risk of the responsibility involved the vice-principal minimally.

The relationship between the level of agreement and the selected school and pcrsonal

characteristics was obtained by using a comparison of means in which 0.6 was
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arbitrarily considered to be a substantial difference. This method of analysis was most
appropniateé because 96% of the questionnaires were returned and the results were

therefore considered to be representative of the total population of principals.

-~

Sghgnghmgguﬁmﬁl Senior high school principals agreed less than principals of

schools with lower levels of instruction and most frequently substamiz;lly less than
principals of elementary schools with eighteen policy statements. Most of these dealt
with the On Rcvicw phase. The lowest level of agreement by the senior high school
‘principals was with the rcquirlcmcnt that the principal will be responsible for monitoring
the progress of the teacher during the On Review phase. The specific statements can be
seen by referring to Table 5.3 in Chapter 5. It was cong¢luded that the Jevel of agrocmcr;t
by principals with the policy étatcmcms is related to the instructional level of their

school,

Personal characteristics. In eight of the policy statements (see Table 5.5 in Chapter
5) thf: oldest group of principals agreed substantially less than did the youngest group.
In this’conncctioh the positive association‘bctwccn age and yéars of experience as a
principal is relevant. "f'hc lowest level of agreement with most of the policy statcmcn.ts
dealing with the On Review phase occurred with pringipals who had 16 to 20 years of
experience as a pri'ncipalf‘” Table 5.6 in Chapter 5 cqanﬁs%a complete presentation of the
items which contained substantially different levels of a\grccmcm categorized by the
number of years of experience as a principal. It can be concluded that'ycars of

cchncc as a principal is related to the principals’ level of agreement with the new

teacher evaluation policy. ‘ ‘ |
Nineteen policy statements contained substantially different levels of agreement by
o)

principals depending upon the amount of time the principal taught per week. (See Table
5.8 in Chapter 5). However, because the groups which indicated substantially low

levels of agreement were those who taught under 250 minutes and 250 to 500 minutes
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per week, and half of these were principals with Master's or Doctoral level courses in
Educational Administration, it was concluded that time taught wag not related to level of
agreement.

In 24 of the 25 policy statements in which there were substantially different levels of
agreement there was a trend for principals who had enrolled in or completed graduate
level courses in Educational Administration to indicate lower agreement than those who
had not. (See Table 5.9 in Chapter 5). As well, thc higher the level of graduate courses,
the less the lc‘vcl of agreement the principals indicated. Involvement in graduate courses
in Educational Administration was related to level ofz&rccmcm and the higher the Jevel
of involvement in graduate courses in Educational Adm'inis(ralion, the Jower the level of

r
agreement,

Conclusions
The issue of teacher evaluation was important 1o p!rincipals of the Edmonton Catholic
School District. Although the general level of agreement by the principals with the new
policy, guidelines and procedures was high, there were several aspects which contain
: ‘subslamially lower levels of agreement.

These included the statemients that the principal must note concurrence with what is
stated in an evaluation by the vice-principal, that teachers are to be evaluated in their first
year in a school and at least once every three years thereafter, that Jpertained 1o the
performance criteria, the writing of the evaluation report, the stating of fecommendations
for improvement, the use of an outside evaluator and the On Review phase. /

The statements with which principals indicated substantially lower levels of
agreement were those that deviated to a large extent from previously required
procedures, that involved a high degree of risk, or those for which priacipals felt they

)
" did not have the time or skill to carry out.

Eun}lcr, the level of agreement was related to the instructional level of the school,
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the number of years of experience as a principal and the level of involvement in graduate
" courses in Educational Administration. There was substantially lower agreement by
senior high school principals, those with 16 to 20 years of experience as a principal, and

those with higher levels of graduate courses in Educational Administration.




CHAPTER 8

Summary and Implications

‘This chapter contains two major sections. The first section briefly summarizes the
purpose of the. study, the research methodology, the profile of the respondents, the
major t'inding\s, and the major conclusions. The second section reports the implications

of the findings with recommendations for future research and policy implementation. -

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this SMdy was to investigate .(hc reactions of principa.ls (;f the
lidmonton Roman Catholic Separate School District to the ﬁew policy, guidelines, z;nd
procedures for the formal evaluation of teachers. School and personal characteristics of
the principal were also studied to determine how they were related to the level of
aérccmﬁm by the principals who a.rc thé primary evaluators of tcachi‘ng and
i:nplcmcmcrs of this new policy. Thc‘ reasons for this study are emphasized in the
li(craturc which points out the importance of the role of the principal both as an evaluator
and as an implementer who can heavily influence the outcome and impact of imposed
change.

The research objectives which gu{dcd this investigation were as follows:

(1) to survey the opinions, feelings and attitudes of th? principals about the ;>olicy,

guidelines and procedures in the formal evaluation of teachers;

(2) to survey principals' proposals for changc to the policy and its requirements;

(3) to determine the relationship between the school and personal characteristics of
. =
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the principal and the level of agreement; and

(4) to explore the meaning, for the principal, of the implementation of the new

pé)licy.

Research Mcthodology

A questionnaire, containing paraphrased statements of the district’'s policy,

N

e

guidelines and procedures was developed to collect datd from the total population of
principals. A five-point Likert-type scale was used to measure their level of agreement
with each statement, while another part of the instrument requested an open response in
which kn‘incipals stated their proposals for change and provided comments on the policy
statements. Another scction of the quc;stionnairc sought information regarding the
school and personal characteristics of the principal. This section was pilot-tested by two
graduate students in Educational Administration W\hO had experience as school
administrators. .

The instrument was then distributed to the 82 principals of the Edmonton Catholi;‘
School District. Because the rcspo(nsc rate was 96%, descriptive statistics--frequency
counts, percentage frequency distributions, comparison of means, and
cross-tabulations--were used in the analysis to examine t'hc levels of agreement and the
relationships among the major lvan'ablcs. Content ana‘lysis was used to examine the
proposals for change and the additional comments.

From the results of analyses of the questionnaire data, an interview schedule was
developed to gain deeper insight into the findings. It was pilot-tested with two principals
in the Edmonton Catholic School District. Ten randomly selected principals then took

part in the semi-structured interview. In order to illustrate the researcher’s interpretation

of the qualitative data, several responses were included as examples.

E ﬁl [l’ E. v l
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Qf the principals who responded to the questionnaire, over half worked in
clementary schools. Almost 65% were principals of small schools having 15 or fewer
full-time tcachcrs‘. Nearly all (92%) had at least one assistant principal employed in the
school.

%

Six of the 79 questionnaire respondents were women. Over ha@’of the principals
were 40 to 49 years of age. Nearly 85% had been assistant principals prior to becoming
principals, Abﬁ(_)ul 72% of the principals had 15 or less years of expericnce as a
principal, Approximatcly 64% had six or more years of post-secondary education and
73% had taken graduate courses in Educational _Adminislra(i(in. Close 'lo half of the
principals taught more than 500 minutes per week. Nearly all the principals had taken
part in some professional development activities in teacher evaluation. About two thirds
had participated in the district’s Effective Teaching Project.

The ten principals who took part iﬁ the interview pepresented schools at cach of the
instructional lcvc;s with five being from clcmcnlar;/ schools. Over half of the principals
were 50 years or older. Seven of the principals had over 10 ycars expericnce as a
principal. Seven principals taught between 250 and 756 minutes per week. Only three

had no involvement in graduate level courses in Educational Administration.

Maior Findi

The major findings from the questionnaire and interview data arc reported below.

Findings from questionnaire data. Ninety-six percent of the questionnaires were

returned. The level of agrt;cmcnl by the principals with the policy statements was high,
The mean levels of ag‘l‘"ocmcnt ranged between 3.9 and 4.8 on a five-point scale with five
being “strongly agree” and one being “strongly disagree”. .

Several poli;:y statements contained substantiall{ lower levels of agrccmcr'lt. These

were primarily concerned with statements about the involvement of the vice-principal,

s



the performance criteria, the written evaluation report and the On Review phase.
Relationships existed between several school and personal charactenstics and the
principals’ level of agreement. ‘High school principals, those with graduate courses in
Educational Administration, and those with 16 to 20 years of experience as principals
indicated less agreement with several of the policy statements,
The content analysis revealed proposed changes and concerns by principals with
respect to the prs)béblc cffects of {hc policy, several of the required procedures and the

lack of available resources,

Findings from the interview data. The wen principals who took part in the interview
interpreted the questionnaire results in which involvement in graduate courses in
Educational Administration was related to lower levels of agreement by principals. In
general, they thought that those principals were more critical of the policy because of a
broader, deceper knowledge of tca;hcr cvaluation and greater exposurc to and
understanding of resecarch which has addressed the subject.

In sharing their expericnces with the cf?écl of the policy on their relationships with
the vice-principal, or other staff, the principals expressed in the interviews that few
changes had occurred. In several cases, the relationship with the vice-principal had been
strengthened but most indicated no chéngc. “In most cases, principals said that their
staffs were more nervous as a result of the policy but that the principal-staff relationship
had not been affected. Only a few felt that the principal-staff relationship had become
more distant. Their main concern abdul the effects of the policy on their relationships
with others dealt with the On Review phase. Generally, the principals held the view that
the principal-teacher relationship would degenerate during this phase because they would
have most probably exhausted their resources in trying to help the teacher ixﬁprovc, and
because the next most likely step would be one that led to the teacher’s termination.

-7
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The principals indicated that they accepted the responsibility for the evaluation of
teachers, but for many of .them the task of assisting teachers in improving their
instruction was a burdensome one because of the time, skill and ability rcquir;cd to carry
it out. As well, many principals felt distressed about the On Review phase because the
possibility of lcrminal§()ll of a teacher's contract becomes greater when the teacher has
been placed in this stage.

All of the principals, regardless of whether or not they taught or how much time they
taught per week, said that they did not have enough time available to carry out the formal
evaluation of teachers as required by the policy. M()slvalso cxpressed a concern over
their own skills in*observation, evaluation, conferencing, and writing the evaluation
report,

Almost all of the principals were experiencing difficulty in the use of the
pcrforJam‘c criteria, either on the rating scale or in the final rating, They alsq djscussed
inter-rater reliability and standards indicating concern over the subjective na(ulrc of the
cvaluation process,

The principals felt positive about evaluating teachers during the first year in a school
and at least once every three years, However, some indicated that the prindipal should
be able to use discretion depending upon the conditions which surround these situations,

The general comments made by the principals based on their experiences with and
reflections upon their implementation of the policy indicated that the main area of
concern or difficulty related to the evaluation instrument.

. The researcher’s overall impfcssion of the principals' experience with the
implementation of the new tcacher evaluation ;;olicy was that principals were dealing
with fezlings of uncertainty, For some principals the uncertainty was associgtcd with
the evaluation instrument, for others it was the purpose or outcome of the evaluation

process and others, still, had questions about their ability as evaluators.
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At the time that this study was conducted, lcu!*hcr cvaluation was a highly .\'nlilcnl
issue for the principals of the Edmonton Catholic School District and their attitude
toward the new policy for the formal evaluation was generally very favorable,
chcrﬂ‘mclcss, the principals indicated substantially lower levels of agreement with i

number of aspects of the policy. In addition, relationships were identified between level

of agreement and several school and personal characteristics,

Aspects of policy with lower levels of agrecment. The major aspects of the policy
which contained lower levels of agreement concerned the performance criteria and the On
Review phase of teacher cvaluam)n,ﬂ

Some insights into the nature of the lower levels of agreement with these aspects
were oblaincg from the relevant findings in the qualitative data.  The lower level of
agn:cmcr;l wi‘(l; the policy statements which pertained to the performance criteria to be
used in the formal evaluation of teachers reflected the difficulty which pl'{llCi})alS were
experiencing in the usc of the evaluation instrument. Not only wcrc;omc criteria
discovered to be un(;bscrvablc, principals also experienced difficulty in using the rating
scale and found it to be inconsistent with the final overall rating.

Those policy statements whilch pertained to the On Review phase reéquired skills and
time which principals felt they lacked. This \phas)‘c is also one which places the teacher in
the last stage before termination, so that principals’ lower level of agreement with thig

- aspect indicated their distaste for having to take such action.

Yarjables related to level of agreement. Relationships were identified between the

* principals’ level of agreement and the following school and personal characteristics: type

of school, level of involvement in graduate courses in Educational Administration, and
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number of years expericnce as a principal.

Principals of senior high schools indicated the lowest levels of agreement with the
policy, Principals with graduate courses in Educational Administration indicated less
agrecment with the policy, and the higher the level of graduate work in Educational
Administration the lower was the level of agreement, Those principals with 16 to 20)

years expericnee as a principal also indicated the lowest agreement,

The interview findings provided some undcrs(anding of the relationship between the
lower level of agreement by senior high school principals with the required procedures
during the On Review phase. Principals with a teaching background in secondary
cducation before becoming school based administrators, even lhou‘gh they were
principals of schools with lower levels of instruction, expressed more doubt about their
ability to evaluate and assist teachers in specific subject areas or grade Jevels, Therefore,
it cannot be assumed that only senior high school principals are likely to indicate lower
agreement with the policy. 'The finding that principals, regardless of the instruational
level of their school are likely to show Jess agreement if they were secondary school
instructors before becoming school administrators, warrants further study.

The imcrv“i.cw data also led 1o the conclusion that those principals who have been
involved in graduate courses in Educational Administration are more critical of the policy
because of their broader background in the area of teacher evaluation. Thcy have likely
compared and critiqued theories and research in teacher evaluation and may therefore be’
more perceptive of certain aspects of the policy which could be difficult to implement or
wlﬁch may not achieve thc intended outcomes.

1

The literature on thie change process supports the finding that those principals with

more years of experience indicaged lower levels of agreement. The cost of adapting onc’s
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behavior is higher for those who have used one routine for a long period of time,

Leelings and attitudes. Findings in the quantitative and qualitative data support the
conclusion that principals had a positive attitude t()lward the process of formal teacher
evaluation. At the same time, however, they are experiencing feelings of uncertainty as
they implement the required procedures, Much of the uncertainty lies with their ability as
evaluators and with having to change their procedures and adapt their role,

Also, principals are expericncing some anxicty about the possibility of having to
recommend a teacher’s termination. The onerous nature of the task and the fear of the

. lc‘gal implications of teacher evaluation will tend to keep principals from taking the risk

of placing a teacher in the Goals For lmprovement and On Review phases.

Based upon the research literature written on teacher evaluation and the
implementation of change, and in light of the analyses of the data gathered in this study,
certain recommendations may be worthy of consideration, The following is a discussion

of the implications for future research as well as for future policy-making. '

Future rescarchn While the questionnaire used in this study sought the prfncipal.s'
level of agreement with each aspect of the policy, there was no item which sought their
level of agreement with the policy in general, the purposes or assumptions on which the

policy is based, or the intended outcome of the policy. Such questions should be
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considered in similar studies which seek the reactions of the target implementers to

mandated policies.
Also, the behavior of principals in their implementation of the new policy was not

observed and there was no way to determine whether they complied with the policy and

whether the policy was being implemented in the way that the policy-makers intended.
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Although the reaction of the principals indicated a high level of agreement, wide
differences may occur between schools in the way with which the policy is being
adapted, modified, or even mutated. Future research might include the observation of
the target implementers as they carry out a new policy, particularly mandated policy and
e
teacher evaluation policies,
N

While this study sought only the reaction of principals to the new teacher evaluation
policy, future studies might examine teachers' reactions.

'l’his study also focused on only the formal evaluation of lc;chcrs, Future rescarch
on the informal evaluation practises and teachers' use of self-evaluation could be ot
merit,

In addition, the results of this study, while it focused on the approach being taken by
the Edmonton Catholic School District, pr(f:)ably have generalizability to other school

systems. Therefore, replication of this type of investigation in other districts would be

desirable,

Policy implementation. Policy-makers would be prudent in providing adequate
training to implementers of new policies before requiring them to carry out procedures
which demand new or more sophisticated skills. For those who develop teacher
evaluation policies, training would facilitate the process if given in the following skills:
observation, conferencing, and writing of the evaluation report,

When the policy requires that the implementer use additional time to carry out the
requirements, then additional time should be made available by the pblicy~makcrs.
Where this is not feasible, then reorganization of responsibility among the employees
may free the target implementers from duties which inhibit implementation of new
procedures.

Time should also be allowed for the transition thét must be made when there is

’



considerable deviation from past procedures. The anxiety which principals expressed
regarding the possibility of having to place a teacher On Review is an indication of the
change in the role of the principal. Decisions regarding the termination of a teacher were
picviously made by central office personnel. Because the responsibility is completely
new to the role of the school principal, there may be a hesitancy on the part of the
principals to recommend that a teacher be placed in phase three--On Review, Where the
required change is markedly different from past procedures, the introduction of the

change in consecutive stages over time would also facilitate the implementation phase.
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For those who must review the teacher evaluation process in the Edmonton Catholic -

School District, the rcmilts of this study imply that the evaluation instrument should be
revised in order that the criteria be more clearly defined, that the item rating scale and the
final overall rating be more consistent, and that the instrument be more reflective of the
purpose of the policy which is the improvement of instruction.

The movement toward educational reform and the emphasis on teacher evaluation
continues to be active, Many of the articles in the November 1985 issue of Educational
Leadership, which focused on carcer development, emphasized teacher appraisal and
training. However, if teacher evaluation is not to be just another "quick-fix
accountability scheme™ then akention must be given to the issue of change as teacher
evaluation policies are implemented or it, too, will fall by the wayside with a host of

#
other failed educational change efforts.
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13 January 1986

Your cooperation is requested in completion of the enclosed questionnaire
which surveys the reactions of principals to our policies, guidelines and
procedures for the formal evaluation of teaching performance. Your opinions
about this pew approach to the evaluation of teachers are viewed by me as
extremely important at this stage. They will provide valuable feedback to us
when clarifjcation and revision are being considered. Information concerning
support for positive features of this new process is also important. A copy
of the report will be sent to all principals. '

The data will be analyzed by one of our administrators, Leola Hildebrandt,
who is currently working toward the completion of a Master's ‘thesis which
addresses the topic of teacher evaluation. She will treat akl_questionnaire
responses with confidentiality. The school number which appears on the
survey is necessary for the selection of a number of principals who will be
asked to volunteer to take part in a structured interview to be conducted by
Leola. The interview questions wili be based on the questionnaire responses.
Principals are assured that interview responses will also be confidentiale

I am requesting that you please complete the questionnaire and return it by
3 February 1986 to Leola Hildebrandt, by way of our courier service, care of
Jim Strand at the Service Building.

Thank you very much for your assistance.

Yours sincerely,

2
/Jofin F. Brosseau, Ph.D.
Chief Superintendent

tncl. . ’ - . ] .
‘ O
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8 January 1986

Mr. Jim Strand

Warchouse and Deliveries Supervisor

Edmonton Catholic School Board

Service Centre

10734 120 Strect

Ldmonton, Alberta '!“5H Ap7 N

Dxear Jim,

As a follow up 0 our telephone conversation, this letter is to thank you for your
) A

assistance in the data collection for the rescarch project 1 am conducting in the Master's

program at The University of Alberta, in the Department of Educational Administration,

SN
I will be sending a questionnaire to all the principals of the iidmomor} “atholic Sch

District during the week of 13 January 1986, | am requesting that they return these
questionnaires by 3 February 1986 to me, Leola Hildcbrandt, by way of our couricg

service, in care of Jim Strand at the Service Building,

I will pick up the envelopes at the Service Bui@‘ng during the weck of 3 February 1986,
I would very much appreciate if you could also receive any retumns that might arrive after
this time as all responses are important to the results of the rescarch. 1 will contact you
by telephone to ascertain whether you have received any late responses and we can
discuss how to deal with them should this problem arise,

Thagk you very much for. your assistance, Jim.

Most sincerely,

Leola Hildebrandt
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4 February 1986 v

<l

Dear . ‘

Thank you very much for promptly returning your‘compldtcd questionnaire
entitled, "Reactlons of Principals to the Edmonton Catheollc School
District Policles, Guldelines and Procedures for the Fommal Evaluatton
of Teaching Performance”. <y

As promised, a copy of the report will be forwarded to you upon
completion of the research.

Yours very sincerely, ’ "

" Leola Hildebrandt
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You recently completed a questionnaire entfitled "Reactlons of Principals to
the Edmonton Catholic School District Pollcies, Guidelinks and'Provedurea tor
the Formal Evaluation of Teaching Performance.” This was one part of the
research T am conducting which will be reported in a Master’s thesis in
Educational Administration,

Another part of the research design calls for Iinterviews with principals in
order to obtain insfght 1nto several matters which were raised in the
questionnaire Lesponses The results of the analyses of the quesfionnalrc
data have been used in the development of the interview schedule whf{ch has
been approved by my advisor Dr, Holdaway, Professor of Educational

. Administration, University of Alberta.

The study design includes randon selection of ten principals to take part {n
the interview. By this procedure, your name has been selected and I would
very much appreciate spending approximataly a half hour with you., The
interview will be an opportunity for you to express your views and have .them
anonymously incorporated into the research report. Under no circumstances
will {t be possible to tdentify your responses, The interview 1is an
opportunity to provide a better understanding of the formal evaluation of
teachers from the perspective of the principal,

If you have any questions, please call me efther on 432-4913 (University) or
463-2847 (home), or call Dr. Holdaway on 432-5295 (University Hall),

I am looking forward to having the interview with you and will .be calling
soon to make an appointment, ' .

Yours sincerely,

3]

LeolatHildebrandt
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April 24, 1986

Dear

Thank you for participating in the interview which was designed o provide a qualitative
aspect to the study, "Reactions of Principals to the Edmonton Catholic School District
Policies, QGuidelines, and Procedures for the Formal Evaluation of Teaching
Performance.”

Y our assistance and consideration are very much appreciated,

Sincerely,

I cola Hildebrandt
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Interview Schedule

Ninety-six percent of the principals of the Edmonton Catholic School District
completed the questionnaire "Reactions of Principals to the Edmonton Catholic School
District Policies, Guidelines and Procedures for the Formal Evaluation of Teaching
Performance.”  The following questions were derived from the analysis of the

questionnaire data. The purpose of this interview is to provide a deeper, richer

understanding ofghese results.

a
’

Please answer each question freely and openly. At no time will your identity be
revealed by me. If any question or probe needs further clarification, please do not
hesitate to ask. If necessary, | will explain or rephrase the question to make it clearer.
Also, as we work through the interview, I will briefly explain my reasons for asking

some of the questions so that you can understand the nature of those questions.

Al

1. In the analysis of the qucstionnairé datla, it was found that thc opinion responses
on 28 items related to the level of graduate courses in Educz‘nivonal' Administration which
principais had completed or enrolled in. ‘ The principals who had enrolled in or
completed Educational Administration graduate courscsl indicated less aén:cmcm with the
policy items than those who had no Educationai Administmﬁon graduate courses in their
background. Also,_ihc higher the icvcl of Educational Administration gradua(é"courscs,

the less the princibal agreed with the policy items. In your opiniod, what would account

for these diﬁercnccfz ‘ :
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Interview Schedule

2. In the open-ended questionnaire responses many principals commented on the
effect of several of the required procedures on their relations with the teacher being
evaluated, with the staff as a grollxp, and with their vice principals.

(a) What do you view as the probable effect of the policy on your relations with
these individuals and with the staff? ‘ ' .

(b) How do you feel about these aspects?

~

3. In the written resposes of the questionnaire data, many principals indicated a
desire for teachers to k‘*cpt responsibility ‘for their own improvement during the Goals
for Improvement and On Review phases of the evaluation process. They also indicated,
especially during the On Review phase, a desire for assistance and shared responsibility
particularly from the Area Superintendent. |

(a) What do you feel these comments indicate?

" (b) What are your own fccli'ngs about the princjpal’s responsibility during these
phases of the evaluation policy? ‘

4. In the open-ended questionnaire responses, principal; commented on the
resources needed to carry out the policy. 'fo what extent do the resources available to

\
you ( i.e. skills, abilities, funds, time, energy ) , facilitate or inhibit your ability to

. \ ‘

implement the policy? . ' .

&

" 5. Principals frequently commgntcd on the system criteria, school-based criteria,

and the system's fating scale to be used.in collecting information about teachers’

B . .
performance. What has been youpexperience with these criteria and the rating scale?
' . - ! . . .

P | ' } . ‘, o .l‘. %
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6. Many principals considered that rcq&iring'thét teachers tn their first year in a
schopl be cvaluated was unnecessary particularly for those who are on pérmzmcn(
contracts. What arc your views on this aspect?

I

7. Several principals felt that evaluating teachers once every three years was 100

frequent and that for many teachers evaluation once in a five year period was sufficient,

! .
How do you feel about this? ‘

8 Arc lkrc any other matters based on your experience with, or retlections on this

f

new policy that you weuld like to share with me?



ke

A\

* APPENDIX C

TABLES

174



TABLE | o,

Percentage Frequency PAStribution of Levels of Agrecmentof
Principals with Policy Statements
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TAGLLE 2

Frequency of Proposed Changes and Freyency of Comments by Principals tor

Paraphrased Policy St

o - 189

o



Frequency of Proposed Changes and Frequency of Comments by Principals fos

Table 2

N

Paraphrasced Policy Statements

\

Paraphrased Statements of ECSD Policies,

P

Guidelines and Procedures

‘The principal will be the primary
evaluator of the performance of

classroom teachers,

The principal will be the primary
evaluator of other certificated
educators, such as vice-principaly,

teacher-libranans,and counsellon,

The princtpal may call on the
assistance of other chsonncl such as
assistant principals, superiniendents/ .
assistant superintendents, supervisors/
assistant supervisors, consultants,
department heads, and directors in
evaluating the performance of teachers
and other certificated staff,
N '

Ali documentation ﬁrovided by othér
personnel involved in conducting the
evaluation must be
(a) signed by ﬂleﬁ‘; and *
{b) reviewed by the principal who

s responsible for the formal
' evalpéﬁon report submitted.

.

Proposed

Changes

Comments

190




Frequency of Proposed Changes and Frequency of Comments by Principals tog

Table 2 ( [nnlinucd )

Paraphrased Policy Statements

191

Patuphrased Statements of ECSD Policies, ' Proposed
I |

O

Guidelines and Proceduses

Changes

Where assistant puncipals are

involved in conducting the evaluaton, !

the principal must

(a) review the evaluation;

(b) note that there is concunence 7 5

with what is stated: and

(¢) sign the evaluation form,

Formal evaluation of wachers is

conducted in the Tollowing situations,

(a) during the'first year of

employment with the district;

(b) prior to permanent certification;

(¢) prior to being granted a permanent

contract;

(d) during the first year in

a school;

(e) at least once in a three year . o

period;

(f) when a teacher requests an evaluation;

(g) when the principal deems an

evaluation necessary; or

(h) when the Chief Superintendent ' 1
* or an Area Superindandcm

requests an evaluation.

Comments

*3




Table 2 ( continued )

Frequency of Proposed Changes and Frequency of Comments by Principals tor

Paraphrased Policy Statementy

Pataphrased Statements of ECSD Policies,

7

Ciuidelines and Procedures

A

10.

The principal shall use (hc'gcncml
district criteria when evaluating . -

eacher performance,

‘The principal may develop school-
based performance criteria in

consultation with hisvsher statt’

Teachers involved in the evaluation
process must be awareof

(a} the critena w be used; and

(b) the time frame in which the

evaluation will be carried out,

The process of formal evaluation

will include the following phases:

(a) General Evaluation--applicable
o all teaching staff;

(b) Goals For Improvement--procedures
f&)r performance improvement when
performance has been evaluated
as unsatisfactory; and

(c) On Review--procedures to be
followed when Goals For lmfwovement

have not been met.

Proposed

Changes

Commenty

3}

———

192




193

Table 2 ( continued )
Frequency of Proposed Changes and Frequency of Comments by Principals for

Paraphrased Policy Statements

Pataphrased Statements of ECSD Policies, Proposed Commenty

Guidelines and Procedures Changes

GENERAL EVALUATION

11, In aconference with the teacher : '3
being evaluated, the prncipal shall
establish an understanding of the

process of evaluation,

12, In a conference with the teacher 4 4
being evaluated, the principal must
identify the characteristics
peculiar to the eaching si(ua(i(\)n
- such as type of (‘.l‘ass_ size of

class and background of teacher,

13, ‘The principal and teacher will 9 _ 6
jointly identify the criteria w
be used in the evaluation.

14, The principal and teacher will ‘ 1 5

discuss what constitutes

successfully meeting the criteria,

15. The principal will collect - ‘ 1 4
information regarding the teacher’s !

performance. A\
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Table 2 ( continued )

Frequency of Proposed Changes and Frequency of Comments by Principals for

Paraphrased Policy Statements

Paraphrased Statements of ECSD Policies,

17.

18,

19.

'

CGuidelines and Procedures

In collecting information about the
teacher’s performancc.. the principal
shall adhere to the type of information
and the style of observation agreed

upon in the planning conference,

Before any new criteria or
procedural changes are introduced
the printipal must discuss them
with the teacher prior o any

subsequent observations,

As soon as feasible following the
observation(s), the principal shall
discuss with the teacher

the achievement of the objectives ‘

specified in th'e‘ planning phase.

Within sev?n tkaching days following
the final conference, the evaluator
will give a written évaluation repost
10 the teacher for study and the

inclusion of written comments.

Proposed - Comments
Changes -
f\._,/’
3 3
2 1
1 3
~a
4 4
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Paraphrased Policy Statements
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195

Paraphrased Statements of ECSD Policies,

~

Guidelines and Procedures

20. The principal shall sign the
evaluation report which must
also be signed by the evaluator

and the teacher,

21. In writing the evaluation report,
the format will be consistent with -
the guidelines established by the

district administration.

22. The principal shall send the original
I copy of the signed evaluation
report to Central Office to be

placed in the Personnel file.

23. The principal shall give one copy of
the signed evaluation Japort o

the teacher.

24. The principal will keep one copy of

the evaluation report.

Proposgd

Changes

Comments
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Table 2 ( continued )

Frequency of Proposed Changes and Frequency of Comments by Principals for

* Paraphrased Policy Statements

196

Paraphrased Statements of ECSD Policies,

25.

26.

27.

CGuidelines and Procedures

A teacher whose performance has
been ¢valuated as unsatisfactory will
be placed in Phase 2: Goals for

Improvement.

Within seven teaching days of receipt
of the written evaluation report, a
teacher may make a written appeal to
the Area Supex?nendcm concerning
the process and/or the content of the

evaluation,

Afer a written appeal has been
submitted, the Area Superintendent
will then review the matter and may
grant another formal evaluation, the
form of which will be determined‘in
consultation with the principal.

[

Proposed

r

-€hanges

Comiments
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4 Table 2 ( continued )
Frequency of Proposed Changes and Frequency of Comments by Principals for

\j

Paraphrased Policy Statements

197

Paraphrased Statements of ECSD Policies,

Guidelines and Procedures

If after examining the appeal the
Area Superintepdent determines that
another formal evaluaton by the
schoo£ principal is inappropriate,
he/she may arrange for another
evaluator from outside the school

t0 do a second evaluation,

GOALS FOR IMPROVEMENT

29.

o

The Goals For Improvement shall be
determined by the principal in

consultation with the teacher,

The Goals For Improvement shall be
%(ated in writing and shall include
the followiflg aspects:

(a) the areas of required improvement;

(b) the methods by which improvement

may be accomplished;
(c) the resources available t0 assist
the teacher in improving; and

o

(d) a reasonableé time limit.

¢

Proposed Commenty
Changes
3 L B
¢
1 3
-

3
3 1
1 2
1 1
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Table 2 ( continued ) '
Frequency of Proposed Changes and Frequency of Comments by Principals for

A

Paraphrased Policy Statements

Paraphrased Statements of ECSD Policies, Proposed Comunents
CGuidelines and Procedures , Changes
n e - - .

31, If within the established time 3

limits the teacher improves '
satisfactorily as_.demonstrated by a : .
subsequent formal evaluation usi:lg )
the same procedure outlined in the
General Evaluation,the principal -
shall remove the teacher from the _ ‘ ~
Goats For Improvement phase. »
32. If the teacher fails to improve o
satisfactorily, the principal must
refer the matter in writing to the
Area Suixrintendem with a copy o

the teacher.

33. Following consultation with the
principal and teacher, the Area
Superintendent makes a decision
(a) whether or not to plgce the ) ' 2 3
teacher in Ph& 3--On Review; o

”

or
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Table 2 ( continued ) -

Frequency of Proposed Changes and Frequency of Comments by Principals for

- Paraphrased Policy Statements
Paraphrased Statements. of ECSD Policies, Proposed Comments
‘Guidelines and Procedures . Changes
(b) whether to continue the teacher 2 5

in Phase 2.-Goals For 1:riproyemcm
f?r another specified period of

time,

34, Necessary inf()rmau'(;n will be shared . . 8
with the new principal when a teacher .
or principal ransfers to another ‘
school while the teacher is in the
Goals For Improvement phase.
o
ON REVIEW
35. The On Review phase‘ begins when the
Area Superintendent notifies the
teacher in writing, with a copy to the
' principal, that:
(a) because the teacher’s performance 1
remains unsatisfactory, the

teacher is now On Review; and




200

Table 2 ( continued )
Ircqucncy of Proposed Changes and Frequency of Comments by Prmcnpdls far
Paraphrascd Policy Statements

A

Paraphrased Statements of ECSD Policies, Proposed . Conuncats

Guidelines and Procedures Changes

(b) unless thiere is appropriate 4
improvement, a recommendation
will be made to the Office of the
Superintendent of Personnel
Services that consideration be
given to terminating the
@hds contract.
36. The principal in consultation with
the Area Superintendent will send
notification to the teacher stating:
(a) the specified goals to be . 3 6
achieved; ‘

" (b) the indicators for determining ‘ 3 6
whether the goals have been . ' ‘
reached; ‘ ',‘

(¢) the assistance available to the 4 6
teacher; -

(d) the length of time allotted to | 4 - . 6
achieve the goals; and :

(e) a recommendation that the teacher 4 8
consult with the Alberta Teachers' , | | .
Association regarding clarification
of legal righ}s. ’ ~ .
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~
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201

Paraphrased Statements of ECSD Policies,”

Guidelines and Procedures

37. 'The principal will §end to the
Superintendent of Personnel Services
a copy of the letter to the teacher
On Review,
.

38. During the‘()n Review phase, the
principal will be lt:sponsiblc for
monitoring the progress of the

-teacher,

39. During the On Review phase,
the principal will ensure that
assistance is made available

to the teacher,

40. When the time of the On Review
phasé has expired, the principal,
teacher and Area Superintendent
will discuss with the teacher
the degree of success met by the

._‘\‘. /

Proposed

O

_ Changes

Comments

10

("
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Table 2 ( continued ) /
Frequency of Proposed Changes and Frequency of Comments by }’rincihals for
Paraphrased Policy Statements

A
Paraphrased Statements of ECSD) Policies, Proposed Comments

Guidelines and Procedures Changes

41, The principat shall state in writing

0 the eacher, that ‘

(a) the weacher has achieved the . 3 3
On Review goals and sl;ould be
removed from the On Review phase;
and

(b) the teacher should yeceive ' 5 6
continued assistance and be
subject to a formal evaluation
within one year;or

(¢) the teacher has not achieved the 3 3

On Review goals.

42, The principal shall send a copy of
the letter to |
(a) the Area Sumin@knt; and . . 3 2
(b) the Superintendent of Pcmor‘mel ‘ 5 2

Services.

o>
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Table 2 ( continued )
Frequency of Proposed Changes and Frequency of Comments by Principals for

Paraphrased Policy Statements’

Paraphrased Statements of ECSD Policies, }’mpos&i Comments
CGuidelines and Procedures Changes
"
N
43, If the wacher has not achieved the ' 2 1

On Rcvicf: goals, the Area Superin- '
tendent will bring the existing

documentation on the teacher to the

Superintendent of Personnel Services

for review, and request that the ) e
matter be reviewed with the Chief k

Superintendent,

44, The Chief Superintendent will then
inform the teacher in writing of a
decision to:

(a) continue On Review for a 5 3
specified period of time,
with a subsequentfurther review
of the si_tuau'on; or

(b) recommerd to the Board of : . 1
Trustees the termination of the

teacher's contraj:}v

'45. The teacher may appeal the decision 3
to terminate the teacher contract

under provisions of the School Act.
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S N Table 2 ( continued )
%:“?&équcn?y' of Proposed Changes and Frequency of Comments by Principals for

& Paraphrased Policy Statements
p y

Paraphrased Statements of ECSD Policies, Proposed Comments

Guidelines and Procedures ("hzmgc_\

i

40, A review of the policy, guidelines
and adn\i}lisualivc procedures will
be conducted after the first year

. ot implementation and thereafier on

a regular basis,

GENERAL COMMENTS

=

-

- -
ey



